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And they sent to him some of the Pharisees and Herodians, to entrap him in his
talk. And they came to him and said to him, "Teacher, we know that you are true,
and care for no man; for you do not regard the position of men, but truly teach the
way of God. It is lawful to pay taxes to Caesar, or not? Should we pay them, or
should we not?" But knowing their hypocrisy, he said to them," Why put me to the
test? Bring me a coin and let me look at it." So they brought one. And he said to
them, "Whose likeness and inscription is this?” They said to him, "Caesar's." Jesus
said to them, "Render to Caesar the things that are Caesar's, and to God the things
that are God's.”

(Mark 12:13-17)

When Caesar, having exacted what is Caesar's, demands still more

insistently that we render unto him what is God's—that is a sacrifice we dare not
make.

—Alexander Solzhenitsyn

© M. Hilary Cunningham
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ABSTRACT
God and Caesar at the Rio Grande:
The Sanctuary Movement and the Politicization of Religion
in the United States
M. Hilary Cunningham
Yale University
1992

This dissertation analyzes a religio-political coalition known as the U.S. Sanctuary
Movement. The movement was officially inaugurated during the March 1982 public
declaration of Sanctuary by Southside United Presbyterian Church in Tucson, Arizona,
and comprised a network of churches and synagogues which offered "safe haven" or
"sanctuary" to Central American fugitives denied political asylum by the U.S. Immigration
and Naturalization Service (INS). Between March 1981 and May 1986 Sanctuary became a
highly volatile locus of U.S. Church-State confrontation, eventually resulting in the
conviction of eight Sanctuary workers.

This ethnography argues that the U.S. Sanctuary Movement is part of a larger
"discourse" about U.S. Church-State relations and the "articulating presence” of religion
and faith in American society. Focusing on a Tucson community, it explores how a
particular group of people used religious beliefs and practices to interpret and respond to
State authority, and how, in so doing, they reconstituted their cultural world—from their
place in the family and church to their identity within the nation and global community.

Chapter One discusses some of the theoretical issues that the movement raises for
the study of "religious” phenomena, contending that Sanctuary raises important social
scientific questions about the relationship of religion to power and social change.

Chapters Two and Three provide an historicai account of the Sanctuary Movement
between 1980 and 1987. These chapters focus on the role of the Tucson community in
Sanctuary and familiarize the reader with the principal actors and events of the movement,

as well as the culture of Church-State conflict framing Sanctuary.
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Chapters Four and Five analyze Sanctuary as an historical tradition. and discusses
the different Church-State cultures underlying ancient Hebrew, medieval Christian and
U.S. sanctuary practices. They also look at how each culture uniquely shaped the nature of
the sanctuary "space" at different times in history.

The remaining chapters take the reader into "ethnographic” terrain by returning to
the sanctuary "spaces” of the contemporary movement. Chapter Six focuses on Tucson's
Sanctuary Movement as a cultural phenomenon that "articulates” individuals into a novel
social group, specifically by recasting the way in which they perceive and experience
themselves as a "church.” Chapter Seven explores the unique experiences of Central
Americans in Sanctuary and highlights how differences of language, class, culture,
religion, and political views profoundly shape the ways in which Sanctuary has
"articulated” Central Americans into the movement. Chapter Eight examines Tucson's

underground and discusses how "border work” is an expression of both the broader

* Sanctuary church and a "faithful community."

Lastly, Chapter Nine examines Sanctuary's relationship to, and impact on, the
reconfiguration of U.S. Church-State relations in the 1980s. In these pages, Sanctuary is
treated as the formulation not simply of "protest” but of "church"—that is, as type of
Christianity that formulated a new understanding of the Church's relation to the State as

well as the role of Christianity in the global order.
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INTRODUCTION

Religion and the Modernization Thesis

The evolutionary future of religion is extinction. Belief in supernatural
beings and in supernatural forces that affect nature without obeying nature's laws
will erode and become only an interesting historical memory. To be sure, this
event is not likely to occur in the next generation; the process will very likely take
several hundred years, and there will always remain individuals or even occasional
small cult groups who respond to hallucination, trance, and obsession with a
supernaturalist interpretation. But as a cultural trait, belief in supernatural power is
doomed to die out, all over the world, as a result of the increasing adequacy and
diffusion of scientific knowledge . . . the process is inevitable.

Xr.11 =~ 10

—Anthony Wallace 1966:264-65!

The sound of the Democrats invoking the Bible at their convention in
New York earlier this month heartened many in the party who were looking to
recapture some of that old time religion. But it drove some Republican stalwarts
crazy.

"Misquoting and manipulating the Holy Scriptures for political purposes
should be offensive to millions of Americans, " said Rev. Jerry Falwell, the
Southemn Baptist evangelist who has already declared support for the
Republican ticket. "It is certainly a more significant error than the much
publicized mis-spelling of potato.”

Mr. Falwell saved his sharpest words for Mr. [Jesse] Jackson, who
talked about Jesus as a child without a father and compared vice-President Dan
Quayle with King Herod, the ruler at the time of Jesus who wantonly killed
children. The Democrats, Mr. Falwell said, were more in the image of Herod
for their support of abortion rights. He added:"Jackson's statement about Jesus
not having a father is not only incorrect; it is blasphemous and indicative of
Reverend Jackson's theological illiteracy. While God himself was the father of
Jesus, Joseph the husband of Mary was the ideal surrogate”

—The New York Times, Saturday, July 25, 1992.

For those who listened to Democratic and Republican speeches in the election year
1992, Anthony Wallace's remarks seem, at the very least, to be premature. Religion—if
U.S. national politics are any indication—is not anywhere near "extinction," and as a
“cultural trait," seems to be surviving with vigor. To be fair to Anthony Wallace, however,
one must place his remarks in historical context. In the 1950s and 1960s, it was

fashionable for western social scientists to aver that religion would disappear as

1Quoted in Shupe 1990:17.
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"modernization,” and its twin "secularization" steadily advanced. According to this line of
thinking, countries like the United States would witness a decline in religiosity, and Third
World governments, imitating their First World exemplars, would "increasingly utilize
secular as opposed to religious symbolism to legitimate and consolidate their rule"
(Sahliyeh 1990:4). Social theorists confidently maintained that "nationalism, rather than
religion,” would "provide citizens with a locus for their political allegiance and
identification” (Ibid.)

Yet in the gaze of a now-wiser social science—informed by two decades of
worldwide religio-political activity—the secularization thesis has humbly receded, giving
way to a new set of questions about the role of religion in the contemporary world. The
rise of liberation theology in Latin America; the powerful voice of the New Christian Right
in the United States, the role of the Catholic bishops in overthrowing the Marcos regime in
the Philippines; church involvement in the apartheid struggle in South Africa; the Islamic
revolution in Iran; the Catholic Church's support of Solidarity in Poland, the emergence of
militant religious nationalism among the the Shi'a in Lebanon and the Sikhs in India, and
the coalition between Israel's conservative Likud and the Gush Emunim settlement
movement—all of these examples suggest that religion continues, secularization theories
notwithstanding, to be a powerful medium through which peoples of both the First and
Third Worlds experience social change. Such events have given rise to new questions
about: 1) the relationship of religion to national-cultural processes, i.e., its relationship to
"affairs of state, cultural identity, economic processes and family/socialization dynamics”
(Robertson and Garrett 1991: xii); and 2) the role of religion in globalization, i.e., the
"processes by which the world becomes a singie place” (Robertson 1985:347).

In light of these events and queries, social scientists have renewed—after "decades
of neglect"—their interest in religion and social movements (James L. Guth ez. dl.
1988:357). Among the most stirring instances of "religion"” to stimulate social scientific

interest have been the emergence of grassroots, politically-oriented Christian groups in the
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United States over the 1970s and 1980s-—a phenomenon that caught many social scientists
off guard because of "America's" presumed status as a paragon of "secular modernity."
The group(s) that have received the most sociological attention have been the
fundamentalist and charismatic Christiar <oalitions (e.g., the American Coalition for
Traditional Values, the Moral Majority, and the National Conservative Action Committee)
and are referred to collectively as the New Christian Right (NCR). These coalitions not
only played a significant role in the 1980 election of Ronald Reagan, but also developed a
powerful influence in American political culture. According to some scholars, the
fundamentalist surge of the last two decades represents a "renewal of religious commitment
in American life comparable in scale and intensity to the 'Great Awakenings' of the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries” (Wald 1990:51).2

Alongside of the NCR's rise, however, has been the emergence of another, less-
noted and often overlooked U.S. religious movement—one that is also Christian-based and
oriented toward national politics. The groups in this tradition (e.g., Clergy and Laity
Concerned, the National Council of Chuxrches, Pax Christi [U.S.A.], Sanctuary, The
Sojouners Community), are located on the "left" of the American political spectrum, and
engaged in an unusual degree of organizing, demonstrating and committing civil
disobedience against the Reagan-Bush governments. While the NCR groups sought
political reform on abortion, school prayer, gay rights, "deviant" sexuality, pornography
and recreational drugs, the religious groups of the "left" confronted the government on

2 Kenneth Wald also notes:

By all the normal indicators of religious commitment—the strength of religious institutions,
practices, and belief—the United States has resisted the pressures toward secularity.
Institutionally, churches are probably the most vital voluntary organizations in a couniry
that puts a premium on "joining up.” A 1980 tabulation by the National Council of
Churches listed approximately 340,000 churches in the United States with a total
membership of 135 million. . . . the 135 million church members amount to somewhere
between 60 and 75 percent of all Americans old enough to join. Despite all the talk about
decline, the proportion of church members among person aged fifteen and older is virtually
the same today (76.9 percent) as it was i 1950 (78.5 percent), and, with due allowance for
the raggedness of historical data, seems to be higher now than in 1890, when the first
official census of churches was undertaken (Wald 1987: 51).
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such issues as foreign policy. nuclear arms. apartheid, homelessness, and Central
American refugees. This "resurgence of religion” in the United States, then, has
encompassed a wide range of issues, and reflects entrenched political division within the
U.S. churches.

Despite the polarity of political opinions splintering the U.S. churches into "right"
and "left" wings, however, the religiously polemical issues during the 1980s, have all
shared one common feature: they involve, at their core, a debate over American
"nationalism" and the "reach of State power."” The conservative church critique of abortion
laws, for example, mobilized a movement around "traditional family values"—what these
groups regarded as a bastion of the "American way"—which then tried to legislate anti-
abortion laws. In contrast, sectors within the progressive church attacked U.S. foreign
policy in Central America, and atternpted to halt the flow of weapons and money to the
Salvadoran and Guatemalan governments. In so doing, they developed a much broader
condemnation of the United States as an "imperial” power. Both the "right” and "left"
Christian coalitions, then, appropriated "religion" as resource not only to interpret the
significance of "America” in the 1980s, but also to critique existing models and promulgate
new ones.

The U.S. Sanctuary Movement

This dissertation examines one of these "left-leaning"” religio-political coalitions that
emerged during the 1980s: the U.S. Sanctuary Movement. The movement began as a
network of churches and synagogues which decided to offer "safe haven" or "sanctuary” to
Central American fugitives denied political asylum by the U.S. Immigration and
Naturalization Service (INS). The movement was officially inaugurated during the March
1982 public declaration of Sanctuary by Southside United Presbyterian Church in Tucson,
Arizona. At its height in 1986-1987, the movement spanned Mexico, the United States and
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Canada, and included over 400 religious congregations and between 60-70,000
participants.3

The U.S. movement began in July 1980 when a group of 26 Salvadorans were
abandoned by a professional smuggler in Arizona's punishing Sonoran Desert. Half of the
group succumbed to the desert's blistering heat before being found by the U.S. Border
Patrol. The 13 survivors were immediately arrested, and, being "undocumented,”
immediately were processed for deportation. The incident, however, received a great deal
of public attention and several churches in Tucson and Phoenix became involved in
assisting the fugitives. For many, their first encounter with the Central Americans became
exposure not only to the INS's treatment of undocumented aliens along the U.S-Mexico
border, but also to the violent political culture of Central America and the U.S.
government's support of totalitarian regimes in Guatemala and El Salvador.

Between March 1981 and May 1986, what began as a collection of mostly church
people deciding (for humanitarian reasons) to help the wave of Central Americans
migrating to Tucson was transformed into a highly volatile Church-State confrontation. In
response to what they perceived as the immoral deportation of Central American political
refugees, and in defiance of the INS, this group of church people developed an
underground network that transported and crossed Central Americans into the United
States. As the INS learned of these activities, it infiltrated the movement and had

government agents in order to stop what they claimed was an alien-smuggling ring,

3Prior to the development of the U.S. movement, a sanctuary tradition for political
refugees had evolved in western Europe over the 1970s. In the Netherlands, for example,
several congregations offered sanctuary to migrant workers and refugees threatened with
deportation, and in Britain, Bishop Colin Winter set up an International Peace Center for
South Africans fleeing apartheid, Chilean exiles, and Filipino and Bengali migrant
workers. Sanctuary gained momentum in Britain, West Berlin, Belgium, the Netherlands
and Switzerland after the 1985-1986 trial of the U.S. Sanctuary workers, but adopted a
much more inter-faith quality, involving Christian, Jewish, Islamic, and Hindu
congregations. In September 1986 an internationa! conference on Sancruary: The
Congregation as a Place of Refuge was held in Driebergen, the Netherlands, and brought
together Sanctuary workers from the United States and Western Europe (Weller 1987).
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collecting evidence (through clandestine tapings). In September 1985, the U.S.
government put 11 Sanctuary workers on trial, and nine months later eight of them were
convicted. In an ironic twist, the trial served to publicize the movement as well as the
political turmoil engulfing Central America-—consequently, the religious left rallied around
Sanctuary and the movement blossomed.

Study Design

Because the U.S. Sanctuary Movement extended to almost every major U.S.
geographical region (with the exception of the South), I had the choice of studying the
movement in several locations. I chose Tucson, Arizona as a primary base, however, for
two main reasons: 1) because of its historical importance as the first Sanctuary community;
and 2) because the underground was still active there and gave me the opportunity to focus
on Church-State tensions and interactions. Originally, I planned to conduct fieldwork in
Tucson and Chicago, the two main centers of U.S. Sanctuary activity, but decided to alter
my plans after discovering that the Chicago-based movement had diversified and was no
longer focusing on Sanctuary. As a consequence of this, and of my increasing fascination
with the underground, I ended up conducting fieidwork (over 1990-1991) for nine months
in Tucson, and then spent a further three months in southern Mexico and Guatemala, where
I met with Sanctuary contacts in these regions. I supplemented this research with three
months of fieldwork in Quebec and Ontario, where I began to collect preliminary data on
Sanctuary work and Central American refugees in Canada.

The study design I eventually adopted for fieldwork on Sanctuary is a "social
network" paradigm. This decision was framed, to a large extent, by the nature of the
Sanctuary Movement itself. Sanctuary is nota "community” or "neighborhood"
phenomenon (thereby precluding neighborhood and community models of research), but
rather consists of networks of people whose lives intersect around specific events and
activities. Consequently, I endeavored to involve myself in the world of Sanctuary by

developing ties with individuals active in four interlocking networks—three of which were
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connected to Catholic, Presbyterian, and Quaker Sanctuary churches, and one to the
underground.

My fieldwork began by attending (and tape-recording) three religious services each
weekend, showing up for "protests” at the local congressman's office, and by going to a
weekly prayer vigil protesting U.S. aid to Central America. After my third week in Tucson,
I began to participate in Bible study and prayer groups, did refugee-related volunteer work,
attended refugee court hearings, and participated, upon invitation, in social events such as
birthday parties, dinners, day-trips to Mexico, and gatherings at bars. I was also permitted
to attend the weekly meetings of the underground and eventually participated in "border
activities.” Throughout these events, I conducted informal interviews/conversations with
Sanctuary participants and, as people became accustomed to my presence, was able to take
notes (and in some cases tape record) during these discussions.

In Tucson, I circulated within a community of 168 people and developed intimate
ties with a core group of 53 individuals. Within this core group, I conducted 67 taped
interviews,4 most of which revolved around life history, religious background and
upbringing, and discussions of involvement in Sanctuary. The majority of my "informants"
were either married women between the ages of 50 and 75, or single men and women
between the ages of 22 and 29. Only a handful of people in my sample had financially-
dependent (i.e., young) children, and roughly one third were retired. With the exception of
three persons, all of those in my core group were practicing Christians, but reflected
diverse religious backgrounds—ranging from hardcore evangelical to mainline liberal. The
political backgrounds of my informants were also were also quite diverse: while many
claimed that they had always espoused "radical” political views, others (sometimes
sheepishly) acknowledged that they had voted for Ronald Reagan in 1980 and expressed

conservative attitudes on capital punishment, abortion and homosexuality. All, however,

4 1 also conducted several interviews with INS and Border Patrol officials from the Tucson
sector.
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were committed to helping Central American fugitives in their midst, and many were
risking imprisonment and fines by doing Sanctuary work.

With the exception of two months, I conducted all my fieldwork with my husband,
who was not only an extremely supportive companion, but also an indispensable co-
worker. Sanctuary participants were initially reserved, suspicious of me as an
anthropologist, and were frequently reluctant to speak with someone intent on "recording”
their words. As a result, developing trust was of the utmost importance in conducting the
fieldwork. (The memory of government infiltration was still strong.) As it turned out, my
husband's "personal credentials” largely accounted for why many Sanctuary workers
graciously and generously took me into their confidence and permitted me to record
information which, in the "wrong hands," could have been quite devastating for them. My
husband is the son of a prominent Catholic publisher who had introduced liberation
theology (in English translation) to North American and European audiences, and whose
name was known among many of the Sanctuary participants. As a result, one priest took us
under his wing and introduced us to many Sanctuary personalities and activities. In
addition, through his own publishing career, my husband had made the acquaintancc of
Gary MacEoin, one of the principal organizers of the movement in Tucson, and a
distinguished Catholic writer and lecturer. A few weeks before we left New Haven,
Connecticut, for research in Tucson, Gary MacEoin had dinner with us and offered to
contact a friend in Tucson. He telephoned his associate that night and immediately gained
us an invitation to stay with her in Tucson. This woman ended up being our link to Desert
Pilgrims, the Refugee Mass, and the Vigil. Gary MacEoin's recommendation and my
husband's "family ties” were thus critical in the process of my becoming involved in the
Sanctuary network.

Outline of Chapters
This work argues that the U.S. Sanctuary Movement is best thought of as a

"concatenation” of conflicting interpretations about, and experiences of, Central American
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fugitives in the United States. The 26 Salvadorans, and the thousands of Central Americans
who followed them, transformed the world in which many Americans lived by bringing
their political and economic realities into the United States. Their presence—as desert
survivors, as the disposessed and destitute—forced U.S. citizens to articulate connections,
hitherto submerged or neglected in their own lives, between the political horrors of Central
American and U.S. foreign policy there. As the Sanctuary story attests, many of these
connections were difficult to make, hard to accept, and controversial to make public.

Yet why did such a conflict emerge over this particular issue?

Much of the Church-State conflict spawned by undocumented Centra! Americans
relates to their controversial status as "refugees," a category which possesses both "moral”
and "political” implications in the United States. As the dispossessed and oppressed,
morally they demanded a humanitarian response, and churches were quick to adopt them as
a "ministry." Yet, as political fugitives, the Central Americans also challenged the U.S.
government to acknowledge and condemn the brutal violence in their countries. Such an
admission would have involved a self-critical and profound readjustment of U.S. foreign
policy in Central America, a program which had, particularly over the 1980s, sought to
protect U.S. "national security” interests by supporting the region's military dictatorships
and turning a blind eye to human rights violations there.

The fugitive Salvadorans and Guatemalans, then, who demanded both moral and
political responses, arrived in a society already deeply embedded in contradiction. The
United States had signed the 1967 United Nations Protocol for Refugees and had legislated

domestic laws protected fugitives fleeing political violence.> But they also arrived in a

S5The tradition of political asylum in the United States has its roots in Judeo-Christian
values, particularly in terms of "hospitality” and "ministry to the dispossessed.”
Consequently, since the post-World War II period, Church and State often have worked
together to address refugees concerns and implement refugee policy. As author J. Bruce
Nichols notes, however, this connection—what was originally conceived of as a "zone of
cooperation” between government and private religious groups—increasingly has become
an "uneasy alliance.” Much of the current tension between government and church groups
regarding refugees has its origins in the 1960s when churches began to question U.S.
attitudes toward Vietnamese refugees. As Nichol's notes: "The humanitarian cooperation
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nation whose foreign policy in Central America had not only engendered much of the
region's economic strife, but also supported, funded and, in mnay cases, armed the brutal
regimes propelling people northward. The contradictory interpretations surrounding the
presence of Central Americans in the United States produced conflicting visions of
American society, U.S. national security interests, and the relationship of one's faith to
one's political views. Sanctuary consequently becamne a broader "church” movement, one
which involved not only acts of compassion toward Central American refugees, but alsoa
much deeper questioning of the relation of faith to nationalism, Christianity to
"Americanism," and the individual conscience to the law.

This ethnography builds on the notion that the U.S. Sanctuary Movement
represents a strand in a larger cultural process—a broad "discourse” about U.S. Church-
State relations and the "articulating presence"” of religion and faith in American society. It
explores how a particular group of people used religious beliefs ard practices to interpret
and respond to State authority, and how, in so doing, they reconstituted their cultural
world—from their place in the family and church to their identity within the nation and
global community. Such a project has theoretical, historical and ethnographic dimensions,
and each of these aspects of Sanctuary correspond to the chapters of this manuscript.6

In Chapter One I discuss some of the theoretical issues that the U.S. Sanctuary

Movement raises for the study of "religious” phenomena. In this section, by way of a brief

[between Church and State] in the postwar world . . . worked as long as no one directly
questioned the exercise of international U.S. power. When the legitimacy and humanity of
that power fell under suspicion, as it did in the case of wartime refugees and humanitarian
assistance in Vietnam, the consensus between Church and State fell apart” (Nichols
1988:101). By 1980, many of the religious-based refugee agencies had established greater
independence from government programs. Consequently, Sanctuary emerged 'within a
Church-State field of refugee aid that was already fraught with tensions regarding the
political (i.e., anti-communist) orientation of U.S. refugee policy (Ibid.:115-116).

6For contrasting approaches and studies see Susan Biber Coutin (1990) who focuses on
Sanctuary as a language of protest that transformed the seemingly non-political realms of

daily life; and R. Ovym Rivera (1987) who examines Sanctuary in terms of resource
mobilization and value frameworks.
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historical review, I analyze some of the salient anthropological conceptions of religion and
explore how these have changed in the past fifteen years. In this chapter I argue that
Sanctuary raises some important social scientific questions about the relationship of religion
to power and social change, and give some examples of works which have parted from
traditional, static paradigms in order to underscore religion both as a dynamic social force
and as a powerful medium of experience.

Chapters Two and Three are an historical account of the Sanctuary Movement
between 1980 and 1987. These chapters are intended to familiarize the reader with the
principal actors and events surrounding the movement, as well as the culture of Church-
State conflict framing the declaration of Sanctuary, the creation of an underground railroad,
and the government's indictment of 11 Sanctuary workers.

How did the participants in the U.S. Sanctuary Movement challenge State
hegemony regarding undocumented Central Americans? How did they attempt to
reconfigure U.S. Church-State culture? In Chapters Four and Five I address these
questions by analyzing Sanctuary as an historical tradition, and by illustrating how
participants in the contemporary movement reached deep into the wells of history to revive,
retrieve and ultimately re-historicize a tradition that had existed in Judeo-Christian culture
for centuries. In these two chapters, I discuss the different Church-State cultures
underlying ancient Hebrew, medieval Christian and U.S. sanctuary practices, and look at
how each culture uniquely shaped the nature of the sanctuary "space” at different times in
history. I trace how "liminality” and the "sanctity” of place, person, and community—as
core cultural features of sanctuary—were manipulated in light of these different religio-
political economies. Both these chapters examine the historical and cultural conditions
underlying sanctuary traditions, ard underscore sanctuary as an "invented" cultural
practice, i.e., as an institution that changed as the religio-political culture in which it was
embedded changed.
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The remaining chapters take the reader into "ethnographic" terrain by returning to
the sanctuary "spaces” of the contemporary movement. Chapter Six focuses on Tucson's
Sanctuary Movement as a cultural phenomenon that "articulated” individuals into a novel
social group, specifically by recasting the way in which they perceived and experienced
themselves as a "church.” In this section I explore the ideologies of social organization
undergirding Tucson's Sanctuary community, patterns of participation in the movement,
and Sanctuary "theologies.” In Chapter Seven I analyze the unique experiences of Central
Americans in Sanctuary. This section highlights how differences of language, class,
culture, religion, and political views profoundly shape the ways in which Sanctuary has
"articulated” Central Americans into the movement. Chapter Eight is an account of
Tucson's underground and discusses how "border work"—the planning of "runs," the
transporting of undocumented Central Americans, and the evading of the Border Patrol—
are expressions of both the broader Sanctuary church and a "faithful community.”

Lastly, Chapter Nine examines Sanctuary's relationship to, and impact on, the
reconfiguration of U.S. Church-State relations in the 1980s. In these pages, I discuss
Sanctuary as the formulation not simply of "protest” but as "church"— that is, as type of
Christianity that formulated a new understanding of the Church's relation to the State as
well as the role of Christianity in the global order.

-
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CHAPTER ONE

SANCTUARY AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS: ANTHROPOLOGY,
RELIGION AND POWER

All at once he {Quasimodo] was seen to reappear at one extremity of
the gallery of the kings of France. He ran along it like a madman, holding
his conquest aloft, and shouting: "Sanctuary!" Fresh plaudits burst from the
multitude. Having traversed the gallery, he reappeared upon the upper
platform, with the gypsy still in his arms, still running wildly along, still
shouting "Sanctuary!” and the throng applauded. Finally he made a third
appearance on the top of the tower of the great bell: from thence he seemed
to show exultingly to the whole city her whom he had saved; and his
thundering voice, that voice so rarely heard by any one, and never by
himself, thrice repeated with frenzy that pierced the very clouds:
"Sanctuary! Sanctuary! Sanctuary!”

—Victor Hugo, The Hunchback of Notre-Dame (1831).

We are writing to inform you that Southside United Presbyterian
Church will publicly violate the Immigration and Nationality Act, Section
274 (A) . ... We take this action because we believe that the current policy
and practice of the United States Government with regard to Central
American refugees is illegal and immoral. . . .

We believe that justice and mercy reguire that people of conscience
actively assert our God-given right to aid anyone fleeing from persecution
and murder. The current administration of the United States law prohibits us
from sheltering these refugees from Central America. Therefore, we believe
that the administration of the law is immoral as well as illegal.

We beg of you, in the name of God, to do justice and love mercy in
the administration of your office. We ask that "extended voluntary
departure” be granted to refugees from Central America and that current
deportation proceedings against these victims be stopped.

Until such time, we will not cease to extend the sanctuary of the
church to undocumented people from Central America. Obedience to God
requires this of all of us.

—Reverend John Fife, Pastor of Southside United Presbyterian
%mrlcghé (l)from his letter to Attorney General William French Smith, March

On the Steps of Sanctuary
If you stand on the steps of Notre-Dame Cathedral in Paris, as Victor Hugo must
have done, it is not so difficult to imagine it as a sanctuary. The lofty spires, the towering
stones walls, the gilded and solemn stares of the sculptured saints, all of these seem to
command respect and reverence. The edifice speaks of a powerful and wrathful God, one
that a State, should it decide to violate that God's holy house, might do so with trepidation,

as a last resort perhaps.

13
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If you pause for a moment on the steps of Southside Presbyterian Church in
Tucson, Arizona, however, the impression is quite different. If you think of it as a
sanctuary, your imagination is most likely to be challenged, perhaps even confounded.
There is nothing remotely "grand" about the church building. Its walls are thin and cracked.
The interior is plain: there are no saints and no gilded altar. A flimsy wire fence surrounds
the church property and in one comer a dusty, handpainted sign proclaims Este es e/
santuario para los oprimidos de Centro América (This is a sanctuary for the oppressed of
Central America). You have the feeling that the whole scene—the church, its frayed doors,
the rusty fence—could be blown away during the "monsoons"” which annually sweep
through the dust and dilapidation of the Sonoran desert. The poverty and decrepitude of the
building suggests a church that is insignificant, weak . . . hardly worthy of notice.

But it is indeed "noticed."” If you wait in Southside's doorway for a while (as I did
in May 1990), you might see the pale green of a U.S. Border Patrol car edge its way along
the street in front of the church. The dark-haired strangers speaking Spanish or an
indigenous language near you will fall silent as they watch its progress. Their talk will
resume only as the tail lights of the "State” disappear from view of the "Church."

Although Notre Dame's spires probably did much to legitimate its status as a
sanctuary, and Southside's wire fence did little to legitimate its, what makes both these
churches sanctuaries extends far beyond gilded statuary and impressive architecture. While
a sanctuary is undoubtedly and importantly a physical "place"—a place of refuge from the
State—it is also 2 cultural "practice,” one that is embedded, as the presence of the Border
Patrol car attests, in a "conversation" about "power."

This "conversation about power,” dramatized so vividly on Southside's steps, is
part of a larger conflict about the "articulating presence” of religion in American society,
and, concomitantly, about the nature of Church-State relations in the United States. These
topics are significant, though not typical, for an anthropologist studying religious
phenomena. In this chapter I explore how anthropology has traditionally treated religion,
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how some of these attitudes have changed radically in the past fifteen years. and how some
of these new approaches are relevant to a study of the U.S. Sanctuary Movement.

Analytical Tools:
Anthropology, Religion and Power

Religions are basically concerned with problems of meaning and
problems of power. Anthropologists have been recently much occupied
with meaning problems—systems of thought and belief, classification of
worldview, concepts of spirit and deity, image and apparition, cultic and
symbolic communion ... But many issues in the power relations of religious
affiliation are still not clear.

—Raymond Firth, Spiritual Aroma (1981:583).

Traditional, social-scientific understandings of "religion" (as belonging to the realm
of "meaning") and "politics" (as belonging to the realm of "power") offer us models that
are, to say the least, circumscribed in their usefulness. Most of these traditional
perspectives do not recognize, or simply neglect, the importance of analyzing religion as a
constitutive force in the creation and exercise of cultural power. Anthropologists have
tended to treat religion not as a modern phenomenon, but as a characteristic of "primitive”
societies; as a normative condition for all preliterate peoples (Morris 1987:1).1 Traditional
anthropology has also tended to suggest that religion is an essentially abstract and
metaphysical phenomenon: structuralist strains within anthropology, for example,
ultimately depict religion as a system of "pure ideas utterly divorced from any social,
political or historic context” (Lincoln 1985: 266).2 Finally, when anthropologists have

1As some anthropologists have noted, this association has often been marked by a
condescending characterization of preliterate cultures. The nexus between religion and
primitive culture suggests that, for anthropologists, religion has been part of a fascination
for "other" cultures—a fascination that has depicted religion as "an affliction that other
people have, a bizarre form of discourse for which . . . only bizarre explanations come to
hand. . . " (MacGaffey 1981:230).

2Mart Bax suggests that this focus on problems of meaning accompanies a Western

cosmology in which religion and politics are dichotomized:
[I]n anthropology it has been almost standard practice to treat religion and politics
as the private preserves of separate sub-disciplines that almost invariably become
mired in their own theoretical assumptions. Religion is approached largely from a
symbolic or culturological point of view. It is conceptualized as a system of
meaning (supported by symbols and rituals) concerning "ultimate goals."” This
approach does not leave much room for a systematic inquiry into the social
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studied the social effects of religion, they have largely focused on the functionally
integrative properties of religion (Lincoln 1985; Thompson 1986) to the neglect of
exploring how religion deconstructs society and counters hegemonic culture. Taken as a
profile, these points indicate that traditional anthropology has largely treated religion as an
ahistorical, static, metaphysical, and integrative phenomenon. Such an approach—given
the Church-State conversation about "power” framing Sanctuary—would be limited, to say
the least, in a study of the U.S. Sanctuary Movement.

Within the last ten to fifteen years, however, anthropological interpretations of
religion and its relation to the practice of power (or politics) have changed significantly.
(Indeed it seems that there has been a recrudescence of anthropological studies of religion
over the last two decades [Schoffeleers 1985:5]). Anthropological literature shows a
considerable shift from a generally static, symbolic, ahistorical conception of religion, to a
more ideological , dynamic, vital, and socially transformative one, which discerns how
religion is frequently caught up within processes of dramatic social change.

While the "forces" behind this shift include cultural and historical factors, that they
have emerged is partly owing to paradigmatic revisions within anthropology itself. There
have been various, critical reflections on anthropological treatments of religion. Evans-
Pritchard, for example, has chastised anthropology for unquestioningly equating the study
of religion with the study of human origins (1965:4-5). Other critiques, such as those of
Geertz (1964:282) and Douglas (1966:81) have focused more on how modernization
theories have separated primitive from advanced societies, and associated religion with only

the former. Significantly, some of the most substantive critiques on religion emerged from

clvoggc%itigns and forces that generate and change such systems of meaning (Bax

: 8).

Bax intimates that although anthropologists have investigated systems of meaning and
systems of power, traditionally they have done so in a manner which preserves a
distinction between religion and politics. Unintentionally, they have promulgated the notion
that religion and politics are disparate realms within the social field. Such a separation
belies a western, metaphysical distinction (and hence an ethnocentric one) between the
sacred and profane.
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the post-World War II years, a period when traditional zones of anthropological inquiry
(namely in Africa and Melanesia) were transformed dramatically, particularly as nascent
nationalist movements erupted and the static "primitive" became the “"colonized" subject
actively seeking independence.

Religions of the Oppressed

Among the first studies to challenge static and ahistorical perceptions of religion -
were the cargo cult and millenarian ethnographies produced in the post World War II
period. 1t is during this time that questions about the manufacture of meaning within
different ideological communities became more prominent in anthropological treatments of
religion.

Though millenarian movements, cargo cults, and religious revolutions have long
been, and continue to be, significant themes of human history, they have not received the
kind of social scientific attention they warrant. Lincoln (1985a) suggests that among
scholars who have studied the "great revolutions"—namely the French Revolution (1789-
99) and the Russian Revolutions (1905 and 1917)—there is an implicit acceptance of
Marxist theory of religion. "Religion" is treated as an established Church aligned with the
State in the classic studies of Europe's great upheavais. This tendency is also discerned
where religion is regarded as simply sanctioning the established political order (e.g.,
Arendt 1963). For the anthropologist, writing beneath the venerated mantel of what had
become Durkheimian functionalism, the nexus between religion and the expression of
soctal unrest or even social change was rarely explored, since religion was generally
viewed as an integrating, rather than a divisive, social force. This view of religion remained
generally unchallenged in the dominant anthropological paradigms of the 1950s: British
structural functionalism, American psycho-cultural anthropology and American neo-
evolutionist anthropology (Ortner 1984:128).

Many anthropologists writing on cargo cults and millenarianism argued that the

religious movements they were studying were liberation cults seeking to shed the carapace
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of colonialism. This perspective challenged not only static, functionalist paradigms of
religion but also fundamental conceptions of the "primitive." A broad interest in
"acculturation" or the ways in which cultures change through contact with one another
accompanied these studies (Lessa and Vogt 1979). In addition, the subjects of these
movements were viewed as people struggling for emancipation, as individuals "affected by
historical processes whereby they are altered and transformed"—in stark contrast to the
changeless "primitive” (Lanternari 1963).

The emphasis in these studies on social unrest and change resonated with what
became a broader epistemolgical movement within anthropology— a "processual”
anthropology which, as I have mentioned previously, began to surface as the hegemony of
Durkheim's structural-functional paradigm waned. A central theme for some
anthropologists wishing to break the harness of synchronic studies (e.g., Raymond Firth
1964; Victor Turner 1969; and Edmund Leach 1954) was the generation and transformation
of social forms, particularly in the areas of new nations, urban cultures and what eventually
became known as Third World development studies (Salzman 1988). The process or
"movement” metaphor seemed to indicate to anthropologists that "just as we appreciate
movement and the need for movement in ourselves, so we [ must] appreciate it in those
things we study” (Fernandez 1979:38-39). Some of this processual momentum eventually
trickled into religious anthropology where it was, in the hands of certain authors, linked to
broader questions about political power. Middleton (1960), for example, along with others
in the "action-oriented” branch of process studies (Barth 1959; Bailey 1969), focused on
how individuals use religion for politica! gain. Geeriz (1964) tried to demonstrate how
religious symbols can be vehicles for "revolutionary"” action. Victor Turner developed a
“processual symbolics" in which he related the manipulation of religious symbols to
struggles for power (1974). And in a work that specifically explored religious change,
Colson (1962) looked at how shifting Tongan communities, ritually associated with land,

generated political community through religious shrines.
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As they coalesced into a cohesive area of research, post-World War II studies of
cargo cults, millenarian movements, and the "syncretic" churches of Africa also challenged
the dying structural-functional model of religion.3 Though the anthropologists involved did
not uniformly or directly press for radical changes in the way religion was characterized in
their discipline, their work, taken together, shows a significant attempt to look at religion as
a dynamic social process embedded in conflicts over power. In this way, these studies can
be seen as part of the broader conceptual shift to "process” and "power” within
anthropology during the aftermath of World War IL.4

The data provided by post-war anthropological studies challenged some of the
traditional views of religion as static, integrative or merely supportive of existing-political
structures. Yet the challenge met with only limited success. Lincoln notes that a series of
meetings were held between 1956 and 1960 around the publication of some provocative
studies of these movements (Cohen 1957, Worsley 1968; Thrupp 1962), the most
important study being Eric Hobsbawm's influential Primitive Rebels (1959), in which he
argued that though religious groups might be "rebellious,” they could not be truly

3There were five topics or types of special interest to anthropologists during this
period. 1) Nativistic or revitalization movements. These movements were characterized
by the strong reaction of a minority group to a ruthless, dominating culture, and the
desire among the minority for a revival of their own culture (e.g., Linton 1943; Hill
1944; La Barre 1970). 2) Cargo cults. The cargo cults of the South Pacific, in which
various groups coalesced around a prophetic leader who promised the resurrection of
the dead, the destruction of the colonial population, and the arrival of a miraculous
cargo of trade goods (e.g., Worsley 1968; I.C. Jarvie 1963), became an area of intense
anthropological scrutiny. 3) Messianic and millenarian movements. In these
movements a divine emissary was expected to intervene on behalf of the oppressed
population and to transform the earth into a paradise for both the living and the dead
(e.g., Laternari 1960; Burridge 1969). 4) Syncretic churches. The "syncretic "churches
in southern and Central Africa, were prophetic, messianic churches that blended their
traditional African beliefs with the Christian missionary message (e.g., Sundkler 1948;
see also Bastide 1951; 1960). 5) "Ecstatic” religions. These groups, in response to
political oppression, developed cults around spirit possession and became a way for the
powerless to advance their interests (e.g., Lewis 1966).

4Several anthropologists (such as Eric Wolf) have noted that serving in World War II
frequently stimulated, among social scientists, a greater interest in issuies of power,
domination, and resistance.
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"revolutionary." Hobsbawm's supporters, defending what had become a "classical
Marxist" thesis, suggested that these religious-based uprisings were generally ineffective
and that their religious elements (millenarianism, rituals and symbols) led their members
into "irrationai modes of organization" and hence "rendered them incapable of success”
(Lincoln 1985: 5).

Kennelm Burridge has written of how difficult it was to convince his
contemporaries that religion was, in many instances, an important medium of social
resistance, protest, and change:

Millenarianisms were regarded as social 'sicknesses,’ ‘irregularities,’ or

'madnesses,’ interesting perhaps, but not properly within the fieid of

religion, which was thought of as the conservative and stabilizing element

of society. . . . Religion was so embedded in the social consciousness as

conservative that, despite experience, the idea of religion as revolution or of

revolution as religion seemed totally perverse (Burridge 1985: 220-21).
Unfortunately, the questions these studies raised about the relation of religious culture to
systems of power went largely unexplored, eclipsed by the dominant paradigms of the
1960s and early 1970s: Levi-Strauss's reified structuralism, the various perspectives
adopted during the "rationality of religious thought" debates, as well as "interpretive”
symbolics all discussed religion in largely phenomenological, apolitical and ahistorical
terms. These paradigms side-stepped questions that the cargo cult and revitalization
literature had posed, in some cases only implicitly, about religion and the exercise of
POWET.

A New Look at Religion and Seocial Change

Since the mid 1970s anthropological interpretations of religion and its relation to the
practice of power (or politics) have changed significantly. As I have mentioned, the reasons
for this shift encompass historical and cultural factors. But one factor seems to be related to
the significant political influence world religions have exerted in recent social and political
events. Among these events are the proliferation of both Catholic liberation theology and
Protestant fundamentalism in Latin America and their signal roles in the political sphere; the

rise of revolutionary Islam in Iran (and elsewhere in the Middle East); the linkage between
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religious and political Zionists in Israel; the role of the Catholic church in undermining
communist hegemony in Poland and other parts of Eastern Europe; the complex
participation of Christian churches in African and South Korean liberation movements; and
the spread of the New Christian Right in the United States.

The framework adopted here for studying the U.S. Sanctuary Movement is one
which builds upon more recent anthropolegical approaches to religion, particularly those
which argue that religion is not simply a static set of ideas that a group of people have about
the world, but also a system of meaning unfolding in history, culture, politics and
economies. In these more recent frameworks, religion is regarded as the effort of a group
of people to interpret their experience and give it a coherent form through a set of specific
beliefs and practices—both of which are themselves shaped by particular historical and
cultural circumstances. Raymond Williams has captured this active and processual sense of
religious phenomena by claiming that "religious culture is a system of signification through
which the social order is not only experienced, communicated and reproduced, but also
transformed” (Williams 1981).

Those ethnographies exploring religious culture as "processes" span a great number

of topics and ethnographic areas.> While there is a widecdivserity in this literature, as a

SThese ethnographies encompass both processes of "resistance" and "domination” in their
treatments of religious culture. Several authors, for example, have analyzed how traditional
religious culture articulates processes of "resistance,” "rebellion,” and "revolution” (e.g.,
Lincoln 1985; Ackerman and Lee 1988; Scott 1985; Gibson 1986; Apter 1984; Lan 1935;
Ranger 1982; Hill 1985; Keddie 1985; Jorgensen 1985; Van Binsberg 1976; Bond 1979;
MacGaffey 1983; Rasnake 1986). Several ethnographies in the "domination” genre have
focused on how hegemonic groups (such as the state) successfully appropriate and
reconstitute traditional religious cultures to further their own control (e.g., Harries-Jones
1975; Brow 1988; Keyes 1987; Bossy 1970; Goody 1983), while others delineate how
states fail to manipulate local mligious traditions (We]ler 1985), and hence experience
diminished social power. An interesting debate within the resistance-domination literature
on religion has involved disputes over whether Christian missions are essentially a vehicle
for indigenous sentiments and interests, or whetlier they are a western import that funciions
solely in the direction of imperial control (Glazier 1980). While scholars have explored
topics as diverse as Pentecostalism, Protestant fundamentalism and liberation theology, and
have lined-up on both sides—e.g. nggms 1990, Berryman 1984 and Garma 1984
representing the former position, and Manz 1988 and Annis 1987 the latter—there is 2
growing consensus that missionary efforts and effects must be treated dialectically
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body it does point to an anthropological re-thinking of "religion" in light of a re-
conceptualization of "culture.” In much of this newer literature—following the tradition of
both the British cultural Marxists with their emphasis on ideology, and French post-
structuralists (such as Michel Foucault) who see culture as an ideological ensemble—
culture is treated as "terrain of negotiation" or as "a complex of discourses" (Thompson
1986:48). Within human society, this cultural complex forms what Gramsci orginally
termed "articulating principles" which, depending on historical circumstances, can become
"salient discourses"” within the social terrain. Religion, it seems, is increasingly being
recognized by anthropologists as one of these salient and dynamic discourses.

While the "discourse” paradigm of society and religion is rather abstract, it
demonstrates that religion is no longer being treated as a normative feature of a particular
group of people, but rather as a cultural process—something that people "do"” in order to
make sense of themselves and their world around them, and possibly to change both.

Structure and Agency in Studies of Religion

The more recent anthropological research on religion has raised some significant
theoretical issues about how systems of meaning (such as religious systems) are related to
political economies, and about developing paradigms and methodologies which can address
religion, social change and power from both a political-economic and phenomenological
perspective.5 Some theorists have argued that a central problem within social theory has

(Lancaster 1988; Fernandez 1982; Ranger 1986, Gill 1990, Comaroff and Comaroff 1991;
Stoll 1990).

6As a result, many anthropologists have been particularly interested in how religion is
implicated in struggles over power. Talal Asad, for example, claims that it is not
appropriate to approach religion with questions about "the social meaning of doctrines and
practices" and the "psychological effects of symbols and rituals” (1983: 252). He argues,
rather, that one should begin with questions about the historical conditions (the
"movements, classes, institutions, ideologies") that gave rise to religious culture so that one
can understand the "different ways in which it [religion] created and worked through
institutions, the different selves which it shaped and shaped it and the different categories
of knowledge which it authorized and made available" (Asad 1983: 238). Eric Wolf's
edited collection, Religion, Power and Protest in Local Communities (1984), furthers this
perspective. Wolf suggests that anthropologists should look at how symbolic processes
construct individual identities and how they "anchor” them within a symbolically-

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



been a hostile dichotomy between "political-economic” and "symbolic" approaches to
culture. In the former, scholars tend to overemphasize how political, economic, and
ideational conditions or structures shape human experience; in the latter, researchers focus
almost exclusively on the inner experiences, strategies, and actions of human agents.

More recently, however, there has been a movement toward breaking down the
epistemological divide between "agency" and "structure” (e.g., Giddens 1984, Abrams
1982, Bourdieu 1977). According to this line of thinking, those who focus primarily on
human actors as meaning-making agents must examine how political and economic
conditions "structure" the very generation of human meaning. Recognizing that everything
may not be an explicitly power-laden political experience, they nonetheless aver that power
affects everybody, no matter where they are located in the social spectrum. Consequently,
those who focus more on how politicai and economic conditions shape the production of
meaning systems must also explore how human beings creatively interpret their experiences
in light of these limitations.”

There are several ethnographies that have explicitly adopted issues of agency and
structure, political-economy and phenomenology, in their treatments of religion. Pioneer

works in this line of research are offered by Michael Taussig (1980) and June Nash

constituted world. Wolf argues that anthropologists should analyze how dominant groups
attempt to control these symbolic processes in order to further their own political and
economic interests. Wolf's collection explores, among other topics, how religious
ideologies construct gender identities, how states penetrate and control kin groups through
ecclesiastical intervention, and how some of these processes are linked to a global
economy in which Christianity allied itself with the centralization of European state power
during the modern era. (In a more recent edited collection [1991], Wolf delves more deeply
into the nature of religion and power by focusing on religion and state-making processes.)

TThe paradigm—Iabelled by various authors as "practice theory,” "process theory,"
"structuring,” and "structuration"— collapses the conceptual distinction between human
agent and social structure to suggest that both are organically and inextricably linked:
human beings create systems of meaning within structured circumstances, but they do so
creatively. Humans hence can transform the very structures which have defined their
experience. Significantly, these "structures," the ideological and material conditions within
which human life occurs, are treated not as static "givens" but as historical categories.
Social life, therefore, is ultimately this interplay between agency and structure over time—
the interplay is informed by the past and yet is constantly evolving.
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(1979).8 Both works look at the impact of capitalism on South American laborers, and
attempt to combine political-economic and interpretive-symbolic approaches. Both Taussig
and Nash illustrate how ideological systems (such myth, ritual, religious beliefs) not only
respond to, but also reformulate macro political-economic processes, such as creation of a
money economy and proletarian-wage labor. (See also Carol Smith 1984.)

More recent examples included Jean and John Comaroff's work (1991). These
authors, writing from a symbolic orientation, assert the importance of examining culture,
symbolism, ideology, and the human agent within the context of political and economic
structures. Interpreting Christian evangelism as a "signifying" as well as political-economic
practice, the Comaroffs suggest that the colonization of Africa involved not only a
reorganization of the relations of production and the creation of classes, but also the
"colonization of consciousness.” According to these authors, Protestant missionaries were
the purveyors of moral as well as political economies, two inseparable threads of the
Western colonization of Africa. Stephen and Dow (1990) in their edited collection on
popular religion in Middle America, note both the collusive and confrontational roles
religious cultures have played in response to State-making processes at different periods in
history. Their volume emphasizes community reaction to State intervention and economic
development as it is manifested in local religious practices. The contributors to this volume
portray indigenous peoples not only as constrained by the forces of State and capitalist
development, but also as "actively involved in building . . . social movements which
counteract and in turn affect such forces” (1990:19). Helen Siu has eloquently expressed
this dynamic in the title of her recent book: Agents and Victims in South China (1989). In
Siu's ethnography of rural rebellion in southeastern China, she depicts peasants and local
elites not only as "victims" of the power structures that engulf them, but also as inventive

"agents" effecting their transformation.

8See also Sherry Ortner's "Introduction” in High Religion (1989); Aronoff 1984; and
Panikkar 1983.
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In all of these works—either those of a political-economic or semiotic inclination—
religious beliefs and practices are not divorced from their cultural context and treated as a
normative, static, cultural characteristic. These studies indicate that religion is now being
viewed as an indigenous system of meaning—a dynamic "discourse"—embedded within
particular economic, political and historical circumstances, and at whose core are creative
human agents. The current research adopts a concept of "religion” that builds upon these
more recent studies and endeavors to convey a sense of "religion” as discourse and
process, as a dialectic of agency and structure, as human experience creatively
contextualized in a political-economy, a culture, and a history.

This ethnography appropriates this theoretical framework in order to document and
analyse what certain sectors of the North American population endeavored to say about the
relation of faith and politics within U.S. culture as they encountered some of history's
"subjugated subjects.” These other "subjects” as I have indicated, were a group of Central
Americans who, in fleeing their war-torn countries and making the dangerous trek through
Guatemala and Mexico into the Uniied States, ended up challenging many North Americans
to rethink what it meant to be both "Christian” and "American.”
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CHAPTER TWO
LOCAL HISTORY PART I

DECLARING SANCTUARY FOR CENTRAL AMERICANS:
JULY 1980 TO DECEMBER 1982

"Stories" of Sanctuary

We do not claim that the portrait we are making is the whole truth, only that
it is a resemblance.

—Victor Hugo, Les Misérables, 1862

| Testimonial literature is} an authentic narrative, told by a witness who is
moved to narrate by the urgency of a situation (e.g., war, oppression,
revolution, etc.). Emphasizing popular oral discourse, the witness portrays
his or her own experience as representative of a collective memory and
identity. Truth is summoned in the cause of denouncing a present situation
of exploitation and oppression or exorcising and setting aright official
history.

—George Yidice 1985.1

The U.S. Sanctuary Movement has many "scribes, " and all recount the
movement's history by referring to specific, personal events in their own lives. Taken
together, these events and experiences can confuse but awe the observer, or indeed any
person attempting to make sense of Sanctuary's galaxy-like configuration:

» Ramén, a Salvadoran in his early forties whose daughter was a student
activist in San Salvador, begins his story of "Sanctuary” by relating how
government soldiers burst into his home and herded his family of eight into
one room. The soldiers raped his 16 and 18 vear-old daughters in front of
the family and then departed. They returned soon after and took the two
daughters away. Ramon, convinced his daughters had been killed, began to
search for their bodies. After several days of scouring cemeteries and fields
littered with human remains, he finally met a woman who recognized the
description of one of his daughters as a corpse she had seen. Ramoén located
the body of his child in a cemetery—it had been terribly mutilated and a
starving dog was chewing on one of her hands. (The other daughter's
body, he learned later, had been burned.) A Salvadoran newspaper
published photographs of the body, and Ramén and his family fled to
Mexico with "proof™ of their persecution. After several difficult months in
Mexico City, a "coyote" took them into the United States for $1500. Once
in California, Ramén became involved with a church network and
eventually agreed, on December 2, 1982, to enter into "public” Sanctuary in
Cristo Rey, a Catholic Hispanic parish in Racine, Wisconsin.

1Quoted in Gugelberger and Kearney 1991: 5.
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» Iris is a 66-year-old widow who became a member of Southside Church
just before it voted to declare Sanctuary in 1982. She retired early from her
job at the University of Arizona to take care of her ailing mother, but three
months into her retirement, Iris's mother unexpectedly died. She went to the
Southside's pastor, John Fife, and told him that she desperately "needed
something to do." The pastor assured her that they would find something,
and within a few months Iris was volunteering with the Sanct
underground. A one-time Republican who had voted for Ronald Reagan in
1980, Iris felt that the Central Americans she was helping were really
refugees, and that the United States was contravening its agreement not to
expel them.

+ Paul is a 25-year-old photographer from the East Coast, and an ardent fan
of the Sex Pistols rock band and David Lynch films. He was asked by a

friend to join a crew producing a presentation on the U.S.-Mexico border in
1988, He joined the crew as a free-lance photographer and, while shooting

pictures, met several Central Americans and North Americans involved in
the Sanctuary Movement. Paul was transformed by the experience and felt
that he had a "calling" to be in Tucson working among Central American
refugees. He left his home on the East Coast and became a volunteer
missioner for the Sanctuary Movement. There, living on roughly $6,000
per year, Paul coordinates "runs” (the transporting of Central Americans
into the United States) for the main wing of the Tucson underground.

Ten years after the movement officially began, these stories have crystalized into
"styles” of "telling-Sanctuary.” The stories of Central Americans usually begin in their
countries of origin and revolve around horrific experiences: arrest and torture, death
threats, the disappearance and/or murder of a family member. North American stories most
commonly begin with a face-to-face encounter with a Central American and a disclosure of
his or her experience. A kind of "conversion" experience follows, which leads to active
involvement in the Sanctuary Movement. It is usually only the North American leadership
of the movement, and a limited number of Central Americans, who offer overarching
political, economic, and cultural analyses of Sanctuary which tie these "local" discourses
loosely together into a recognizable social movement. The unspoken "guidelines" for telling
Sanctuary—particularly in the American southwest—is to avoid a traditional,
homogenizing, historical framework and to retain the discursive anarchy of local
experiences. Knowledge is often "segemented” in the Sanctuary Movement so that no one
person ever possesses the "full story." Consequnetly, no one person or group can seize

one's local experience and articulate or name it for them.
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Yet alongside the ingrained multivocal history of the U.S. Sanctuary Movement is a
"Sanctuary Story." This story acts, almost reluctantly, as a set of guidepost-events, and
presents the movement as a chronological, casually-linked set of occurrences dominated by
the actions and decisions of a handful of figures. This narrative functions as a kind of
initiation into the Sanctuary Movement. A newcomer to Tucson's Sanctuary Movement is
often referred to sundry books, articles, and pamphlets on Sanctuary, and encouraged "to
research” the movement before making a decision about getting involved. Mastery of this
narrative gives one access to a kind of "cultural compass" which will navigate the
newcomer through the swirling world of individual experiences and narratives.

This chapter provides one version of a diverse and often highly-contested historical
narrative—a narrative that shifts depending on one's place within the Sanctuary network.
This narrative is grounded in the Tucson community's experience of Sanctuary—it reflects
my experience of initiation into the Sanctuary Movement through my exposure to articles,
books, videos, primary documents, and pamphlets on Tucson's Sanctuary. I was also able
to interview many of the figures who participated in these "historical events" and so have
supplemented the narrative, wherever possible, with information gleaned from the
"natives.” This chapter is intended to give the reader access to the "compass” I struggled
for many months to both discover and master.

PRELUDE TO SANCTUARY:
THE INTERSECTION OF EVENT AND EXPERIENCE
JANUARY 1980 TO MARCH 1982

In the very first interview I conducted with Jim Corbett—one of the central figures
in the history of the Sanctuary Movement—i was warned not to think of Sanctuary as only
a story involving anglo, North American churches. As the conversation unfolded, we
talked about how the Mexican church used the tradition of ecclesial sanctuary to respond to
the wave of Central Americans flooding into southern Mexico during the mid-1970s.
Mexican sanctuary was based principally on a cultural tradition of "hospitality" within

Mexican Catholicism—the notion that if someone in need knocks at a church's door, the
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residing cleric is not expected to interrogate him or her. Rather, it is the vocation of the
church simply to respond to those needs to the extent that it can. When large numbers of
Central Americans, principally Salvadoran union leaders, catechists, university students
and other professionals began emigrating to Mexico in the mid-1970s, one of the
institutions that the fugitives turned to was the Church.2 The churches consequently
developed special ministries for Central American fugitives and, over a period of five or so
years, established a network of "safe” churches or an "underground railroad” up to the U.S
border. For several years before the declaration of Sanctuary in the United States, then, an
informal, quiet, and widespread network of Sanctuary churches in Mexico was facilitating
the movement of Central Americans towards the U.S.-Mexico border.

In July of 1980, one fugitive group—a band of 26 Salvadorans who chose to work
with a smuggler rather than with these churches—made its way into the United States via
the Organ Pipe National Monument in Arizona. This event represents the immediate
"historical" starting point of the Sanctuary Movement.

Desert Tragedy

The story of these fugitives is indeed a tragic one30nJ uly 3 1980, the group of
mainly middle-class, urban Salvadorans—students, housewives, factory workers, a bus
driver and a shoemaker—entered the United States with two Mexican coyotes or smugglers

(a father and son).4 They had crossed into the United States via Sonoita, a Mexican village

2Corbett suggests that many fugitives were forced to turn to the churches because of the
response of the "Mexican left"—many left-leaning political facticns in Mexico saw the
fugitives as people who had given up on the "revolutionary struggle” and who should have
remained in their countries to fight.

3This reconstruction of events in the desert largely follows the account provided by Miriam
Davidson's Convictions of the Heart: Jim Corbett and the Sanctuary Movement, 1988.

4Coyotes are smugglers of human cargo. They are men and women who, for a specified
sum of money, will get individuals into another country illegally. The price varies: two
coyotes in Guatemala City told me (in June 1991) that the average price from Guatemala
City to Los Angeles is between $2000-2500 U.S. per person. (Another name for these
smugglers is polleros , chicken-rustlers.) The term coyote implies someone who is wily
enough to get around the police, but who scavenges on other people's misfortune by
charging too much money. Coyotes are generally regarded as untrustworthy (cf. Conover
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approximately 120 miles east of Yuma, AZ . Unfamiliar with the dangers of the desert and
told that they would be walking only a short distance (10 miles), the group had not carried
much water with them, nor had they taken any precautions to cover exposed skin.> During
their first day in the desert, the father-coyote disappeared along with two young men who
were students at the University of San Salvador. A few hours later, claiming that he was
going to get water, the son-coyote also disappeared: he was accompanied by one of the
Salvadoran women called Berta. By late afternoon, none of the missing parties had
returned and the Salvadorans (according to newspaper interviews) began to save and drink
their urine, and, thinking it would relieve them, took off much of their clothing. By the
evening, one of the women in the party had died from heat exposure.

On the second day, the group realized that their guides were not going to return,
and it was decided that the men should go look for water. The Salvadoran coyote—who
had made only one previous and unsuccessful trip up to the United States—remained with
the women. As the afternoon progressed, two of the women died of heat exposure and
dehydration. At roughly the same time, fewer than three miles away, the U.S. Border
Patrol had begun a search for the survivors. They had picked up the father-coyote and the
two Salvadorans the preceding day, but all three had refused to tell the Patrol that there

1987). Most coyotes, depending on the route, use bus and train transportation, bribing
immigration officials along the way until they reach the Mexico/U.S. border where clients
either hike (or, near the Rio Grande, float on rubber tubes) across the international border.
I was told by Central Americans and churchworkers in Tucson that, without a coyote, it
usually takes a person three to four attempts to enter the United States successfully. Those
who dod enter the United States illegally are usually referred to as mojados (wetbacks) or
alambristas (fence-jumpers). (See Chapter 8 for more information on refugee routes,
coyotes, law enforcement and international borders.)

SThis is a protected region in the United States where organ pipe cacti grow—related to the
giant saguaros which are found over southwestern Arizona and northern Sonora, Mexico.
Without proper knowledge of what to wear and what food to bring, this can be one of the
most dangerous habitats for human beings. Temperatures in the desert can reach over 120°
F during the day, and the Palo Verde trees and mesquite bushes offer little shade. In
addition, the Cholla cacti will thrust inch-long spines into anything that brushes against
them. Anyone hiking in this region should wear a hat, a long-sleeved shirt, long pants, and
sunblock. Plenty of water must also be carried for dehydration can occur within the span of
half an hour.
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were still people left out in the desert. Berta, the woman who had left with the son-covote,
had also been caught and had told the Border Patrol about the others. She led them to an
area she remembered passing, but once there she changed her mind and refused to help the
search party. By that evening, the Border Patrol found the party of men in search of water:
only three were alive. The group of women who had stayed with the Salvadoran coyote
was discovered the next momning around 10 a.m. Seven of the ten were dead, including the
coyote, who, according to the survivors, had beaten several of the women to death before
he collapsed. Three of the original 26 were never found and the 13 survivors were arrested.
They were taken to a jail in Tucson where they awaited deportation hearings.

Newspaper coverage of the horrific event sparked widespread interest in the
fugitives—perhaps in part because these people were not destitute agricultural laborers "but
well-dressed, obviously middle-class men and women travelling with Bibles, cold cream
and toilet water” (Crittenden 1988:3). The accounts of the survivors' ordeal, particularly
the stories of the political violence in El Salvador, generated concern for the Central
Americans among several churches in the Tucson area.

The discovery of these Salvadorans in Arizona's blistering desert is one of thosc
galvanizing events that profoundly alters people's lives. The desert tragedy brought -
together many different individuals and streams of experience—Catholic, Presbyterian,
Quaker and Jew—into a focused context. It is out of this context of intersecting events and
experiences that the Sanctuary Movement emerged.

Tucson
One hour away from the U.S.-Mexico border, Tucson originally was a Pima
Indian village called Schookson (at the foot of the black mountain) (Sonnichsen 1987:7),
and became a Spanish outpost in 1775. It had remained moderately populated for much of
its history, but between 1950 and 1965, coinciding with the widespread introduction of air-
conditioning and a "silver boom," the city's population grew 521 percent (from 45,454 to
236,877). (Today Tucson's population is 666,880.) Regarded as a "liberal university
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town," Tucson has never been dominated by a single industry or a political machine.6 Its
population (which is 25 percent Hispanic) consists largely of professionals, university-
related workers, small business people, government officials (including a healthy
representation of INS and Border Patrol employees) and retirees—many of whom are
retired military veterans from the nearby Davis-Monthan Air Force Base.” Politically,
Tucson is quietly diverse, and its left-wing constituency was, to say the least, "eclectic."
(The leader of Tucson's communist party, for example, often attends the weekly Vigil
protesting U.S. foreign policy in Central America and participates in the reading of biblical
verses.) As a result, Tucson's laid-back liberalism is often contrasted with the high-
powered conservatism of its rival city to the north, Phoenix.

Visually, Tucson is a sprawling development of low-lying adobe buildings, trailer
parks, shopping malls, and the ubiquitous Circle Ks—the local version of gas-station/mini-
marts. In the more affluent sections of town, the houses are surrounded by grass lawns and
shady trees, or, if the owner has opted for a desert landscape, a yard of teddy-bear, prickly
pear, organ pipe, and saguaro cacti. These last are the tall, many-armed giants that most
people associate with the southwest—at night their forms dot the hillsides of the Saguaro
National Monument like silhouettes of the kachin "Indian” dolls that populate the myriad
tourist shops of the American Southwest.

Although commercial developers have pockmarked much of Tucson with strip
malls, parking lots, and condo developments, its natural beauty is still arresting, During the
monsoon season, savagely dramatic storms attack the city, and the streets will suddenly fii

up with three or four feet of madly-churning water. At dusk, the four mountain ranges

6The Democratic party dominated Arizona until the 1950s when voting patterns shifted
from counties to cities. This Democratic tradition, however, has not been labor-based since
historically unions in Arizona have been weak.

7The top ten employers for Southern Arizona are; 1) Fort Huachuca;
2) University of Arizona; 3) State of Arizona; 4) Davis-Monthan Air Force Base; 5)

Tucson's Unified School District; 6) Pima County; 7) Hughes Aircraft Co.; 8) City of
Tucson; 9) Magma Copper Co.; and 10) IBM.
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which surround Tucson turn a deep purple, an unexpected breeze will appear, and the
entire sky, as far as one can see, will light up with a magnificent sunset. It is during these
times of nature's sublime and wild moods—and definitely not during the 115° F
afternoons—that one begins to understand the draw of the Sonoran Desert.

Yet many have come to Tucson for reasons other than its scenery. Because of its
proximity to the U.S.-Mexico border (approximately 80 miles), Tucson has seen its share
of what the locals refer to as mojados or "wetbacks," undocumented Mexicans seeking
work in the city's hotels, restaurants, ranches, landscaping and construction businesses.
Wealthy Mexicans from the border region also like to visit Tucson's sundry and well-
stocked shopping malls. Beginning in the 1980s, Tucson—along with Los Angeles and El
Paso—became a principal destination of many Central Americans headed for the United
States. By 1990, the U.S. Border Patrol had arrested almost 1.5 million people trying to
enter the country illegally—16,953 of whom were Salvadoran, 9,707 Guatemalan, and
1,092, 258 Mexican (Refugee Report, December 21, 1990).8

South Tucson

Much of Tucson's Hispanic and Native American poor are concentrated in South
Tucson, a run-down but independent municipality of 7,000 residents wedged between a
highway and the western perimeter of downtown Tucson. Located on the border of South
Tucson's faded and scruffy corridors is Southside Presbyterian Church, its white adobe
walls rising above ramshackle roofs, bent wire fences, and expanses of cracked, dried
earth that serve as lawns. Southside has a history of involvement in "social justice"
activities—ministries which historically focused on the Hispanic and Native American
urban poor, and which, in the 1980s, dovetailed with Southside's response to Central

American fugitives.

8Since the U.S. Drug Enforcement Agency's crackdown on Miami in the early 1980s,
Tucson has become one of the main gateways to the United States for heroine, crack and
cocaine.
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In the 1970s, a group of Chilean refugees were sponsored in Tucson, and several
churches established a support network for them. These churches devised a system
whereby a five-member team (consisting of a social worker, lawyer, doctor, business
person, and interpreter) was assigned to each refugee and aided that person or family in
relocating in Tucson. Gary MacEion, a writer and church activist living in Tucson from
1974 to the mid-1980s, argues that this refugee support-system, erected around the
presence of Chilean political refugees, became the infrastructure for the Sanctuary
Movement in one crucial respect: it brought together the anglo and latino constituencies in
Tucson and developed a program of community concern and community response. These
became the principles of Sanctuary.9

One of the Tucson churches involved with the Chilean refugee program, and which
alsospear-headed the campaign to help the surviving 13 Salvadoran, was St. Mark's
Presbyterian Church. After the desert tragedy, and under the directorship of pastor David
Sholin, the church raised $2,000 to bond out the Salvadorans while they awaited their
deportation hearing. Sholin also convinced the Tucson Ecumenical Council (TEC)—a
coalition of 65 Catholic and Protestant churches—to form a special Task-Force on Central
America (TECTF) (see Figure 2.1). The Task-Force began to investigate U.S. refugee
policy and educate its members about what was happening in Central America, particularly
in terms of how the churches should respond to the influx of Central Americans pouring
into Tucson from the summer of 1980 onwards.10  One of the members of TECTF was a

Redemptorist priest, Ricardo Elford, who had come to Tucson in 1567. Father Ricardo had

9Several churches in Tucson had also been involved in resettlement for Southeast Asian
refugees.

10Between 1980 and 1982, Salvadorans were by far the principal Central American
population making their way to Tucson. By the fall of 1982, Guatemalans also began
appearing, and their numbers grew dramatically from 1983 to 1986. The original profile of
both groups were urban professionals, students, human rights and union activists,
catechists, and their families. The second wave of Centrai Americans (late 1982 on)
included increasing numbers of campesinos and Guatemalan Amerindians from the
highlands.
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begun to learn first-hand about Central American refugees in January 1981 when he helped
to bail out a Salvadoran woman from the House of Samuel, one of the many Christian
groups who were housing, on contract with the INS, undocumented aliens. As the priest
became increasingly concerned about the violence in Central America, he decided to
organize a weekly, public demonstration alerting people to U.S. foreign policy in Central
America (the first of which was held in February 19, 1981). The prayer-

Figure 2.1
Structure of Ticson Fcumenical Council and Sub-Commitiees

TUCSON ECUMENICAL COUNCIL*

(TEC)**
|
SUBCOMMITTEES
|
i | ] ] J |
Church Affiliations Endorsemenis Position TECLA TECHQ TECTF—
and inter- and sponsorship of Legal Bi-cuitural |
communication of programs. "the church” assistance educaticnal |
among Tucson's in Tucson: for Central program for |
churches discussion Americans.  Central |
and policy. American b
children. I
Pl
1
(Tucson Ecumenical Council Task Force on Central America) |
| | | | | trsg™

» Social Services « Advocacy Committee » Borderlinks + Student Advocacy
| | I
« Refugees at Risk « English Tutoriai « Unidos
Project (Job Cooperative)

*Sources: Tucson Ecumenical pamphlet, April 4, 1990.

Note that the all the subcommittees under TEC have tax-exempt status through the parent
organization. The underground (trsg), although affiliated with TEC, receives its funding
separately through another Tucson-based, religious and tax exempt organization.

**U.S. churches are exempt from taxation on their property, their assets, on businesses they
engage in, on_gifts, bequests and contributions (Wilson 1978: 201).

* The underground.
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service/demonstration, known as "the Vigil," consisted of a small group (usually 20-40)
who would stand at rush hour with placards in front of Tucson's Federal Building, home
of the offices of the local Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS).11 After roughly
twenty minutes, those attending the Vigil gathered into a circle and read a prayer sheet
which consisted of biblical quotes, prayers, and newspaper selections on the violence in
Central America. The entire demonstration, which concluded with announcements about
upcoming political and religious events, usually lasted 30-40 minutes and was held every
Thursday. Although designed to draw public attention to happenings in Central America, it
also became a center of prayer, reflection and the sharing of information for a faith
community coalescing around the issue of U.S. foreign policy in Central America and the
U.S. government's treatment of "alien" Central Americans. 12

John Fife, at that time, was a peripheral, member of the TEC task-force. 13 The the
44-year-old, lean and towering pastor of Southside Presbyterian United Church had been
trained at Pittsburgh Theological Seminary; had been deeply involved in the Civil Rights

and Anti-Vietnam War movements; and had come to Tucson in December of 1969, His

11The Vigil was inspired by a series of public protests that Father Ricardo had organized
around a 1977 incident in which a Tucson police officer was acquitted of involuntary
manslaughter for shooting and killing of a young Hispanic man (José H. Sinohui, Jr.). Ina
civil case protesting the acquittal, the judge awarded the Sinohui family damages, and the
police officer lost his house in payment of the judgment. Father Ricardo's protests had
successfully alerted the Tucson community to discrimination and abuse in the local police
force, and, importantly, had brought together a coalition of people intent on appealing the
original acquittal. The eventual conviction of the officer convinced Father Ricardo of the
effectiveness of public protests. The Vigil, which continues as of this writing, is
considered the longest-running demonstration of its kind in the United States.

12The Vigil, for example, is where Jim Corbett met John Fife. (Father Ricardo and John
Fife had known each other principally from their work among the farmworkers.)

13As Fife noted in an interview, "I blundered into Sanctuary. Corbett dragged me in to it
kicking and screaming."” Between 1980 and mid-1981, Fife was on the National Council of
the Presbyterian Church and was chair of the committee which reviewed corporate
investment. As a result, over this period he was frequently out of Tucson.( At the time that
Sanctuary emerged, Fife was planning to retum to school and get a doctorate in bio-medical
ethics.) Fife's connections to the national Presbyterian body proved to be crucial in
obtaining national support for the Sanctuary Movement.
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new congregation. Southside Church, was built in 1906 as a Presbyterian Indian Mission
project, and originally had been located in a shantytown called "Papagoville." When Fife
arrived, the church consisted of a mixed 56-member congregation of principally Pima,
Tohono O'odham (Papago), and Mexican-Americans. 14 The Presbyterian Church U.S.A.
had just decided to close the church down because it did not consider Southside a viable
congregation but Fife persuaded them to keep it going for two more years.

In 1980, Reverend Fife, Father Ricardo, and other clergy in Tucson began to learn
about social conditions in Central America through "a reporting network made up of
hundreds of American missionaries, priests and nuns" stationed in Central America—a
network of clergy that had become "in effect a private diplomatic corps” who sent back
word to the churches in the United States that, "contrary to what American officials were
saying, there was a bloodbath going on" (Crittenden 1988: 25). Tucson's church's were
also hearing similar reports from Manzo Area Council, a private social service organization
that mainly helped undocumented Mexican aliens with their immigration problems. Central
Americans began showing up at Manzo in 1979—one of whom was a Salvadoran man
ble;ading from a recent bullet wound (Crittenden 1988: 26-27). The churches' connection
with Manzo intensified though their work with refugees, and Manzo eventually joined with
TEC to form the special Task-Force on Central America. (This alliance between church and
legal agencies proved to have a defining effect on the Sanctuary Movement, particularly as
the Tucson churches attempted to give Sanctuary a legal basis within the United States).

The main objective of the TEC Task Force on Central America was to "harness and
direct a response of faith at all levels" to the plight of Central Americans in the United
States. This response eventually included "a formal proclamation of biblically-based
motivation; a weekly ecumenical prayer service outside the Federal Building that houses the

INS offices . . . the support and expansion of community-based legal services to aid

14The church’s membership steadily became anglo after Fife's arrival. In 1990 it had 163
active members of which 66.9 percent were anglo.
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refugees and their rights . . . [and] the raising of three-quarters of a million dollars for
bonds and legal expenses” (MacEoin 1985:16). As TECTF expanded its base of operations
and contacts, other communities became involved in its refugee advocacy work, first along
the U.S.-Mexico the border from Texas to California, and then eventually north to
Chicago, Seattle, New York and Boston. For many of these mainly white, middle-class
religious groups, "church" became a place where they obtained an education both about
U.S. foreign policy in Central America and about the widening gap emerging between
governments and church groups over what was really happening in Central America.

What really was happening in Central America? While not all among the 13
dehydrated Salvadorans found in the Sonoran Desert were fugitives from political
persecution—some were fleeing factory shutdowns, strikes, and bad economic conditions
in El Salvador—several of them bore ghastly stories of torture, rape and murder. These
accounts—what became standard testimonies of violence over the 1980s—helped stimulate
concern among the churches for the safety of the Central Americans should they be
deported back to El Salvador.13 In order to understand fully the emergence of the U.S.
Sanctuary Movement, then, it is essential to examine the social, political and economic

well-springs of the Central American exodus to the United States.

Central America and the "Feet People"

Can we doubt that only a Divine Providence placed this land, this island of
freedom here as a refuge for all those people who yearn to breathe free?
Jews and Christians enduring persecution behind the Iron Curtain; the boat
people of Southeast Asia, Cuba, and of Haiti; the victims of drought and
famine in Africa; the freedom fighters of Afghanistan . . ..

—Ronald Reagan

150ne of the younger men on the bus, for example, had a close friend who did not show
up for his second tour of duty with the Salvadoran National guard. Shortly afterwards,
ORDEN (a civilian paramilitary group organized in the 1960s) came to his house and
abducted him. The following day his body was discovered in a dump. His teeth were
broken off and his lips had been sewn together. After he had been tortured, his abductors
had apparently run a truck slowly over his body to kill him (Davidson 1988: 8). During the
first five months of 1980, the Archdiocese of San Salvador estimated that 2,000-2,500
people had been killed by political violence.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



39

From his acceptance speech for the Republican nomination, July 17, 1980.
Only at risk of wounding the mind can one learn about the methodical
torture of dispossessed persons that the United States is sponsoring in Latin
America.

—Jim Corbett, Christmas Letter, 1982.

While poverty alone did not produce massive migration from (and displacement in)
Guatemala and El Salvador in the late 1970s, the economies of these nations—premised on
systems that favored less than ten percent of their populations—profoundly undergirded the
social and political conditions prompting such an exodus. By the 1970s, the agro-export
criented econcomies of the five Central American nations had diversified and industrialized
compared to previcus periods, yet this "modernization"—though it had produced an
increase in profits for the small number of entrepreneurial families, sectors of the middle
class, and foreign interests—was concomitant with the expansion of a landless peasantry
and a declining standard of living among the majority of the population (see Gorostiaga and
Marchetti 1988). Between 1955 and 1975, for example, the average plot of land for a
Guatemalan family decreased by one half. A similar pattern held for Nicaragua, and in El
Salvador the landless population grew from 11 to 40 percent between 1961 and 1975
(Berryman 1985: 16).

In addition to the expansion of poverty, the mid-1970s also witnessed growing
activity and membership among the guerrilla groups of Guatemala (see Manz 1988:15-16)
and EI Salvador (see Disiin and Sharpe 1986:53-54). "Popular organizations"—groups
such as FECCAS (The Christian Federation of Salvadoran Peasants in El Salvador) and
CUC (Committee for Campesino Unity) in Guatemala—also began to demonstrate against
the economic, military and political agendas of their respective governments.16 A
significant characteristic of several of these popular organizations was that they were linked

with a rapidly changing Catholic church.

16Some of these organizations were linked to armed groups (e.g., FECCAS with the FPL
[Popular Liberation Forces], and CUC with the EGP [Guerilla Army of the Poor]).
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A Liberation Church

Although for most of its history in Central America the Catholic church has been
allied with traditional power structures, in the 1960s a substantial theological shift occurred
in the upper echelons of the institution.17 Following Vatican Council II (1962-1965)—the
second modern meeting of the world's Roman Catholic bishops to discuss church doctrine
and contemporary life—several indigenous Latin American clerics started to rethink
traditional Catholic teachings and began to formulate their own "contextual” theologies. At
the same time, missioners and priests began to pour into Central America, bringing with
them new paradigms regarding theology and minjstry.18 In 1968, the second meeting of
the Latin America Episcopal Council (CELAM) was held in Medellin, Columbia. In this
council, the Latin American bishops (who had little input at Vatican II) not only began to
explore the implications of what they termed "institutional violence" and a "preferential
option for the poor,” but also adopted a new "faith methodology," one that reversed
traditional Catholic patterns. Instead of beginning with doctrine and moving to its
application, certain Latin American bishops argued, faith must begin with reality itself, then
move to reflection on reality, and finally to action. As it developed, this approach became a
lay-intensive pastoral program, and its methodology (termed concientizacion ) was
practiced in small groups of 15 to 20 families called comunidades de base or basic Christian
communities (BCCs). These groups usually began with a discussion of social problems,
related them to readings from the Bible, and then developed a plan of action to address

them.

17The Latin American Catholic church has also tended to be virulently anti-communist.

18yp until Vatican II, Catholic doctrine held that there was no grace—i.e., no salvation—
outside of the Catholic Church (extra ecelsiam nulla salus ), and that the principal task of
the Church was to get people into it and keep them there. Vatican I acknowledged that
God's grace was everywhere, saving humans on its own. This left many wondering:
What, then, is the proper role of the church? (Berryman 1984: 26). As a result of this
doctrinal shift, many Catholics began to question traditional models of ministry that
privileged the sacraments (baptism, communion, marriage, etc.) over education, literacy,
and lay-related programs.
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This pastoral methodology and the preferential option for the poor coalesced into a
movement under the rubric of "liberation theology"—a religious perspective premised on
the notion that the poor should not be integrated into structures of oppression but become
autores de su proprio destino, subjects of their own destiny (Berryman 1984:28).
Advocates of liberation theology, some of whom incorporated a Marxist perspective, 19
criticized the social, economic and political structures oppressing the majority of Latin
American peoples. Focusing on "the non-subjects of history, those who have been denied
any voice or identity in history by their fellow humans," they promulgated a "praxis of
solidarity with those who suffer and . . . [work] for the transformation of human agency
and social structures” (Chopp 1986: 3-4).20

Because liberation theclogy entailed a fundamental critique of existing power
structures (including those of the Catholic church) and U.S. economic and political
imperialism in the Third World, its appeal was hardly universal. Conservative members of
thé Catholic church, such Belgian Jesuit Roger Vekemans, denounced liberation theology;
the Vatican Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith twice "silenced" liberation theologian
Leonardo Boff for 12-month periods; and the Reagan campaign in its 1980 New Inter-
American Policy for the Eighties (the Sante Fe Document ) singled out liberation theology

as a force counterproductive to U.S. interests (Lernoux 1989:90).21 The Salvadoran and

19Although many of the major proponents of Latin American liberation theology adopt
Marxist analysis and terminology in their writings, very few (e.g., José Porfirio Miranda)
publicly call themselves "Marxists.” (See Coste 1985; McGovern 1989; and Aman 1984).

201 iberation theology does not underscore the separation between spiritual and temporal
planes, and prefers instead to see a single history of humankind in which God is
"incarnated.” This notion, which suggests that the kingdom of God can be realized in the
human world, contradicted traditional Catholic theology in which the kingdom of God is
realized only in the afterlife. The liberationist perspective also rejected the traditional
separation of the Church from politics, and argued that conflict, even class conflict, was an
important part of realizing the kingdom and could not be avoided by appeals to church unity
(Berryman 1984: 28-29).

211 eonardo Boff, a Franciscan priest whose principal offense was authorship of Church:
Charism & Power, twice was not permitted to publish or speak publicly for one year. The
Vatican organization which "silenced" him, the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Guatemalan governments also felt threatened by liberation theology and. choosing to regard
it as communist-inspired insurgency, began to target priests, nuns and church-workers in
their campaigns of terror.

In the mid-1970s, as the popular organizations stridently began to voice discontent,
the Guatemalan and Salvadoran security forces, along with the oligarchic groups they
defended, unleashed a brutal "counter-insurgency" campaign designed to quell all
opposition—a familiar approach to political opposition for the poorer classes of Guatemala
and El Salvador.22 The targets of these campaigns were most often peasants, students,
leaders of cooperatives, labor leaders, human rights activists, priests,23 and lay catechists.
In El Salvador, for example, government repression was carried out by both by the military
and by right-wing "death squads” who were linked to some of El Salvador's elite
paramilitary organizations such as ORDEN (Democratic Nationalist Organization) and
ANSESAL (National Security Organization). Around the same time, the Guatemalan army

is the modern outgrowth of the Catholic Inquisition. Boff has recently decided resign from
the priesthood (see The Catholic New Times, July 19, 1992).

22The program adopted by El Salvador and Guatemala was principally influenced by
Israeli and U. S. counter-insurgency theory. This form of counter-insurgency argued that
insurgents must be confronted not only militarily, but also politically, economically and
ideologically. A central target of counter-insurgency, then, are not just guerrillas but the
populations which sustain thery, Connter-insurgency must therefore bring "the
environment in which the people live under the spatial, social and economic control of the
government in order to diminish or cut off the possibility that they may support the
guerrillas” (Aguilera Peralta 1988: 154). In Guatemala this required army control of the
countryside and was accomplished along three lines. First, the Guatemalan military
instituted civil patrols or PACS (Patrullas de Auto-defensiva Civil ) whereby local
inhabitants protected their villages from guerrillas through rotating, 24-hour patrols. These
patrols, however, often entailed forced labor and became a means by which the military
controlled the indigenous population. Second, the army created "model villages"
(reminiscent of the "strategic hamlets” of the Vietnam War era) which forcibly concentrated
indigenous populations in army-monitored compounds. Third, a structure called the
National Inter-institutional Coordinator (CIN) was established in each department or
province and was presided over by a military commander. The CIN regulated civilian
government and permitted only army-approved civil groups to emerge. (See Trudeau and
Schoultz 1986:40-42.)

23Among the first priests to be killed was Rutilio Grande, a 55-year-old Jesuit who was
machine-gunned on March 12, 1977.
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adopted a wide-scale counter-insurgency program directed principally at the Amerindian
populations located in the El Quiché, Huehuetenango, El Petén and other regions. By
1979, this form of governmental violence, which did not distinguish between civilians and
combatauits, was destroying entire villages and producing 100-200 deaths per month. In the
wake of such violence, some 200,000 Guatemalans fled their country (Manz 1988:7-14),
and thousands of others became "internally displaced."
The violence to which the civilian population was subjected to during these counter-
insurgency campaigns was horrific, systematic, and brutal. Individuals were often picked
up by security forces, cruelly tortured, murdered and then dumped on the roadside or in
fields. Others were "disappeared,” and still others were murdered in front of family and
friends. In both Guatemala and El Salvador the civilian-directed campaign of violence
adopted what one exiled missionary referred to as a sinister "hermeneutic of death”:
People are not just killed by death squads . . . they are decapitated and their
heads are placed on pikes and used to dot the landscape. Men are not just
disembowelled by the Salvadoran Treasury Police; their severed genitalia
are stuffed into their mouths. Salvadoran women are not just raped by the
National Guard; their wombs are cut from their bodies and used to cover
their faces. It is not enough to kill children; they are dragged over barbed
wire until the flesh falls from their bones while parents are forced to watch.
. . . Their killing has sexual overtones. Salvadorans are not shocked to learn
that nuns are raped by the National Guard, when teachers and health
workers are sexually molested by the Treasury Police or when peasants are
inuiliaied afier iney nave been killed by the army. . .
(Santiago 1990:293).24

When international human rights organizations, such as Amnesty International and the

OAS Inter-Commission on Human Rights, condemned the state-sponsored carnage, the

governments of Guatemala and El Salvador blamed "communists" and "guerrilla

insurgents” for the violence (Trudeau and Schoultz 1986:39).

24Ximena Bunster-Burotto has documented the sexual dimension of repression directed
especially at Latin American women in "Surviving Fear: Women and Torture in Latin
America" in Women and Change in Latin America, June Nash and Helen Safa, eds., 1985.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



44

Exodus

A major consequence of "counter-insurgency” was the death and displacement of
thousands of Central Americans. Human rights groups have estimated that over the past
two decades 80,000-100,000 Salvadorans and over 200,000 Guatemalans have been killed
owing to political violence in their countries, and even more have been uprooted.
Currently, there are over 1,000,000 Central Americans living in the United States, the
majority of whom have emigrated after 1979 (Hamilton and Pastor 1988: 6).25

In 1981, just as the numbers of Central Americans entering the United States began
to swell, Ronald Reagan took office. In the perception of the Reagan Administration,
Central America had become a seedbed of communist revolutionary movements—
Nicaragua's Sandinistas had just successfully ousted the U.S.-backed dictator, Anastasio
Somoza, and the Salvadoran guerrilla coalition, the FMLN (Farabundo Marti Front for
National Liberation) had boldly but unsuccessfully attempted to overthrow the government.
U.S. State Department officials tended to attribute these actions to the influence of Soviet-
Cuban-communism which they believed was threatening U.S. geopolitical hegemony in
Mesoamerica and the Caribbean (Hamilton and Pastor 1988). Their response was to
resume (after 1982) military support to the Guatemalan and Salvadoran governments and to
pursue a policy of "low-intensity warfare" (LIW) against insurgent factions in these
nations.26 The Reagan Administration interpreted the tremendous influx of Salvadorans

25This figure also includes a very small group of wealthy Central Americans who have
quasi-legal status in the United States. These groups enter and re-enter the country on
tourist visas that are usually valid for six-month stretches of residency over a period of fiv
years. :

26Distinguished from 'high-intensity warfare, fought at the nuclear level, and from
'medium-intensity warfare,’ fought at the level of conventional arms, low-intensity warfare
uses strategies ranging from civil disobedience, subversion and insurgency to guerrilla
war, counterinsurgency, 'hamletization,’ harassment, psychiological terror, and clandestine
destabilization. The principal object of LIW is not the mere physical elimination of the
enemy but rather the gradual undermining, internal and external isolation and
delegitimization of the enemy" (Frederick 1988: 32). A central component of the U.S. LIW
in Central America during the 1980s was the support of the contras, a group of rebels in
Nicaragua bent on overthrowing the revolutionary Sandinista government.
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and Guatemalans as the flight of "feet people," i.e.. those primarily seeking greater
economic opportunity in the "great north" (see Gomez 1984: 222-225).

Influenced by the stories of returning missioners who had served in El Salvador
and Guatemala, such reasoning did not wash with many U.S. church groups. These
groups thus adopted a new militancy in their critique of U.S. foreign policy in Central
America. Within the first five months of Reagan's first term, Congressional letters were
"running 600 to 1 against U.S. military aid to El Salvador" (Lernoux 1989:89).27

The Quaker Connection _

In May 1981, as Congressional letters opposed to U.S. military aid to El Salvador
were piling up in the White House, a second defining moment for the Sanctuary Movement
occurred. On May 4th, Jim Dudley, a Quaker, picked up a male hitchhiker in southern
Arizona. Unbeknownst to Dudley, the hitchhiker was a young Salvadoran who had just
crossed into the United States via Nogales. As he drove the man toward Tucson, Dudley
was pulled over at the Peck Canyon Road roadblock by the U.S. Border Patrol. The agents
arrested the Salvadoran for EWI (entry without inspection) and nearly arrested Dudley.
Perturbed by the experience, Dudley, later that evening, told two Quaker friends living in
Tucson, Jim and Pat Corbett, what had transpired.

A rancher, Jim Corbett had been forced into early retirement by a rare and crippling
form of arthritis; he spoke Spanish fluently, and knew the ins and outs of survival in the
Sonoran Desert. He and his wife Pat lived very simply in a quiet, rather dusty comner of
north-ceniral Tucson with half a dozen or more cats, several dogs, chickens, geese, a
couple of mules, and several goats. Convinced that goats were better suited to the desert
than were cows, Jim Corbett had developed an unusual fascination for goat-herding. He
had travelled throughout Baja California studying and discussing with Mexican goat-

herders the merits of a "goat-cheese economy," and he, along with several other Quakers,

27Lernoux notes that opinion polls showed a two-thirds opposition to Reégan’s policy in
Central America at the beginning of his term (1989:183-84).
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had started an informal exchange of information and goats with Mexican herders. In
Tucson, Corbett helped to organize a goat-milking/gardening cooperative called Los
Cabreros Andames,28 many of whose members were Quakers and former students from a
Quaker high school in California where Corbett had taught (Davidson 1988: 13). (Some of
the underground's first members came from this goatmilking group).

The Corbetts were disturbed by Jim Dudley's story and, vaguely knowledgeable
about the violence in El Salvador, were concerned that the man might be a refugee. The
next day, Jim Corbett decided to track the man down but had little luck with either the
Border Patrol or the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) which refused to give
out information on detainees (Davidson 1988:19). Corbett then contacted the Manzo Area
Council who directed him to Father Ricardo Elford. The priest, on his way out to to help a
group of Salvadorans arrested on the Papago Indian Reservation that morning, explained to
Corbett that he would need to find out the full name of the man and his location before the
Border Patrol would allow Corbett to speak to him; Corbett then could present a G-28 form
indicating that the Salvadoran had legal representation and thus would be entitled to a
deportation h@aring.29 |

Owing to a fortuitous coincidence, Corbett's name was the same as a previous
mayor from Tucson, and in his second call to the Border Patrol he was mistaken for the

politician. Consequently, he was given the Salvadoran's name ("Nelson") and his location

28This title is a play on caballero andante or knight-errant. Corbett was fascinated by Don
Quixote, Cervantes's fictional knight-errant of the 16th-century. Jim Corbett's attraction to
goat-herding was part of a larger and complex philosophy of life, in which he linked his
Quaker values to the ecology of the desert and goat-herding. Corbett has recently written an
intriguing book on this topic (in which he includes a chapter on Sanctuary)
eilggclad:GoatwalIdng: A Guide to Wildland Living, A Quest for the Peaceable Kingdom
(1991).

29The G-28 form also legally retracts anything an alien might have signed (including a
voluntary departure form) and guarantees him or her a hearing before an immigration
judge.
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only to discover that the man had been moved to El Centro, California, the main holding-
center for illegal aliens in the southwestern United States. At the Nogales jaii, however,
Corbett discovered several other Salvadorans being held for deportation in 20' x 20’ cells
crammed with 30 to 40 men. He went to the Border Patrol Office and requested G-28
forms which he wished to file on behalf of Enrique Molina Parada and a second "Nelson,"
two Salvadoran detainees whom he had just encountered in the jail. After finally receiving
the forms, Corbett returned to the jail only to learn that the Border Patrol had removed both
the Salvadorans.

As Jim Corbett later told journalist Miriam Davidson, his first exposure to Border
Patrol treatment of Central American aliens shifted quickly from "what appeared to him as
benign neglect” to what increasingly looked like "a deliberate effort to deny these people
access to legal aid and to ship them, as quickly as possible, back to El Salvador" (Davidson
1988: 22).

The Corbetts obtained a $4,500 lien on one of their trailers and, through the Manzo
Area Council, bonded out four Salvadoran women and one baby. In one of a series of

letters that Jim Corbett penned first to his fellow Quakers and then to a general audience, he

intimated that helping Central Americans who were "illegally" crossing into the United

30Nogales is a border town that spreads over the international fence separating Mexico and
the United States. The Sonoran or Mexican side is extremely poor, and there are several
maquiladoras (assembly plants) which operaie in the town. In these plants, which are
foreign-owned, maquila workers assemble parts shipped to Mexico from the United States,
and then return the product (under special tariff agreements) back to the United States.
Migration to this town for work in the factories has become so intense that the
infrastructure of Nogales, Sonora, can barely support the swelling population. The infant
mortality rate is high in the many squatter communities which dot the hills surrounding the
town. In the summer of 1991, there was a severe outbreak of hepatitis owing to poor
sewage facilities, and tuberculosis rates began to rise dramatically. Some of the
magquiladora owners promised to build housing in exchange for tax breaks (taxes are
negligible to begin with), but constructed only a modest number of housing units. The
U.S. side of Nogales is startlingly wealthy by contrast. To walk across the border at
Nogales is to experience, in a very visual way, the great and grave disparity between the
United States as the First World and Mexico as the Third World.
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States might lead to active resistance to the government.3! Corbett's May 12th, 1981, letter
(in part) reads:
Dear Friends,32

Imagine a moonless night and a group of about 15 fugitives who are
groping their way through country that's terrifyingly alien to them. Two
carry infants. Three are small children who clutch at their parents' hands
and try not to cry.

The blinding stare of spotlights suddenly freezes them in place. An
amplified voice blares orders. Uniformed men close in.

They will be sent back, may be to be tortured or killed, at the very least to
live under the daiiy threat of being assauited or kiiied at the whim of any
soldier. It needn't happen that way, though, if the people who live where
they are capiured would help them, but few of the iocal people seem to
know it's happening. Maybe they don't want to know.

—Vichy France? It did happen there, as it has happened so many places
before and since, but I'm writing to you because it's happening now, here
in Arizona. . . . ‘

What it all comes down to is that there's an immediate need for an enormous
amount of bond money or collateral property for bonds, but there's also an
urgent need to persuade the courts that they should follow the example of
the San Francisco judge who is releasing Salvadoran refugees on their own
recognizance. Because the alternative to meeting the bond requirement may
be tantamount to a death sentence, refugee bonds have, in fact, degenerated
into ransom. . . I'd like to hear from people whc are willing to put up
bonds and collateral or to help with associated expenses. . ..

Speaking only for myself, I can see that if Central American refugees' rights
to political asylum dre decisively rejected by the U.S. government or if the
U.S. legal system insists on ransom that exceeds our ability to pay, active
resistance will be the only alternative to abandoning the refugees to their
fate. The creation of a network of actively concerned, mutually supportive

31These letters and various other dccuments written by Jim Corbett are collected in a two-
volume xeroxed packet entitled Borders and Crossings. The front of the packet comes with
the admonition:

WARNING: The U.S. Attorney General may consider the acquisition of  these
papers to constitute participation in a criminal conspiracy.

32Quakers refer to themselves and each other as "Friends," in reference to John 15:12-14:
"This is my commandment, that you love one another as I have loved you. Greater love has
no man than this, that a man lay down his life for his friends. You are my friends, if you
do whatsoever I command you."” The term Quaker comes from an experience of the
Society's founder, George Fox (1624-1691), who told Justice Bennett (in 1650) to
"tremble at the word of God." In derision, the judge called Fox and his followers
"quakers" (Peck 1988:6).
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people in the U.S. and Mexico may be the best preparation for an adequate
response.
—A network? Quakers will know what I mean.
This letter is addressed primarily to Friends because their history presents
them with special responsibilities. If the time does come when Quakers are
once again being jailed in the U.S. for helping refugees, the implications
will be clear to everyone. This is one reason the U.S. government is usually
reluctant to jail Quakers for conscientious resistance and may sometimes
even modify oppressive policies in order to avoid creating a confrontation,
but to his special consideration entails an obligation not to abandon the
victims of war and oppression, even when active resistance with all its risks
becomes the only alternative to passive collaboration. . .
(Corbett 1986:1-3).

Just over a week after his encounter with the Border Patrol and INS, Corbett
envisioned a loose network of support and assistance for undocumented Central
Americans—a network of "safe houses" reminiscent of the "underground railway"
established by Quakers during the Civil War through which slaves escaped to "free"
districts. As the Sanctuary Movement matured, its participants frequently referred to this
abolition underground, appropriating its language and imagery in an effort to give
Sanctuary historical legitimacy. (The INS tried to counter this Civil War imagery by
comparing the Sanctuary workers to slave traders who were importing "chattel” into the
United States.)

Corbett's letter also conveyed what became a dominant motif in the movement: the
comparison of Central American refugees to Jews fleeing persecution under the Nazis. This
metaphor became a powerful symbol within the movement, reminding people that to "look
the other way" as innocent men and women went to their deaths was to condone (and

therefore participate in) their murder.33 Rev. Ken Kennon noted of his own "conversion"

experience through Sanctuary:

33Despite his implicit comparison of the Border Patrol and Nazi storm-troopers, Corbett
did not view either the INS or Border Patrol agents as (irredeemably) evil. Corbett wrote
in the same May 12th letter:
Members of the Patrol and INS are not SS goons delighting in
sending undocumented refugees to their fate. Most of those I've met are
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That's what really radicalized me. I went out there [El Centro} because I
didn't believe the story that I had been told. The image that came to me was
prior to World War II and returning Jews to Eastern Europe. And I knew
that history. That was the first image that popped into my mind: "My God,
this is happening again! I can't believe my government is doing this."

The "Mexican Connection"

In June of 1981, during a weekly meeting of Los Cabreros Andantes , Corbett was
telephoned by a Salvadoran woman in Phoenix, Arizona, who said that a church person
had told her that he might be able to help her. The woman explained that two of her family
members, a brother and a cousin, were hiding in a house in Nogales, Sonora (Mexico).
Could he do something for them? Jim Corbett and two members of his goatmilking
cooperative made the hour and fifteen minute trip to Nogales, Mexico, where they found
two Salvadorans hiding in a basement. Telling them to "sit tight," they wandered around
Nogales and learned from the "locals" that people crossing into United States from Mexico
usually just crawled through one of the several holes in the international fence dividing the

two countries.34 This, according to Corbett, seemed like the simple part of crossing the

pleasant enough. Probably they'd be good neighbors. Some also feel
uneasy about deporting Salvadorans.

—So why do they try to prevent captured refugees from learning
about and benefitting from the human rights provisions of U.S. law? The
game seems to be the moving of bodies through deportation channels as fast
as possible while maximizing the count, a game in which constitutionally
guaranteed human rights are the main obstacles. Expulsion must equal
intake to keep the channels from clogging; it's a simple matter of efficient
administrative plumbing (Corbett 1986: 3).

Corbett remained consistent, if not a little naive, on this point. When warned about the INS
agents who had infiltrated the underground railroad, he remarked that the group shouldn't
be too worried since the agents were likely to be "converted" to Sanctuary by the
experience of helping Central American refugees.

34Running through the middle of the town is a gully which is shaded in certain parts by
trees and bushes. In the center of the gully is a thick, barbed wire fence that acts as the
international border—it runs the length of the town, rising higher near the center of town
(about 10 feet) and then becoming considerably lower up on the surrounding hills (about 6
feet). (Out in the desert, this international boundary becomes a flimsy four foot wire fence.)
A sturdy pair of wire-clippers can easily break through the fence. Consequently there are
"holes" in the border at various locations along the fence, particularly those places hidden
by trees or concrete walls, or at spots on the hills that are distant from the Border Patrol
Station. (See Chapters 7 and 8).
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Salvadorans—the real difficulty would be trying to get them through the Border Patrol
checks on the highway leading to Tucson.35 The next day, Corbett, this time accompanied
by Father Ricardo, looked for a rendezvous location on the American side of the fence and
picked Sacred Heart Church, a Catholic church located up on a hill that was both close to
and easily visible from the border. In the Sacred Heart Church, Corbett and Father Ricardo
met a priest who was sympathetic to their agenda, and he referred them to a Mexican priest
working in Nogales who was known to be helping Central Americans apprehended by the
Mexican police. His name was Ramén Dagoberto Quifiones, a Catholic priest who, along
with one of his parishioners, a widow named Maria del Socorro Pardo de Aguilar,
eventually became the Mexican coordinators of the Sanctuary Movement. (Their
counterparts on the U.S. side of Nogales were Father Tony Clark, a Catholic priest at
Sacred Heart Church, and Mary K. Espinosa, coordinator of the religious education
program at the same church.)

Father Quifiones and Dofia Maria, who both shared a strong belief in the Mexican

hospitality-tradition of church ministry to the poor and destitute,36 were members of

35The most infamous of these Border Patrol checks for Sanctuary workers in Tucson is the
Peck Canyon roadblock on the main highway leading into Tucson. The check was only
"active" when the Border Patrol unveiled a sign indicating that all cars had to pull over into
a wayside for inspection. The difficulty that this roadblock posed for the Sanctuary
transporters was that once a driver came upon it, he or she could not avoid it—there was no
way of turning around since the highway was a divided one, and there was no exit before
the roadblock. As the transporting technique of the underground developed, one of the
ways in which Sanctuary workers avoided the road block was to send lead cars without
Central Americans up the highway, checking to see if the road block were active. Once
beyond the road block, they would call the church where the Central Americans and their
driver were waiting with a coded message: "The sun is shining" or "It's a fine day for a
drive,” for example, indicating that the road block was not operating.

36Historically, Mexico has maintained a tradition of informally providing safe haven for
diplomats, ousted politicians and political refugees. It is not, however, a signatory to the
1967 United Nations Protocol on the Status of Refugees. The Mexican government usually
allows political refugees to remain in the country on a temporary basis (for 30 days) while
they are applying for asylum in other countries. In the late 1980s, however, under pressure
from the U.S. government, Mexico began to deport Central Americans aggressively (See
Chapter 7). (In general poor Third World countries are more generous in offering asylum
than are Western First World nations | New Internationalist , September 1991:19]).
Churches in Mexico have long offered informal asylum or sanctuary to indigent Mexicans,
as well as to Central Americans.
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Santuario de Guadalupe. a church which provided social services to the poor of Nogales,
Mexico—a city swelling with people looking for jobs in the magquiladoras . Paid around $4
per day, Mexican workers and their families often had to live in cardboard shacks built
upon the discarded skids from these assembly plants. Squatter communities dotted the
garbage-strewn hillsides of Nogales, Sonora, and their inhabitants, bereft of running water
and electricity, could look out across the border at the relative opulence of the Nogales,
Arizona, a stone's throw away. Quifiones's church, responding to the dire poverty of the
town, had created a nursing-home for homeless old people, and operated a free
medical/dental clinic and a soup kitchen. One of the church's more recent ministries
involved visiting the many Central Americans jailed in the Nogales penitentiary, Centro
para Readaptacion Social. According to Quifiones and Dofia Maria, the stories that they
heard from the Central Americans indicated that there was no way a person could safely
apply for political asylum at the border—many had approached U.S. customs guards but
had been promptly handed over to the Mexican immigration police, la migra, and then jailed
for deportation. Quifiones, Doiia Maria and Corbett concluded that the only way for a
Central American to apply for political asylum was within the United States. The trio,
therefore, had few qualms about helping Central Americans cross into the United States
where, at least legally, they were entitled to apply for refugee status. Corbett eventually
became part of the Mexican ministry and began to visit the jail in Nogales (dressed in
cierical garb), where he clandestinely taught Salvadorans Mexican idioms and the street
names of Nogales, Sonora, in case they were queried by the Border Patrol (Golden and
McConnell 1986: 40), and Dofia Maria helped women change their hairstyles and clothing
to look more Mexican (Crittenden 1988: 50-51). The main point behind this strategy was,
in case of apprehension by the Border Patrol, to convince the officers that the Central
Americans were Mexicans. If this worked, they would merely be sent back over the border

(the usual procedure for dealing with illegal Mexicans) and they could try to cross again at
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another time. If detained as Central Americans, they would in all likelihood be jailed and
formally deported—what often amounted to being dumped by bus at a port of entry in El
Salvador where military personnel would systematically check and interview the
passengers.

As Corbett perceived it, the real problem for Central Americans fleeing violence
was that at the U.S. border the Mexican informal, church-based system of protection and
transportation collapsed. What was really required, then, was a "border ministry"—a
strategy of action that would safely move Central Americans into the United States where
they could apply for asylum.

Corbett initially experimented within the existing system. Given that there
apparently were no procedures for asylum filing at the border, Jim Corbett decided to try an
"affirmative filing" within the United States. In late June 1981, Corbett drove three Central
Americans (one of whom had been living on Corbett's property in Tucson) along with their
1-589 forms requesting political asylum, into downtown Tucson. He hoped they would be
stopped by the Border Patrol and given a chance to file for asylum "affirmatively.” They
were not stopped, so Corbett drove directly to the INS office where he took the Central
Americans in to William Johnston, the INS officer in charge. A clerk todk the asylum
applications from Johnston, and a few minutes later, after a consultation with the clerk,
Johnston ordered that the Central Americans be put under arrest with a $3,000 bond. (At
the time, the routine amount was $1000.) Johnston's records had showed that two of the
men had been deported before—this in itself constituted grounds for exclusion from the
United States and detention. Corbett argued with Johnston that if refugees could not file
affirmatively within the United States without being put into jail, there was no way that
people trying to help them could work within the system. In an interview with journalist
Ann Crittenden, Corbett later commented that this experience with William Johnston was a
turning point for him, "marking the beginning of an underground railway” (Crittenden

1988: 52-54).
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As Corbett's involvement with Central Americans deepened, he found the INS and
Border Patrol inflexibly committed to deportation. He concluded that the most basic of the
Central Americans needs was to avoid being intercepted by the Border Patrol (MacEoin
1985: 21). In a letter of July 6, 1981, Corbett detailed treatment of Central Americans by
the INS and began to formulate a theology of an "underground," one which was based on
the notion of hospitality to strangers, and incorporated elements of Latin American
liberation theology, particularly the concept of comunidades de base. Corbett's letter also
contains possibly the first reference within the movement's history to a concept of
"sanctuary.” In typical Quaker fashion, Corbett treated Sanctuary not as an historical and
legal institution, but as a community activity (what Corbett refers to as a church) whose

members are gathered around a commitment to (or "solidarity” with) the dispossessed and

poor:37
Dear friends,

Nearly two months have passed since I wrote many of you about the -
Salvadorans secking refuge in the U.S.. . . Testimony is virtually
unanimous that deportees are sometimes killed at the airport outside San
Salvador, are sometimes killed as they try to get home, and are sometimes
killed a few days after arriving home. There's also no question that the
Border Patrol, INS, and jail personnel know about the reign of terror in El
Salvador—specifically, that they know some of the refugees are being
deported to torture and death. "Of course I know," one young jailer told me.
"How could I be with these people every day and not know? But you can't
get involved or relate to them personally or you'd lose your mind. I'm not
responsible for what's happening to them. I just do my job." She's quite
young and doesn't realize that it's been said before. . . .

Defense of the undocumented Salvadorans who are caught will probably
involve years of strategic retreats through the legal system. That depends, of
course, on the Salvadorans gaining entry into the legal system and on their
raising bail. Raising bail depends primarily on collateral property which the

37The shift from Corbett's first letter addressed to “Friends” to "friends” in the second
letter was a self-conscious recognition tha: the movement developing around Central
American refugees was inter-denominational and ecumenical. Corbett wrote:

When I set out in search of that Salvadoran hitchhiker, I knew no priests, pastors, or nuns.
I addressed the only faith community I knew, sending the May 12 letter to "Friends"—
about 500 Quakers and Quaker meetings. . . .But involvement with refugees meant
involvement with the church, in the fullest ecumenical sense of the term. .. " (Corbett
1986:4).
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Salvadorans themselves rarely have, so this aspect of any effort to save
Salvadoran refugees from deportation is primarily a discretionary power of
American property owners, including the churches. It's currently the
biggest bottleneck in the process. . . .

The refugees themselves bring strength and renewal. They share their joys
and their hopes as well as their griefs, and one soon learns that a new
religious awareness has been spreading through Latin America, a
revolutionary religious consciousness taking root in basic communities that
are determined to live the freedom, peace, and justice of the Kingdom into
actuality. There is, indeed, a force at work that threatens to sweep away the
established powers of this hemisphere, and it is far more radical than the
state capitalism of Cuba or Russia.

Because the refugees are here, the war against the people of Latin America
is being waged here as well. Yet, because the refugees are among us, the
basic communities capable of waging the peace can also emerge here. Such
communities are not merely possible, they are essential if cur stand for
peace is to be more than just another petition addressed to those who
command the war machine. (Peacemaking in the '80s isn't likely to bear
much resemblance to the ephemerally fashionable anti-war happenings of
the "60s.)

Let me put it more specifically.

Lupe [an organizer with Manzo] often warns those who volunteer for work
with refugees that part-time involvement is difficult. It's as though a battle
were raging here in Arizona and the other borderlands; the problem is not
how much we do but how to allocate the little we can do in order to be most
effective in reducing causalities. Each week we must turn our backs on
refugees who desperately need help but for whom there's just not enough
time or money. And there are hundreds of thousands in El Salvador whose
agonies far exceed the sufferings of those reaching the U.S. "If a man has
enough to live on, and yet when he sees his brother in need shuts up his
heart against him, how can it be said that the divine love dwells in him?". . .

If we do give up our position of privilege, a place to stand with the
dispossessed and serve the peaceable kingdom can only be found in a
special kind of community that dedicates itself to such service. During
recent weeks I've been discovering this catholic church that is a people
rather than creed or rite, a living Church of many cultures that must be met
and known. ...

—And so this unregenerate Quaker looks for Sanctuary in a church,
huddles among fugitives as the patrols pass, and bends to the stations of the

Cross (Corbett 1986:4-10).38

381n Christianity, there are 14 events (or stages) leading up to Christ's martyrdom that are
referred to as the Way of the Cross. These stages are usually hung on the walls of Catholic
churches, and members of the church will recite a special prayer at each "station.” Corbett
is using this Christian imagery to suggest that his work with Central Americans is
metaphorically a journey that, like Christ's walk to martyrdom on the cross, involves great
suffering. The imagery conveys the sense that those who stand for their moral principles
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The first meeting of what eventually became the Sanctuary underground was held in
the fall of 1981 at the Santa Rosa mission church in Tucson's Yaqui Village (called Old
Pasqua Pueblo).39 The underground was named the tucson refugee support group
(trsg)40—aH lower case letters because the Quaker contingent did not believe in nor wish to
create any kind of formal or official organization.

Pursuing the "Legal Route"
So if you hear from the INS that what those churchpeople ought to do is try

to work within the law first, we did it. And we did it with as much energy

and imagination and creativity as we could.
_Re‘r Tohn Tifa (Aanatad in f‘nncnv’r‘rzcy qlfCOmn oc7, n. CAintimore {14}’

Yo JULLIL L ML \quvtw 111 vulwyu

1985:16).
We began with an absolute belief in the system, a belief in the integrity of
the system . . .. On that I'm very emphatic. And on my part I had no
reason whatever to imagine that they [the INS] would descend to the tricks
that they decided to.
—Gary MacEoin (1991).
While Jim Corbett, Father Quifiones and the members of the Quaker goatmilking
cooperative were developing the infrastructure of a quiet underground raiiway, the TEC
Task-Force continued to pursue a legal and public way of aiding undocumented Central

Americans. In June of 1981 the TECTF group met to discuss a strategy for aiding Central

are likely to be persecuted (by the State) for them.The Stations of the Cross are: 1) Jesus is
condemned to death on the cross; 2) Jesus accepts his cross; 3) Jesus falls for the first time;
4) Jesus meets his sorrowful mother; 5) Simon of Cyrene helps Jesus carry his cross;

6) Veronica wipes the face of Jesus; 7) Jesus falls the second time; 8) Jesus speaks to the
women of Jerusalem; 9) Jesus falls the third time; 10) Jesus is stripped of his garments; 11)
Jesus is nailed to the cross; 12) Jesus dies on the cross; 13) Jesus is taken down from the
cross; 14) Jesus is placed in the tomb; 15) (optional) Jesus rises from the dead. (From the
Concise Catholic Dictionary 1986: 151.)

39 Another factor prompting the beginning of an underground was the dwindling supply of
money (bond was $1000-3000 per person) among the Sanctuary churches.

40The movement also spawned what was termed an "overground" railroad. In this system
"high risk" refugees were bonded out of mainly south Texas and became wards of a
Quaker group working with the Canadian government. In the overground, Central
Americans were processed for asylum in Canada, even though they had been arrested in the
United States. Under this program, the Canadian government frequently paid for
transportation costs. The system was termed "overground" since it involved no illegal
activities.
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Americans jailed by the INS and facing probable deportation. The group decided on a
strategy of bailing-out the Central Americans located in El Centro, California, but in such a
way that would attract as much media attention as possible.41 (This emphasis on media
coverage and media-staged events became "a hallmark of Tucson's activist strategy”
[Crittenden 1988:43]). On July 10, 1981, after obtaining a court injunction which permitted
them access to the Central Americans in El Centro, a group headed by Rev. Ken Kennon
(pastor of Broadway Christian Church and the first chair of the TEC Task Force) travelled
the 4-5 hours to the detention center. El Centro was built in 1973 to house a maximum of
250 inmates (usually undocumented Mexicans), but in 1981 when the TECTF group
arrived, 300 and 400 prisoners were being held there in very bad conditions. (As one
example, inmates were locked outside in a corral during the day, often in 110° F weather,
with little access to shade.) The inmates were also isolated from legal assistance (the nearest
cities with legal aid for refugees being Los Angeles, San Diego, Phoenix and Tucson, two,
three, four, and five hours away respectively by car).

For a total of two weeks, 60 rotating volunteers processed asylum forms for and
freed (on bail) 90 Central Americans.#2 The process was, for many, a crash-course in
U.S. immigration and asylum law. This "education” produced the realization that the vast

majority of Salvadorans (up to 1000 per month) were being routinely deported by the INS

413im Corbett also visited El Centro in the early summer of 1981 where he came into
contact with Los Angeles and San Francisco-based legal aid organizations helping Central
Americans. At El Centro, he discovered that several of the Salvadoran women (for whom
Manzo had filed G-28 forms) had been deported to El Salvador. Corbett and his companion
tape-recorded a conversation with an INS official (J.E. Aguirre) who informed them that
they were not allowed to speak to anyone at the camp. Corbett responded to the INS
official by claiming that the government was denying the Central Americans their legal
rights. The INS official discovered the tape recorder and attempted to confiscate it from
Corbett (then and now a thin, wiry, and graying man whose feet and hands are noticeably
disfigured by arthritis). Corbett refused to hand over the tape cassette and, after several
tense moments, was permitted to leave El Centro. Upon his return he held a press
conference about the incident which prompted Representative Morris Udall (Democrat-AZ)
to write the INS questioning its procedures (Crittenden 1988: 32).

42By the Fall of 1981, the group had made a commitment to bail out five to 10 people per
week. This work continued until May 1982.
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without ever having known that they could apply for political asylum (Golden and
McConnell 1986: 41). Moreover, the percentage of Salvadorans who were granted political
asylum was miniscule in proportion to the demand. It was becoming apparent to the Task
Force that the legal route "statistically" might be "doomed"—bonding out the Central
Americans "bought time" (approximately two years after all appeals had been exhausted)
but by no means guaranteed political asylum for the Central Americans (Golden and
McConnell 1986: 44).

As many of Tucson's churches and citizens began to organize resettlement
programs for the bonded-out Central Americans, several California churches were
simultaneously working with the Central American refugees who had flooded into the Los
Angeles area via Tijuana, Mexico—many of whom then moved northward into the San
Francisco area. Tucson's contact with the Los Angeles and San Francisco network of
lawyers and churches aiding refugees had already occurred during the El Centro bail out.
Significantly, one of the California contacts was a Lutheran pastor from the San Francisco
Bay area, Gus Schultz, who had "pioneered sanctuary for conscientious objectors to the
Vietnam War in Berkeley a decade earlier . . . . [and who] was now talking to his weekly
clergy reflection group about sanctuary for Central Americans” (MacEoin 1985: 19). In the
fall of 1981, a group called the Sather Gate Churches—a coalition composed of the pastors

| of churches located near the U.C. Berkeley campus—decided to form the East Bay
Sanctuary Covenant. In October of the same year, the Lutheran Social Services published
and distributed a letter detailing the idea of declaring Sanctuary for Central Americans
fleeing violence in Guatemala and El Salvador. The letter was prompted by an incident in
which an INS agent had chased a undocumented man into a church and arrested him there.
The action provoked widespread complaint and the local INS director responded to the
public outcry with an administrative order that he issued to all agents: the order specified

that under no conditions were agents to pursue persons if they entered a church, hospital or
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school (Crittenden 1988: 64). In November 1981, St. John's Presbyterian Church in
Berkeley secretly began to shelter an undocumented Central American family (Bau 1985:
11-12) .

Another individual secretly harboring Central Americans cn his property, as
mentioned, was Jim Corbett. The "harboring" situation, however, was quickly becoming
out of hand—21 Salvadorans were camping together in a little adobe house with people
sleeping in two tiny rooms and all sharing one modest, permanently dirty bathroom. As
Corbett reiates this segment of the story, he was told definitively by his wife, Pat, that
"something had to be done" about the Central Americans. Corbett approached John Fife
about Southside Church taking some of the refugees in. Fife was clearly sympathetic to
Corbett's situation but, unable to make such a decision by himself without consulting his
congregation, responded that he would put it to the session of elders being held the
following week. Corbett attended the session and made an eloquent appeal, the result being
Southside's vote in favor of the proposal—two of only four abstentions were federal
employees who felt that they could not support the resolution, but did not want to block it.
The session, however, had reservations and queries both about how the INS would view
their activities and whether or not helping the Central Americans constituted a violation of
U.S. immigration laws.43

After the vote, some of Corbett's Central Americans moved into Southside Church,
and Fife became more actively involved in what the underground termed "evasion
services." Fife along with others in the movement, assumed that what they were doing was
illegal but—following in the tradition of Martin Luther King, Jr., Ghandi, and Deitrich

Bonhoeffer—thought it was absolutely necessary to save lives. Though Fife did not

43Fife noted that his theological orientation at this time was rooted in the concept of
"hospitality"—something that he had been exposed to through the writings of Dutch priest
and theologian Henri Nouwen.
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publicize his work with the underground. he did announce to his congregation of 120
members that the church was assisting Central Americans.

DECLARING SANCTUARY

Establishing a "Playground"

I would like to make a special appeal to the members of the army, and
specifically to the ranks of the National Guard, the police, and the military.
Brothers, each one of you is one of us. We are the same people. The
peasants you kill are your own brothers and sisters. When you hear the
voice of the man commanding you to kill, remember instead the voice of
God: Thou Shalt Not Kill. God's law must prevail. No soldier is obliged to
obey an order contrary to the law of God. There is still time for you to obey
your conscience, even in the face of a sinful command to kill.

The Church, defender of the rights of God, of the law of God, and the
dignity of each human being, cannot remain silent in the presence of such
abominations. In the name of God, in the name of our tormented people
whose cries rise up to heaven, I beseech you, I beg you, I command you,
stop the repression !

—Archbishop Oscar Romero, in the Mass he gave on March 23, 1980, the
day before he was killed.

We decided to go public because we had all become aware that a full-scale
holocaust was going on in Central America, and by keeping the operation
clandestine we were doing exactly what the government wanted us to do—
keeping it hidden, keeping the issue out of public view.

—Jim Corbett (quoted in Golden and McConnell 1986: 47)

The actual declaration of Sanctuary in Tucson was profoundly shaped by the U.S.
government's iniiial response to the ciiurch-groups assisting undocumented Central
Americans. Around Thanksgiving, 1981, an INS attorney approached Margo Cowan of the
Manzo Council while she was attending an asylum hearing at Tucson's Federal
Building.44 The lawyer told her that the INS knew something was going on with Corbett,
Fife and some Central Americans. The lawyer added that they'd better stop what they were
doing or the government would have to indict them. Shortly afterwards an "emergency

meeting" was called for members of the TEC Task-Force and those engaged in evasion

services for the refugees.

44There is some discrepancy in the record as to exactly what government source
transferred this information. Several participants in the movement claimed that the warning
came as a message from Border Patrol Intelligence.
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The central problem for the group was the possibility of the government
immediately calling a Grand Jury investigation that would grant immunity to those
testifying before it. Since persons under immunity cannot refuse to testify on the grounds
of self-incrimination, TECTF members who did not cooperate could be jailed for contempt
and end up behind bars before the turmoil in Central America even became an issue (see
Gillet 1984). Arguing that the churches would have to pre-empt the government's actions
by making Central America a public issue, John Fife came up the idea of declaring
Southside Church a sanctuary for Central American refugees:4>

And so we sat around this very room [Fife's living room], about 10 or 12
of us saying what'll we do now? and at that point I opened my mouth and
said maybe what we need to do is beat'em [the government] to the punch.
And take the initiative, and we'll go public. . . . And then when we're
indicted at least we'll have some interpretation. I think what I said was that

they'll have to play in our playground. Maybe that's the best we can do out
of it. Beat'em to the punch. Sanctuary emerged out of this discussion.46

Since many of those in the group had tried the "legal route” of assisting Central Americans
and found it clearly unsatisfactory (not one of the 1400 Central Americans bailed out of El
Centro had received asylum [Golden and McConnell 1986:14}), they supported the idea,
with the exception of the Manzo council lawyers.47

45Corbett too, had experimented with this idea, but his conception of sanctuary was
somewhat different. Reflecting the Quaker tradition, Corbett's sanctuary was not associated
with a building, but rather referred to a way of community response to "strangers” in need.

46Fife had read the Fall 1981 letter issued by the Lutheran Social Services which recounted
an incident in which a Central American was arrested by an INS agent in a church.
Following the arrest, the INS had issued a policy statement that agents were not to pursue
fugitives into churches. The Lutheran group had then presenied the idea of sanctuary for
Central Americans as a possible way to halt the deportations. Fife's idea for sanctuary was
sparked by this letter.

47Apparently these lawyers felt that if the churches rejected "the system," they would be
left on their own with an overwhelming number of cases to be processed. Margo Cowan
and Lupe Castillo of Manzo saw sanctuary as "primarily a tactic to educate middle-and
upper-class American churchgoers on the Central American refugee issue. In their view,
most refugees didn't need gringos helping them across the border . . . . They needed more
help in the tedious and unglamorous work of fighting their cases through the courts"
(Crittenden 1988:78). Following the sanctuary declaration, Manzo began to remove itself
from TEC.The Manzo area council was eventually incorporated into TEC and renamed
Tucson Ecumenical Council Legal Aid (TECLA).
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One of Fife's greatest fears was that the whole issue of undocumented Central
Americans and the forces compelling them to leave their countries could be swept under the
rug if the public were encouraged to see what they were doing simply as "breaking the
law." As a result, he urged that Sanctuary become a media event, something that would
gamer regional, perhaps even national, attention, and force the government to address their
concerns. No one at the meeting ever envisioned that anything like a "social movement"
would spring out of Fife's idea for Sanctuary:
We didn't think we were starting a movement—or anything! All I was
trying to do was the congregation through a process. I thought what we
were doing was in isolation here in Tucson. And basically it was in seif-
defense. We didn't want to do it . . . it was all in response to Border Patrol
and us scrambling to figure out what the heck to do now. That's not exactly
sterling leadership! . . . So there wasn't that much intentionality to it at all.
We were just trying to keep our heads above water. And assumed that when
we did the public announcement, we would be indicted. The assumption
was that they were just going to do it on our playground. We had no idea
thatit [Sanctuary] would go elsewhere (John Fife, June 1990).
In resurrecting the tradition of church sanctuary, these church-groups framed their
activities within a Church-State conflict. This framework gave those involved a rather
powerful set of cultural resources with which to combat the threat of government
prosecution. Through Sanctuary, offering food and shelter to Central Americans suddenly
became a First Amendment issue (the right to practice religion free of government
interference)—Ilater it became a collective moral (Church) critique of the State's actions.
Because the issue of undocumented Central American was moved into a church, a
sacrosanct cultural space and a jurisdiction protected from the arm of the State, Sanctuary
severely limited the way in which the government could respond. One INS official from the
Tucson sector corroborated the difficulty of State-prosecution of a Church:
I think that it is intelligent to tread lightly because it looks bad. I would not
walk up to the altar when an alien is receiving communion and cuff him and
drag him out of a church. I think you should be discrete. . . . First of all
you want to respect religion and second of all you've got the public relations
angle. And I'd be kidding you if I said that didn't matter.

Yet, because the issue of Central American fugitives had been framed as a Church-State

conflict by the act of declaring Sanctuary, U.S. State representatives tried to formulate

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



63

their own framework—their own "playground" so to speak— for the resolution of the
conflict. This framework underscored an equally powerful cultural tradition of
separation between religion and politics. Again, an INS official's comments
encapsulated a general "government" attitude:
I have no problem with somebody calling his congressman and saying:
"Congressman this is father so and so and I just want you to know that
I'm against abortion and I'd like you to pass legislation against it. I
don't want federal funds spent for abortion
. . .. or the military budget, or whatever." I do have a problem when

the priest gets on the altar—and I've seen this many times— and says
vote for proposition this, or proposition that. . . I do not like that. I am

) L "
very protective about the constitutional clause that says the government

should not establish a religion.

Voting on Sanctuary

On the last Sunday in November 1981, John Fife announced to his congregation
that at their annual general meeting in January, he would be calling for a vote on whether or
not to declare Southside a Sanctuary. For the next two months, Southside "buzzed" with
activity: the congregation held Bible study meetings and information sessions on Central
America, U.S foreign policy, and U.S. immigration laws. The unusual combination of
activities was an educational process designed and implemented by John Fife so that by the
time January 1982 rolled around, his congregation would have a basic knowledge of
Central American politics and a shared vocabulary for discussing the issue.

Although the formal vote for Sanctuary was taken in January 1982, the Christmas
service of 1981 provided a dramatic incentive to the declaration of Sanctuary. Jim Corbett
had just returned to Tucson from a month-long trip to Mexico and Guatemala, where he
had established contacts with Sanctuary churches. One of the Salvadorans that TECTF had
bonded out of El Centro had left a pregnant wife behind, and she had made her way with
the child to Nogales, Sonora. On December 24, Corbett went to Nogales to help "cross"
the woman—an American Sanctuary worker carried the child inconspicuously in her arms
through the port of entry while the mother crossed through a hole in the international fence.

Corbett delivered the mother and child to Southside that afternoon, and the family was
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reunited. At the Christmas candlelight service, Fife used this event to promote the
Sanctuary agenda by telling his congregation about the Central American family. Building
upon the powerful imagery of the Holy Family during one of the most important
celebrations in the Christian liturgicai calendar,48 he stated, "This is what the Bible calls a
sign. . . . Christ is present in the refugees and in Sanctuary” (Crittenden 1988: 66-67).

A month later, Southside held its general meeting—an occasion when the church
usually approved an annual budget, elected its elders and deacons, and discussed projects
for the coming year. This meeting, however, entailed a much more significant decision for
the congregation. After five hours of debate and prayer—in which many were extremely
reluctant to condone the breaking of the law and one man was completely opposed to the
idea of Sanctuary—TFife called for a secret ballot in order to gain a sense of what direction
the community was taking. The vote was 79 in favor of Sanctuary with two against, and
four abstentions (the vote represented roughly 65 percent of the total congregation). It was
decided that Southside would declare itself a Sanctuary on March 24, 1982, the second

anniversary of Archbishop Romero's assassination,49 and that the declaration would be

48According to the biblical story, Mary and Joseph, the mortal parents of Jesus, could not
find a place to stay when it came time for Mary to give birth. An innkeeper, who no longer
had any lodgings available, permitted them to stay in his stable where Jesus was born amid
the "ox and lamb." The parallel to the Central Americans' situation is further underscored
by the fugitive quality of Mary and Joseph's situation—after the birth of Jesus, both had to
flee King Herod of Judea who, learning from a prophesy that a powerful king would be
born, ordered that all infant boys under the age of two be killed. Mary and Joseph, warmned
in a dream by an angel, escaped the massacre and fled to Egypt. By the time of Christmas
1981, many of Southside's congregants had become aware of how the Salvadoran and
Guatemalan military often ruthlessly killed entire families, including babies. (One
Guatemalan ex-soldier explained to me that this was frequently done when the military
wanted someone's land and had to ensure that there were no heirs.)

49 Archbishop Oscar Arnulfo Romero,who had appealed to Salvadoran soldiers not to obey
the murderous commands of their superiors, and who had called for an end to U.S.
support of the Salvadoran military junta, was assassinated by a death sguad on March 24,
1980 while he was celebrating mass at the Convent of the Good Shepard in El
Salvador.(There is strong evidence that the death squad received its orders from Roberto
D'Aubuisson, a military officer who became the head of the right-wing ARENA party until
his death in 1991 [Lernoux 1989:157].) On April 2, less than two weeks after the killing,
the United States approved $ 5.7 million in military aid to El Salvador (Hamilton et al
1988:251). Romero's death was followed by the rape and murder of four American female
missionaries (three of whom were nuns) on December 2, 1980. The Reagan Administration
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coordinated with as many other churches as possible who were willing to declare Sanctuary
at the same time. (John Fife later learned that the day after the vote was taken, the member
of the congregation so bitterly opposed to sanctuary had sent a letter to the FBI informing
them of Southside's intentions.)

On March 23, 1982, Rev. Fife sent a letter to U.S. Attorney General William
French Smith, U.S Attorey (AZ) Melvin McDonald, INS officer William Johnston, and
Border Patrol Director (Tucson sector) Leon Ring. The letter informed the U.S.
government of Southside's plans to declare Sanctuary and called for change in U.S.
immigration practices.

The next day, March 24, as churches across the United States were honoring
Archbishop Romero's memory with special events and services, Southside Church
declared Sanctuary. A six foot table was set in front of Southside's front double-doors,
above which hung a four foot Latin cross. Two banners were placed on each side of the
doorway: the one on the left (as you faced the church) stated "La migra no profana el
santuario ' (Immigration do not defile the sanctuary), and the one on the right read "Este es
el santuario de dios para los oprimidos de Centro América " (This is God's sanctuary for
the oppressed of Central America). Rev. Fife was seated in the middle of the table; to his
right sat Alfredo (a Salvadoran man wearing a bandana over his nose and mouth)0 and

Father Ricardo; to Fife's left sat Gary MacEoin and Jim Corbett. Several others stood and

dismissed the murders: Secretary of State Alexander Haig claimed that the women
(presumably after being raped) tried to run a roadblock and were subsequently killed after
"an exchange of fire." These killings and the callous response of the Reagan government,
outraged many of the U.S. churches, particularly Catholics and the Catholic bishops—
many of whom took up Romero's cause to end U.S. funding for El Salvador's
government. The most recent of these atrocities committed against the church in El
Salvador occurred on November 16, 1989, when six Jesuit priests, their cook and her
daughter, were murdered by members of the Salvadoran military at the University of
Central America in San Salvador.

50There was some discussion among the sanctuary organizers as to whether or not Alfredo
should wear a bandana—many felt that it made him look sinister, too much like a masked
bandit.
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sat behind the table, including the only woman present at the table, Joanne Welter
(president of TEC). At 10 a.m., in front of eight television cameras and 40 newspaper
reporters (including journalists from California and New York),51 Rev. Fife read the text
of the letter he had sent to the U.S. Attorney General the day before. He then welcomed
and introduced Alfredo, a 30-year-old Salvadoran who had worked for an agrarian reform
program which had been crushed by the army. (Fife explained that Alfredo was wearing a
bandana because he did not wish the Salvadoran military to discover his identity and take
retaliation against his family back home. Newsweek [April 5, 1982] reported that Alfredo
was "an underground tactician for the guerrillas in El Salvador."”) Visibly nervous, Alfredo
made a brief statement (in Spanish) about social conditions in El Salvador. (Jim Corbett,
Gary MacEoin, Margo Cowan and Father Ricardo Elford also made statements.)

While Southside Presbyterian declared Sanctuary, a similar ceremony was
conducted at the University Lutheran Chapel in Berkeley, California, where five churches
also publicly became sanctuaries.

That evening, Rev. Fife and several other clergymen, including one rabbi led
roughly 230 supporters on a march from downtown Tucson to Southside Church
(about 1 1/2 miles), where they celebrated an ecumenical service "in solidarity with
Central American refugees.” The INS undercover who agent attended the ecumenical
service on the day of Southside's Sanctuary declaration, wrote in his memo to his

SUpervisors:

310n March 19th, reporter Randall Udall—who had recently accompanied Jim Corbett as
he brought "Alfredo" and some other Salvadorans into the United States from Mexico—
published a front page article in the Tucson Citizen on the upcoming sanctuary event. In
the article he described Fife as a pastor "who smokes Pall Malls, wears cowboy boots, and
has just returned from a ski vacation to the White Mountains." The article continued that,
next week, Fife "will publicly defy the U.S. government to arrest him as a felon in
violation of immigration laws." Sanctuary organizers were worried that the pre-publicity
would enable the government to act quickly and arrest them before declaring sanctuary. As
it turned out, the pre-coverage alerted several other newspapers and television stations to
the event. Media coverage, as a result, was greater than expected.
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Aside from old people, most of them looked like the anti-Vietnam war
protestors of the early 70s. In other words, political misfits. ... 1
attended the "service” to see what they were going to do. . . . The
service appeared to be purely a political show with all the ministers,
priests, etc. at the altar area . . . . Various times during the first part of
the "service" while cameras were going good, the "Frito Bandito"
[Alfredo] appeared in the front doorway . .. . I refer to an alleged El
Salvadorian [sic] wearing a black mask, who has been used in various
photos . . . . There was nothing really inflammatory or inciting said, it
was rather bland. . . . It seems that this movement is more political than
religious but that a ploy is going to be Border Patrol "baiting" by that
group in order to demonstrate to the public that the U.S. government via
1t's [sic] jack-booted gestapo Border Patrol Agents think [sic] nothing of
breaking down the doors of their churches to drag Jesus Christ out to be
tortured and murdered. I believe that all political implications should be

considered before any further action is taken toward this group. (INS

-a s VeiVLe Almatedea Qi Wpse \ LN

Intelligence Agent Thomas Martin, memorandum, Tucson, March 24,
1982, also quoted in Crittenden 1988: 75-76.)

The U.S. government followed Agent Martin's advice and pursued a quiet but
vigilant "hands off™ policy toward church sanctuary for Central Americans. While the State
sat back to "watch," other U.S.churches joined the movement. Within a year of
Southside's declaration, 45 faith communities in the United States had declared themselves
sanctuaries for Central Americans, and more than 600 congregations and religious
organizations were co-sponsors of these sanctuaries (MacEoin 1985: 23). By December of
1982, Tucson's underground extended south to Mexico City and was developing lines to
Chicago, Los Angeles, San Francisco, Seattle, New York, and Boston.52 Along the
Mexico-U.S. border at Nogales, Father Quifiones and Dofia Maria were sheltering Central
Americans (in private homes and the church) before they crossed into the Untied States,
where they were then picked up by U.S. Sanctuary workers and driven to Tucson. Within
six months, volunteers had begun to arrive from the East and West Coast, as well as the

Midwest, in order to participate in Sanctuary work. Rev. Fife estimated that, by the year's

321n November of 1982, John Fife became part of a three-week Presbyterian delegation to
Central America. The experience, which was his first trip to Central America and his first
real exposure to liberation theology, had a profound effect on the direction of his theology.
Upon his return, he announced to the Southside congregation: " I've been your pastor for
12 years, but I think I've just been converted to the Christian faith. And I'll try to explain it
to you as we go along."
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end, Southside Church alone had sheltered 1600 Salvadorans (Bau 1985:11)—roughly 0.3
percent of the INS-estimated 500,000 illegal aliens that crossed into the American

Southwest from Mexico every year, and 0.5 percent of the 300,000 undocumented
Salvadorans residing in the United States.
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CHAPTER THREE
LOCAL HISTORY PART 11

THE U.S. SANCTUARY MOVEMENT ON TRIAL:
JANUARY 1983 TO JULY 1986

State Responses to Sanctuary
Government surveillance of the Sanctuary Movement began at the March 24 press

conference on the sun-swept stairs of Southside Presbyterian Church in 1982. The INS,

which had no explicit policy regarding churches, was holding off from conducting a formal

-~

investigation. Leon Ring, then chief of the Tucson division of the Border Patrol,
commented to a newspaper reporter:

This underground railroad—or the various church groups—wanted
publicity. They were baiting us to overreact. We have been deliberately very
low-key. Certain arrests could have taken place if we wanted to, but we felt
that the government would end up looking ridiculous, especially as far as
going into church property—anything where ethics involved would be
questioned. . . . (Medlyn 1982)1

William Johnston, chief INS officer at Tucson's Federal Building, suggested that it wasn't
"cost-effective” for the Border Patrol to "go after one alien in the back of a church" (Farreli
1984:11). Other INS officials underscored that churches have no immunity from
prosecution for breaking the law:

It'sillegal . . .there is nothing in the law that provides for sanctuary in a

church. But the law does prohibit harboring illegal aliens, and the churches
know it.

(INS official quoted in the Miami Herald March 29, 1983).

Still other government spokespeople refused to acknowledge the concept of sanctuary:

I never talk about sanctuary. If it is feeding and clothing persons in distress
than we [the INS] do that. The immigration service feeds

more and clothes more Salvadorans than [does] anybody in the Sanctuary
Movement. I'm for it. I'd be a member. But if it is encouraging illegal
immigration, or of it is helping the surreptitious entry of an alien, I'm not

1 At this point (December 1982) Jim Corbett had estimated that the underground had helped
350 Central Americans cross into the United States.
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only against it. Congress is against it. and Congress is reflected in  the
statute. And if I catch a person, then I'm going to prosecute them—INS
official.
These statements indicated that the INS and Justice Department were unsure, even divided,
as to how to respond to church sanctuary.

On December 12, 1982, 60 Minutes (a CBS television program) aired a segment
on Central American refugees, in which Jim Corbett was interviewed, and presented a
rather sympathetic portrait of the Sanctuary Movement. The U.S. government came off
negatively, appearing to be a callous institution doggedly persecuting Central American
women, children, and families as they fled terrible violence. (Then Assistant Secretary of
State for inter-American Affairs, Elliot Abrams, claimed—after viewers had been exposed
to the horrors of El Salvador—that Salvadorans fleeing to the United States had no well-
founded fears of persecution and were primarily entering the country for economic
reasons.) The program engendered a flurry of activity in the INS, and letters were sent to
the western regional office of the INS requesting that an investigation into the Sanctuary
Movement be initiated.

The man assigned to lead the investigation was anti-smuggling agent James
Rayburn, a 41-one-year-old veteran of the Border Patrol who came from Texas. Rayburn
had also served in the Vietnam War (where he had been captured by the Vietcong), and had
a reputation for a passionate hatred of communism (Crittenden 1988: 105-106). In January
1983, Rayburn contacted an INS intelligence agent, Dean M. Thatcher, tc prepare a
preliminary report on the movement. Thatcher's memorandum commented:

The Sanctuary Movement does not appear to be a serious threat to
enforcement efforts by the Service {INS] when viewed in its overall
context. However, if the movement's growth is misinterpreted through lack
of intelligence, the service image could be adversely affected. At this point, it
appears that some churches are using the sanctuary concept to rally
congregations, and create cohisiveness {sic] in Hispanic parishes. This type
of movement is particularly attractive to pastors with a political bent that are
seeking a cause.Those who are normally satisfied to vent their ill humors in
the Sojouners [a progressive Christian magazine| would consider refugee

sanctuary as de rigor [sic]. Risks would be minimal, considering the
reluctance of the state to incur the wrath of the church. Whatever liability
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that is incurred from Sanctuary can be written off by the relative merits of

gaining martyrdom. (Thatcher, January 4, 1983, Internal INS

Memorandum)
The memorandum conveyed the generally ambivalent sensibility of the INS and Justice
Department toward prosecuting Sanctuary. The government clearly recognized the
powerful cultural authority that churches possessed in the United States, and acknowledged
the potentially explosive nature of becoming involved in a Church-State conflict. Yet many
govemnment officials were clearly offended (and irritated) by the ideological direction of the
movement. Literature on Sanctuary produced by the Chicago sector of the movement—
particularly with its liberation theology orientation and strong condemnation of U.S.
foreign policy in Central America—was used by the government as evidence that Sanctuary
was really a "political” rather than a "religious” movement. (Rayburn was personally
convinced that the leaders of the movement were "Marxist” and that the Central Americans
being transported into the country were "communists" and "terrorists.” In his opinion the
Sanctuary workers were "motivated by a strong political philosophy in the guise of
religious beliefs" [Crittenden 1988: 108; 141-142}.)

In the same month, Rayburn began surveillance of the Sanctuary Movement and
hired four agents to conduct the undercover investigation: Salomén Graham (an
undocumented Mexican who had been arrested for illegal entry and transporting aliens);
Jesiis Cruz, a Mexican-born permanent resident (also previously convicted for transporting
illegal aliens); and two INS agents: John Nixon, Jr. and Lee Morgan.

Cn July 12, 1983 Froniline aired a program on Central American refugees and the
Sanctuary Movement. Like the 60 Minutes program, it was a powerful condemnation of
INS's treatment of Central Americans fleeing violence, and was sympathetic to the work of
Jim Corbett. Harold Ezell, the INS director of the western region (the most prestigious of

the INS's.four regions), saw the program and became infuriated.2 In December 1983,

2The INS director was known for his flamboyant political style and, in particular, for
publicly bragging that his policy toward Hispanic aliens was to "catch 'em, clean 'em, and
fry 'em” (i.e., process and deport them as quickly as possible) (Crittenden 1988: 115).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Ezell informed the Phoenix office of the INS that he wanted the Sanctuary investigation
stepped up. The INS authorized an undercover operation (originally called the
"Underground Railroad" but then changed to "Operation Sojouner") 3 for a three-month
period. The agents' mandate was limited —they could neither engage in any illegal
activities (though they were permitted to attend meetings with possible conspirators and
transport aliens within the United States), nor participate in any acts of violence or use
unlawful investigative techniques to obtain information.The agents also had to obtain
authorization from the Justice Department for any clandestine collection of evidence. By
March 1984, Rayburn decided that he "had no alternative” but to initiate an undercover
investigation, and therefore requested authorization to tape-record secretly conversations
between the agents and Sanctuary participants.4 (Agent Jesiis Cruz began taping
conversations on April 22, 1984, although Rayburn did not receive official permission to
do this until May 24 of the same year.)

The agents infiltrated the Sanctuary Movement at its three main points of "alien"
activity: Nogales, Tucson, and Phoenix. The undercover agents became "volunteers" for
the movement, and attended underground meetings and church services. They routinely

taped private conversations in people's homes and in churches using concealed body bugs,

3Presumably named after Agent Thatcher’s reference to Sojourers Magazine in his
memorandum above—a left-leaning Protestant monthly that had taken a strong stance
against U.S. foreign policy in Central America.

4Recent news reports have surfaced indicating that,throughout the 1980s, the FBI
clandestinely spied on U.S. secular and religious groups critical of the Reagan
administration's foreign policy in Central America (see Kahn 1992; McCarthy 1985). In
July 1984, Jesus Cruz secretly taped an ecumenical service held for a Salvadoran man in
the Camelback Presbyterian Church north of Phoenix, Arizona. Sarah Bard, a member of
the congregation and a lawyer, found out about the taping and organized a group of
ministers, churches and denominations (including Southside Presbyterian in Tucson) to file
a suit (in 1986) against the U.S. government, the U.S. Department of Justice, the INS and
the agents involved. In Presbyterian Church, et al. vs. The United States of America , et
al., the churches claimed that the government had violated their First Amendment rights to
the free exercise of religion. On December 10, 1990, a District Court judge in Phoenix
ruled that "the government in conducting criminal investigations does not have ‘unfettered
discretion' to infiltrate religious services” (Morrell 1990; see also Leslie 1990).
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and they transported Salvadorans and Guatemalans principally between Nogales, Tucson,
and Phoenix. During these drives, the agents questioned and recorded Central Americans
about why they were coming into the United States, how they had gotten there, and who
had helped them. By the summer of 1984, many Sanctuary workers had become
suspicious of these "volunteers,” particularly Salomén Graham, John Nixon, and Morgan
Lee. These individuals, they sensed, just did not fit the profile of a Sanctuary participant.
As author Ann Crittenden noted, all men were in their late thirties/early forties, drove Trans
Ams, were available 24 hours a day to do transporting, and seemed eager to take days off
work to drive Central Americans to safe houses.d (Graham roused suspicions by wearing
his shirts open, displaying several gold chains around his neck, and allegedly by making
"inappropriately romantic" overtures to some of the female Sanctuary workers.) Many of
the Sanctuary workers, however, were willing to overlook these suspicions because the
men's availability was convenient—they could always be counted on to say "yes" to a job.
The involvement of government undercover agents in the movement demonstrates
how the declaration of Sanctuary forced the INS to define its status as a law-enforcement
agency. The role it eventually adopted was based on an adversarial model. This approach
played into the Church-State oppositional paradigm that the Sanctuary-workers hoped to
utilize. The tussle between the two polar camps hence became one of establishing—in the
eyes of the "public" observing Sanctuary unfold through media reports—who represented

the forces of "evil" and who the forces of "good.”

3The INS also hired Gina Sanchez as an undercover agent. Her oiic appearance was
terminated after she appeared at Quifiones' Santuario de Guadalupe wearing bright lipstick
and dark eyeshadow, an open blouse, and tight-fitting shorts. Quifiones sent her back to
Tucson, telling her that she could not visit a Mexican jail dressed in such a way. After this
incident, Rayburn decided to drop her from the case (Crittenden 1988: 166n). (A few
negative references were made to Gina Sinchez's heavy make-up, clothing and jewelry
during the underground meetings I attended. Women involved in the movement dress very
simply, and wear little make-up or jewelry.)
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INTERNAL DIVISIONS
The issues of communication, and control, and turf, and all those kind of
things have been with us since the very beginning. . . . We were always
fighting with one another, right from the beginning.
—XKen Kennon, October 1990.

Although participants were able to successfully mold Sanctuary into a Church-State
conflict, differences over the ideology of Sanctuary—its direction, goals, structure, and
procedures—divided the movement by September 1983 into two main camps called
"Chicago" and "Tucson"—these camps, although not the only divisions characterizing the
movement, hecame paradigmatic labels referring to substantial differences among members
of the coalition.

In late July 1982, TEC had approached the Chicago Religious Task Force on
Central America (CRTF) about becoming a national coordinator for the Sanctuary
Movement—an organization which could act as a communications clearing house by
publishing and distributing information about Sanctuary, develop a mailing list, and locate
communities that would take a refugee into Sanctuary. The CRTF was a coalition of
religious and social action groups which had formed largely in response to the murder of
four American churchwomen in El Salvador in 1980. Many of its 13 steering committee
members were ministers and Catholic missionaries (nuns and priests) who had served in or
travelled through Central America. Influenced strongly by Latin American liberation
theology, CRTF had the primary objective of standing "with the cry of the dispossessed”

and organizing the opposition of the U.S. religious sector to the U.S.government's

financing of military/nominally-civilian regimes in Central America:

The Chicago Religious Task Force on Central America is an interfaith
religious solidarity organization founded in January 1981 to organize all
religious persuasions to understand and challenge U.S. foreign policy
toward Central America. Our task is to inform, educate and activate people
on the conditions in Central America, to expose the role of the U.S.
government in maintaining corrupt and repressive governments in that area
and in promoting policies designed to destabilize the government of
Nicaragua. (From Organization Purpose, Faith Commitment and
Composition of CRTF, printed in Basta! January 1985: 6).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



75

The coalition hoped that by mobilizing public sentiment against the government, U.S. aid
to El Salvador would cease (Golden and McConnell 1986: 51-52).6 In 1982, CRTF
convinced the Wellington Avenue United Church of Christ in Chicago to become a
Sanctuary for Central Americans. They contacted TEC and the underground, and told them
that Chicago wanted a refugee to enter "public Sanctuary.”

From the beginning of its involvement, the CRTF leadership envisioned Sanctuary
as a "public event"—a set of activities that would draw the aitention of the media and
thereby alert the public to what was going on in Central America and propel them to action.
Sanctuary, according to one of its steering committee members, "at its best has not been a
place to hide in, but a platform to speak out from, as the poor of Central America bear
witness to their reality . . . . Sanctuary is a place where refugees can speak the truth”
(Golden and McConnell 1986: 2).7 The CRTF, once it became coordinator of Sanctuary's
political advocacy campaign, set up a network of Sanctuary churches, and distributed over
30,000 copies of manuals and booklets instructing churches how they could become

involved in Sanctuzn'y.8 CRTF also began to promulgate what it termed "public

6All financial resources of the CRTF came from "individual contributions, denominational

grants, speakers fees, membership fees, literature sales and fund-raising events" (Basta!
1985: 6).

7 Although several Central Americans approved of this concept ( and indeed requested a
public forum), it was problematic for many others. For one thing, many Central Americans
found the idea of "speaking out" on political matters highly contradictory to their own
instincts, i.e., it was something that could get them killed. (Some North American
organizers referred to this reluctance to speak publicly as "campesino reticence,” but it was
obviously something much more politically and culturally complex.) According to TECTF,
only 1 in 20 Central Americans wanted to go into public sanctuary—most just wanted to
find a home, a job, and blend quietly into the United States. Public sanctuary also proved
to be problematic for the Sanctuary Movement—in one case a, Salvadoran in sanctuary in
Minnesota began to tell publicly accounts of his involvement with the Treasury Police. The
man's stories often involved accounts of rape, torture and descriptions of heinous violence.
As his accounts grew more lurid, his involvement in the events became more ambiguous,
and many became concerned that this would feed "public” zenophobia about Central
Americans and send them the wrong signal concerning Sanctuary's purposes.

3In the beginning, churches were coordinated so that they could declare sanctuary on either
March 24 or December 2—the anniversaries of Archbishop Romero's assassination and the
murder of the four American church women respectively. As the number of churches
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Sanctuary." in which refugees processed through TEC were interviewed by a CRTF
representative in Phoenix, “and in some cases were trained in preparation for public
speaking about the social and political conditions in their countries. Sister Darlene
Nicgorski, a Catholic sister who had lived in Guatemala, often conducted these interviews.
Early tensions between TEC (Tucson) and CRTF (Chicago) surfaced in October
1982.2 Although the differences between these two camps were not restricted to
geography, these positions eventually split Sanctuary into two "camps” which disagreed
about the legal basis, ideology, nature, scope, and organizational structure of Sanctuary. as
Ignatius Bau notes of this split:
The two primary perspectives on the nature and future of Sanctuary movement have
become characterized as a division between "Chicago" (the Chicago Religous Task
Force on Central America or CRTF) and "Tucson" (the Tucson Ecumenical Council
Task Force on Central America). While this shorthand reference became part of the
voacbulary used at the national consultation in Tucson, such a characterization is
misleading since the distinctive viewpoints represent tensions within the San
Movement as a whole rather than among regional factions (Bau 1985: 29-30).
One of principal disagreements to surface between members of TEC and the CRTF
surrounded the issue of civil disobedience. John Fife's March 23, 1982 letter to the INS
indicated that the Sanctuary church was breaking the law—but it also suggested the same

for the U.S. government. Who then, Church or State, was violating the law? At first, the

wanting to become sanctuaries burgeoned, it eventually became impossible to hold all the
declarations on these dates.

9 The "Tucson" version of the origins of this tension are recorded in in Ann Crittenden's
book on Sanctuary. According to some TECTF members, Tucson had sent two
Guatemalan adolescents to Chicago—a Mayan boy and girl from a remote highland village
who spoke very little Spanish. Their village had been bombed, and when questioned by
Rev. Fife about why it had been destroyed, they responded that "the guerrillas did it."
When asked how they knew this, the two Guatemalans responded that pamphlets dropped
from a plane told them this.9 A few weeks after the Guatemalans were sent to Chicago,
TECTF received a letter (addressed to John Fife) siating that the Central Americans had
been put on a bus back to Arizona. Tucson inferred from the letter that the Guatemalans
were being "returned” because they knew too little about the political situation in Central
America to be of use in the CRTF network (Crittenden 1988: 90-91). Some members of the
Chicago Task Force find this account "highly libelous"” and wholly inaccurate, and resent
,in particular, Tucson's implication that they were suggesting that refugees be screened
"appropriate” political opinions.
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Tucson group assumed that they were following in the "civil disobedience" tradition of
Henry David Thoreau and Martin Luther King, Jr. After contact with secular legal groups,
however, particularly the ACLU, members of Tucson's Sanctuary network began to
Nuremberg Trials, whereby citizens are legally obligated to disobey inhumane
governments. This position argued that the Sanctuary workers were in accordance with
international treaties that the United States had signed and was bound to uphold.10 Since
the Central Americans, on the basis of these treaties, had "rights” to be in the United States,
the theory postulated, the Sanctuary workers were not breaking the law when they helped
refugees enter the country and avoid INS interception. 11 Rather, they were upholding laws
that the U.S. government was violating—their actions therefore constituted a "civil
initiative.” The legal implications of this concept were far reaching for the Sanctuary
participants, since it, in effect, turned the tables and put the government on trial. Under

the potential to subvert the culture of the courtroom which was based on 1) the assumption
that the State was always a law-abiding institution, and 2) the State was an impariial arbiter
of the law.

Several members of CRTF, however, did not find civil initiative an appealing
concept, feeling that it undercut the powerful and compelling political statement only civil
disobedience could make: |

Sanctuary by its very nature breaks the law and/or current implementation of

law. All of us in the Sanctuary Movement have chosen to break the law, not
as an end in itself, bui to defend the powerless, the Central Americans in the

10The Geneva Convention of 1948 and the 1967 UN Protocol on the Status of Refugees,
for example, forbid signatories to forcibly deport persons back to "war zones." The fact
that these persons may or may not qualify for refugee status by domestic laws, or may have
entered the country illegally, has no bearing on this rule. The United States is a signatory to
both.

1 INewspaper and television reporters were reluctant to adopt this perspective and many
clung fiercely to the notion that sanctuary was illegal, an act of civil disobedience.
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gl? and those still in their homelands (Basta! Editor's Note, January 1985:
A second area of disagreement between the two camps emerged around the "kind"
of refugees the Sanctuary network was going to assist. Factions both within the larger
coalition wanted to restrict the underground to those Central Americans fleeing right-wing
violence and repression—it did not make sense to some members to put refugees fleeing
from brutal violence in the same community of solidarity with their oppressors.
(Theoretically, for example, a fugitive could meet up with his or her torturer.) TECTF and
trsg policy, however, did not wish to exclude any refugees from the Sanctuary network.12
Tensions surfacing over the political orientations of refugees spilled over into
disagreement over the "religious” and "political” nature of the Sanctuary Movement. In a
letter written to TECTF (February 10, 1984), the CRTF steering committee articulated its
understanding of the religious-political nature of the movement—one which not only
underscored an explicit political orientation to Sanctuary, but also echoed many of the
statements made by Latin American liberation theologians about the church's need to
address the causes and structures of oppression:
Some call the sending of medicine to a war-torn country 'humanitarian’ but
then label efforts to stop the flow of weapons that do the killing in the first
place 'political'. . . .To separate the religious from the political in this
fashion is to create a false dichotomy . . . . During the rise of the Third
Reich, Dietrich Bonhoeffer said that the church must of course bind up the
victims being crushed beneath the wheel, but there comes a time when the

church must be the stick put in the spokes to stop the wheel from crushing
the people (quoted in Davidson 1988: 83).

120ne of the most controversial cases to emerge between the CRTF and TECTF occurred
in February 1986 while the Sanctuary trial was going on. Five Sanctuary transporters were
arrested while driving a group of Salvadorans to Tucson. As it turned out, several men in
one family were members of ORDEN—an extra-legal police organization that was
responsible for some of the worst human rights atrocities in El Salvador. When they
learned of this incident, the CRTF was furious. As Darlene Nicgorski commented, several
of those already in Sanctuary had family members who had been murdered by ORDEN,
and were fleeing El Salvador because of ORDEN persecutic.: (Davidson 1988: 129-136).
The case also internally divided the Tucson underground with some arguing that sanctuary
could not discriminate against anyone on the basis of political affiliation, while others
refused to have anything to do with the case.
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On behalf of TECTF, Jim Corbett articulated a somewhat different concept of Sanctuary,

one that was not specifically politically-directed:
[Our] view contrasts fundamentally with the interpretation that would
convert the growing network of Sanctuary congregations into a mass
movement that is defined by its political objectives and distinguished by its
religious identity. The Sanctuary covenant community that has formed in
Tucson could never assimilate into such a movement because we provide
Sanctuary for the persecuted regardless of the political origins of their
persecution or of their usefulness in promoting preconceived objectives. We
are convinced that whenever the covenant community's decision to stand
with the oppressed is understood to mean it must place itself in a
subordinate alignment with any creed, ideology, hierarchy, platform, armed
force, or party, its prophetic role is betrayed and its reconciling role is
abandoned. We disagree with any interpretation of Sanctuary that would
shape it selectively into a factional instrument (Corbett 1986: 112, A View
Jrom the Border, September 15, 1984).

For the Tucson group, the "religious” nature of Sanctuary activities was fast becoming an
important legal issue, spurred by the arrest of one of TECTF's staff members, Phil Willis-
Conger. In court, the "religious" or "political" identification of the Sanctuary Movement
would have a critical impact on a conviction (Bau 1985:31-31). The two positions
represented by TECTF and CRTF were not intrinsically incompatible, but their respective
emphases on how the "political” nature of Sanctuary should be publicized were decidedly
different.13

These conflicting interpretations of Sanctuary's theological and religio-political
nature were linked to differences over the structural organization of the movement. In
keeping with a Quaker-influenced philosophy of a "church” (a community guided by the
spiritual experiences of its members and resistant to any official doctrine or structure ), Jim

Corbett and John Fife advocated a loosely-linked, horizontal network of Sanctuary

13Several Tucson members interpreted the CRTF statement as an implication that their
work along the border was merely "band-aid humanitarian" work—this struck many as a
kind of political harassment, a way of trying to impose a particular ideology on the
movement's members by disparaging a certain "style” of Sanctuary. Members of the
Chicago sector, however, felt quite strongly about the structural dimensions of sanctuary
work and were frustrated that Tucson would not acknowledge this point. Interestingly, this
distinction between "band-aid" and "structural” strategies of action, subtly pervades the
discourse of the Christian Left.
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churches without one person or group directing the movement. Writing on behalf of

TECTF, Corbett wrote to the CRTF:

The decision between administrative control and a rapid expansion of
communications is imposed by the growth of the network; it has primarily
to do with emerging structural requirements rather than ulterior motives.
The pitch of your December 3 letter, the long standing lack of response to
requests for Sanctuary site resumes, and your [CRTF] expletive dismissal
in the February 10 letter of our proposed alternatives to administrative
control all seem to point toward a decision by CRTFCA in favor of trying to
establish control over the Sanctuary site network and the refugee relay
system. In contrast, our phone conversation February 15 seemed to indicate
that you favor open access and sysiem-wide local initiative. This latter
course would mean that it is not for CRTFCA to decide upon refugee
admission to the relay system or Sanctiary network, but that it is for all
who participate to make such decisions for themselves in consultation with
one another. Everyone in the Sanctuary Movement certainly agrees on
placing high priority in ending U.S. intervention in Central America; we just
don't agree that CRTFCA can decide for us whether our activities are
relevant or what priorities will apply to access and use of relay and
Sanctuary networks (Corbett, Letter to CRTF , March 1984, reprinted in
Corbett 1986: 93-94).

The CRTEF, frustrated by what they perceived to be a disorganized, and ultimately
ineffectual "just-let-the-movement-happen" model, called for clarification of goals:

Sanctuary churches and synagogues are joined in a movement which needs
goals and objectives as well as organization in order to be effective in the
exercise of their ministry and of support to the Central American people.
The Sanctuary Movement should be planned and deliberate, focused and
organized.

(CRTF: Some Considerations on Direction for the Sanctuary Movement ,
December 1984, printed in Basza! January 1985.)

While Tucson accused Chicago principally of "ideologizing" the movement into a
hierarchical, bureaucratic "superstructure,” Chicago chastised Tucson for both ignoring the
structural and political-economic causes that were producing the refugees, and creating

confusion by advocating organizational "anarchy."14

14Several Sanctuary workers from Tucson explain these differences between the CRTF
and TECTF as the result of their different positions vis a vis undocumented Central
Americans. Situated closer to the border, they argue, Tucson has to deal with hundreds of
refugees and their needs on a day-to-day basis—whether Héctor, Juana or Maria Elena's
politics were "right" or "left" had little bearing on the fact that they were hungry and needed
a place to stay. In the Chicago "hinterland," it was easier to see the political contours and
implications of sanctuary— without a face or name to deal with, Tucson participants
contended, Chicago could reject or select refugees on the basis of their ideological
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The differences between "Catholic" and "Quaker/congregationalist-Protestant"
cultures played an important role in dividing the movement. Each group possessed a
different set of cultural values about what a church movement was and how it should be
organized. Dominated to a great extent by Catholic clerics, nuns and laypersons, the CRTF
wanted a defined identity, a clear set of goals and regulation of procedure. To a certain
extent, the "structure of administration" and the "ideology of membership"” they advocated
resembled that of the Catholic church, itself a highly centralized institution directed by a
steering commiftee. TECTF, sirongly influenced by a group of unprogrammed-Quakers
and Presbyterians who were repelled by overarching creeds, doctrine, and hierarchical
decision-making structures, pursued a vision of Sanctuary that was modelled on a
congregational paradigm. In this model, the local community always acted on the basis of
its own spiritual reflection and experience, and independently of any central directorate. 15

Relations between the two camps reached a low point in October 1984 when CRTF
refused to release a mailing list of all the Sanctuary sites in the United States to Jim Corbett.
Corbett wrote a letter back to the CRTF denouncing the formation of a directorate, and
acknowledging that the rift was becoming serious. Corbett indicated in his letter that,
because CRTF animosity was directed principally at him, he would no longer participate in
a leadership role in the Sanctuary Movement:

If a directorate is to decide what views are permitted within the Sanctuary
Movement, I would wish to be the first heretic excommunicated, so I took

some satisfaction from the fact that the Chicago Religious Task Force letter
asserting the CRTF's sole control over the Sanctuary mailing list also

orientation. (A Chicago interpretation would obvioulsy be quite different.) (Several
sanctuary workers I interviewed also made reference to strong "personality conflicts”
[particularly between Jim Corbett and members of the CRTF steering committee] that
exacerbated these differences between the two groups.)

15The one concession Tucson made to the centralizing trend was the formation of the
National Sanctuary Defense Fund. This organization was a fund-raising group for legal
expenses and Tucson acknowledged that as a fund-raising body it needed a cohesive set of
policies.
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informed me that the CRTF steering committee's criterion #4 precludes me
from using the mailing list to communicate with the network.

The rift that has developed with the CRTF does require that I cease to be
involved in most organizing and speaking activities connected with the
Sanctuary Movement and that I strip away all functions that involve any
organizational power. I have given up my position on the TEC Task Force
executive board. I'm willing to serve as a border consultant for network
development, but I intend to avoid any role as a spokesperson or delegate
for organizations connected with Sanctuary . . . . I hope to stay in Arizona
and, as far as Sanctuary activity is concerned to become a better member of
the Pima [Quaker] Meeting and the refugee support group . . . (Corbett,
%tter to the CRTF, December 26 1984, reprinted in Basta! January 1985:
)-

A reconciliation was initiated by CRTF through a series of letters | telephone calls and
publication of Tucson opinions in their newsletter, but the two streams, as of December
1984, continued to drift in different directions. 16

SANCTUARY ARRESTS AND INDICTMENTS

I don't want to fall into the illusion that I, or anyone else, am the world's
savior. I'm not. But I want to live my life with truth, integrity and love. For
therein lies power and change. . . . I'like to quote Dorothy Day's remark,
"Don't make me into a saint.” I'm just Stacey Lynn Merkt, who did what
was right, what was acceptable, and what was legal.
—-Statement by Stacey Lynn Merkt, upon being convicted for aiding
undocumented Central Americans.

In February 1984, Stacey Lynn Merkt along with a Catholic sister, Dianne

Mubhlenkamp, a Dallas Times Herald reporter, and three Salvadorans were stopped by the

16The Chicago Religious Task Force went on to form the National Sanctuary Alliance
(NSA) and the National Sanctuary Communications Council (NSCC) which stayed linked
to an independent fund-raising organization, the National Sanctuary Defense Fund
(NSDF). In October of 1986, a national celebration for Sanctuary was held in Washington,
D.C. At this point Tucson has spilt into two underground movements, trsg and El Puente,
the latter of which resonated with CRTF philosophy. The trsg underground requested to do
a workshop during the meetings but the session turned into a confrontation between the
CRTF and trsg representatives. In the spring of 1987, another National Council meeting
was held in Los Angeles, this time to discuss the formation of a centralized, incorporated
national sanctuary body. Again Tucson-trsg representatives attended the conference to
voice their opposition to such an arrangement, but were unsucessful in garnering support.
A further meeting was held a few months later, but Tucson-trsg delegates did not attend,
preferring instead to send communication that they did not feel that titling the new
organization the National Sanctuary Movement was inappropriate since it did not represent
their views. This criticism prompted the adoption of National Sanctuary Alliance as the
name for the Chicago-linked organization.
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U.S. Border Patrol in Texas. Merkt, a Methodist woman in her mid-twenties, was a
refugee-worker for Casa Romero, a hospitality house for Central Americans (founded on
December 2, 1981) that was run by the Roman Catholic diocese of Brownsville, Texas.
While Muhlenkamp pleaded guilty to a misdemeanor and was released on a year's
probation, Merkt was charged with and convicted in May of the same year of three federal
felony indictments: two counts of aiding and abetting the unlawful transportation of
undocumented aliens, and one count of conspiracy to transport undocumented aliens. In
June, Merkt was sentenced to a 90-day suspended sentence and two years probation, but a
Courts of Appeals for the Fifth Judicial Circuit reversed and set aside her convictions in
1984 .17 Merkt was again arrested while transporting undocumenied Salvadorans in
December of 1984. For her second arrest, Merkt was convicted of one count of conspiracy
and was sentenced to an 18-month prison term and three years probation. Merkt, began
serving her sentence on January 29, 1987 (after several appeals were rejected) at the
Federal Correctional Institution in Fort Worth, Texas.18 Stacey Lynn Merkt was the first
person in the United States to be tried and imprisoned for her work with undocumented
Central Americans (see Bosniak and Rasmussen 1984; Ridgeway 1984).

17The reversal was significantly since the Court ruled that Merkt was legally authorized to
bring applicants (who qualified as refugees under the U.S. 1980 Refugee Act) to an INS
office for processing. Merkt had claimed that she was not furthering the Salvadorans'
illegal presence in the United States because she was driving them to an INS office so they
could apply for political asylum. This ruling profoundly influenced underground
procedures for transporting Central Americans in the United States. As soon as Central
Americans got into cars on the U.S. side of the border, they were instructed to sign a
statement indicating that they were going to a lawyer's appointment in order to apply for
political asylum . This was done in order to give any potential arrests of Sanctuary workers
(while transporting aliens) some legal basis.

18After the sentencing, Amnesty International promptly adopted Merkt as a prisoner of
conscience. Merkt was three months pregnant when she began serving her term (a point
that sympathetic reporters underscored). She was released zafter 78 days in prison and put
under house arrest for the remaining part of her sentence. In April 1984, Jack Elder, the
director of Casa Romero and Merkt's supervisor, was arrested and served 150 days
community service in 1985. Also in 1985, Lorry Thomas, the succeeding director at Casa
Romero, was charged with transporting an undocumented Nicaraguan in her car. Thomas
ple?ded guilty and was sentenced to two years in prison, of which she served one and a
half years.
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Merkt's arrest was a signal to those working in the movement that the U.S.
government was not going to take a passive stand toward Sanctuary. But it was also seized
and publicized by the churches as a case of Christian "martyrdom" in the face of an
oppressive State—exactly what agent Dean M. Thatcher had predicted.

On March 7, 1984, approximately one month after the Merkt arrest, the staff
coordinator of TECTF, Phillip Willis-Conger, was stopped by the U.S. Border Patrol.
Conger, along with another volunteer, Katherine Flaherty, had been in Nogales organizing
a "crossing" of four Salvadorans. They were driving back to Tucson when they were
pulled over and arrested. Conger's knapsack was confiscated by the Border Patrol and its
contents were forwarded to James Rayburn in Phoenix.!9 The documents he had been
carrying included the names and addresses of Sanctuary contacts along the U.S.-Mexico
border, maps to "safe houses," and a document written by Jim Corbett titled Some
Proposals for Integrating Smuggling, Refuge, Relay, Sanctuary and Bailbond Networks.
The five-page document included information on how the Sanctuary networks should be
formed and coordinated, as well as on the four main refugee routes from Guatemala
through Mexico and into the United States. Conger's indictment was dropped after a judge
ruled that the Border Patrol had made an illegal stop and search (they had no "reasonable
cause" to stop the car), but his arrest sent warning tremors through Tucson that further

indictments of Sanctuary workers might be imminent.

19 Conger managed to eat a few very incriminating documents along with some business
cards before the knapsack was confiscated.
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Figure 3.1
Profiles of Indicted Sanctuary Workers
at the Time of the Trial

Age Religious Affiliation Occupation Location

Darlene Nicgorski 41 Catholic Catholic Sister  Phoenix, AZ
Wendy DaWin 26 — Refugee
volunteer worker Phoenix, AZ
Katherine Flaherty 33 — Refugee volunteer
worker Tucson, AZ
John Fife 45 Presbyterian Pastor, Southside
Presbyterian
Church Tucson, AZ
Jim Corbett 51 Quaker Retired rancher Tucson, AZ
Phillip
Willis-Conger 27 Methodist TECTF
coordinator Tucson, AZ
Peggy Huichison 27 Methodist Refugee ministry /
social work Tucson, AZ
Anthony Clark 35 Catholic Priest at
Sacred Heart
Church Nogales, AZ
Mary Kay Espinosa 30 Catholic Coordinator of
religious
education program
at Sacred Heart
Church Nogales, AZ
Ramén Dagoberto
Quifiones 50 Catholic Priest at Santuario
de Nuestra Sefiora
Guadalupe Nogales, MX
Maria del Socorro
Pardo de Aguilar 59 Catholic Volunteer at
Santuario
de Nuestra Sefora
Guadalupe Nogales, MX
Nena MacDonald 38 Quaker Volunteer refugee
, worker Lubbock, TX
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Figure 3.2
Summary of Ceunts for the Indicted Sanctuary Workers

1 » Conspiracy. Five years imprisonment and/or $10,000 fine.

2-4 - Bringing an alien illegally into the United States. Five years imprisonment and/or
$2000 fine.

5-15 - Aiding and abetting in the commission of transporting an illegal alien. Five years
imprisonment and/or $2000 fine.

16 + Transporting an illegal alien. Five years imprisonment and/or $2000 fine.

3 ] 3 3 3 san e v wrame o 3 eamement o mam an am oo
1721 -Concealing, harboring or shiclding illegal aliens. Five years imprisonment and/or

$2000 fine.

22-24 - Encouraging or inducing or attempting to encourage the entry of an illegal alien.
Five years imprisonment and/or $2000 fine.

25-30 - Unlawful entry, eluding examination or inspection. Six months imprisonment
and/or $500 fine.

Counts as Charged Against Defendants

Wendy LeWin 1-16

Darlene Nicgorski 1-9-10-11-18-19
John Fife 1-4-5-25

Jim Corbett 1

Phillip Willis-Conger 1-6-7-8-22-26-27
Peggy Hutchison 1-29

Anthony Clark 1-15-20

Mary Kay Espinosa 1-21-30

Maria del Socorro de Aguilar 1-2-12-13-14-24
Ramoén Dagoberto Quinones 1-3-23-28

Nena MacDonald 1

(Katherine Flaherty accepted a plea bargain from Prosecutor Don Reno two weeks before
the trial. Charges were dropped against Sisters Priester and Waddell, the former of whom
the government claimed was too ill with Hodgkin's disease to stand frial and needed the
latter to care for her. The

two Salvadoran women pleaded guilty to reduced charges and were dropped from the
case.)

On January 14, 1985, the anticipated Tucson indictments arrived: a Grand Jury in

Phoenix, Arizona, returned a 71-count indictment for 16 people.20 Those indicted were

20The indictments were ready in November of 1984 but were postponed until after the
presidential election, owing to fears that the prosecution of church people could adversely
effect the re-election of Ronald Reagan. Interestingly, there was substantial division within
the Justice Department over the prosecution of the Sanctuary Movement. According to Ann
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Father Ramo6n Quinones, Maria Socorro Aguilar, Sister Darleen Nicgorski. Sister Mary
Waddell, Sister Ana Priester, Father Anthony Clark, Phillip Willis-Conger, Katherine
Flaherty, Jim Corbett, Reverend John Fife, Mary Kay Espinosa, Peggy Hutchison, Wendy
LeWin, Nena MacDonald, Bertha Martel-Benavidez and Cecilia del Carmen Juarez
deEmery. (The last two were Central Americans who had used agent Jesis Cruz to help
them get family members into the United States via Nogales.)21 At the same time, the INS
rounded up and arrested several of the Central Americans whom the Sanctuary Movement
had helped cross into the United States, and who were among the 74 unindicted co-
conspirators (of which 49 were Central Americans and 25 were U.S. citizens).22 By the
time of the trial, however, the counts had been reduced to 52 (later to 45 and then 30), and
indictments dropped to 11.

The charges against the Sanctuary workers involved five "substantive” offenses and
two "shielding" offenses. The five substantive charges involved crossing illegal aliens (this
included "masterminding an operation which aids an alien to walk across a border");
transporting illegal aliens; concealing, and harboring or shielding illegal aliens (three

separate felonies). The derivative charges involved conspiracy, aiding and abetting in the

Crittenden, in December 1984 Melvin MacDonald, U.S. Attomey-AZ, took a vote among
the high-ranking Justice officials in Phoenix and Tucson.The majority of this group voted
against prosecuting the Sanctuary Movement, but MacDonald decided to go ahead
nonetheless (Crittenden 1988:192).

21Rather Quifiones and Dofia Maria, as Mexican nationals, were not legally required to
attend the trial (without extradition), but both agreed to appear voluntarily. Nena
MacDonald, a Quaker, had come to Tucson for two months in the summer of 1984, and
had driven undocumented Central Americans around Tucson as well as offered them a
place to sleep in her residence. Because she was a quiet woman with two young children
back in Texas, prosecuting attorney Don Reno wanted to drop charges against her. He felt
she would stir up too much sympathy in the jury, but was advised by U.S. attorney M.
McNamee that she should stand trial.

22The unindicted co-conspirators were subpoenaed to testify against the defendants under a
grant of immunity, whereby they had no right to refuse to testify or to invoke the
constitutional protections of the Fifth Amendment.
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above (Matas 1989: 67) (see Figure 1.4). Each charge involved a prison sentence and/or
fine.23

The spectrum of those indicted for Sanctuary work deliberately included both the
leadership and volunteer core of the movement. The prosecuting attorney and drafter of the
indictments, Donald Reno, Jr. (aconservative, fundamentalist Christian), wished to send a
clear message of "deterrence” to those involved in the movement. Even the most peripheral
Sanctuary activity (such as that of Nena MacDonald) was going to be treated by the U.S.
government as a serious violation of its immigration laws. The indictments were also
weighted toward those working in the Phoenix area so that the trial could be held in this
location—a conservative and "law-and-order” city in comparison to Tucson.24 (As it
turned out, however, the judge allowed the trial to be held in Tucson.)

Somewhat ironically, the government's timing of these indictments proved to be
fortuitous for the Sanctuary Movement. For many months a National Sanctuary Conference
had been planned for January 24-25, 1985 (see January 1985 edition of Basta! ). The
meetings were originally slated to be a "shoot-out" between the TECTF and CRTF over the
nature and scope of Sanctuary. Around 500 people, including nine members of the CRTF
steering committee, were expected to attend the event. As it turned out, over triple that

number attended, and, in the face of government challenge, both the CRTF and TECTF

23In ©.S. criminal law there are two types of criminal offenses, malum in se and malum
prohibitum . The former, which are crimes in themselves, are linked to community
morality—these are actions that are wrong because they transgress social morals. In the
latter, actions are wrong because they are prohibited—they are not considered social evils
but simply violations of regulatory laws. Usually in a criminal trial there is one defendant
and one crime, where the crime is malum in se . The Sanctuary defendants were tried for
crimes malum prohibitum . Thus the questions were did they or did they not instruct an
alien on how to cross the international border, or did they or did they not harbor an alien on
their property? As a result, the moral and social issues undergirding the legality/illegality of
the 11 defendants' actions technically were not part of the trial. They were, of course,
forcefully present as a "subtext" (Matas 1989:76).

24polis done by the local media indicated that 71 percent of those residing in the Phoenix
area did not believe that giving sanctuary to refugees was a legitimate excuse for violating
laws (McCarthy 1985).
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decided to set aside their differences. On the second day of the conference, 13 of the
deiendants were arraigned in District Courts in Tucson and Phoenix (where they pleaded
not guilty to the charges): both cities held marches and demonstrations for the Sanctuary
defendants. Eight of the defendants promptly issued statements after their arraignments that
they would continue the "Sanctuary ministry," despite that one of the conditions for their
being freed without bond was not to engage in any further illegal activities. The national,
two-day conference turned into a rally for the Sanctuary Movement, and the indictments
prompted the official declaration of support for Sanctuary by several governing bodies of
mainline U.S. religious groups (including the American Lutheran Church, the Presbyterian
Church [U.S.A.];25 the United Methodist Church, the National Council of Churches, the
U.S. Catholic Mission Association, the United Church of Christ, the Disciples of Christ,
the American Baptist Churches, the Rabbinical Assembly, and the American Friends
Service Committee [Quakers]).

The indictments and ensuing trial also fostered the development of a local, church-
based network of people who coalesced around the issue of Sanctuary. True to the
ideological orientation of the Tucson group, this network was not highly centralized and
consisted of several simultaneously operating segments or teams which coordinated
specific tasks. As one participant described the expanse of Sanctuary from the summer of
1985 to the end of the trial:

We went crazy! You had to do all your regular work then you got added

fifty jobs. Every single person who did any thing, even if you were the
person who brought paper here once a week, you got handed ten other jobs

250f its approximately 3.25 members, the Presbyterian Church U.S.A. has a
"conservative" contingent of 25 percent. As a national body, the Presbyterian Church was
quite supportive of sanctuary. Its support was very different from that of the Catholic
Church which did not endorse sanctuary as a body.The Catholic bishops as a body never
publicly endorsed the Sanctuary Movement, though individual bishops did, such as
Archbishop Weakland of Milwaukee. During a visit to Texas in September of 1987, Pope
John Paul II praised those Catholics who were assisting refugees from Latin America, but
he did not cite any specific organizations (cf. Suro 1987, September 14, New York Times
). The only Catholic male clerical orders to declare sanctuary were the Redemptorists and
the Maryknollers.
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that had to be done. You have to picture the normal work: refugees still
came, runs still occurred, media became absolutely crazy here because we
had to open up a second Sanctuary office just for media, but we couldn't
have them in this building. There was no room here. You had to have
everyday lunches for the defendants, their families, their attorneys and the
media. And that had to be served between 12 and one, because you had an
hour's break in court. You had to have somebody responsible, someone
ready to . . . that as people came out and passed through your room, you
had to have the food ready, right there. And that's a lot of people . . . every
single day for those nine months. . . Having to count on a church having it
there because you didn't have the option to send them back starved. You
had to have this thing set up at the media office, so that they had at least ten
minutes to themselves so that they could go to the bathroom or talk to the
media. . . . and then two times a week they had attorney client meetings and
you had to have dinner prepared for all these people.

Then you had to have all the people who were here for the trial housed some
place. And their families housed, and their relatives, and their sister's father
. . . it was endless calling people and asking do you have one more bed or
couch. And the transportation . . . you had to have them all in court in time.
We had agreed that we wouldn't use taxis. So you had to make sure that
everybody every day was picked up on time at whatever house they were
sleeping at. Make sure they had breakfast at the house, and for families who
couldn't provide breakfast you had to pick them up, get them breakfast
before they got to the courthouse.

Now Court began at 8:30 am. The attorneys wanted everybody there by five
to eight. So that meant that between six and eight every day you were
either out picking up someone to getting somebody breakfast. Or something
. .. Everybody coordinated different things. . . . And you'd switch jobs

. ... Now you have to picture that every day you had to have people
typing because as you got the news from the courtroom you had to have
the daily decision typed on a computer and mailed out to the media service
so that you could hand it to the media. And that was every day of the trial.
So it was usually two or three, four pages of condensed stuff . . . so every
day you had to have a team there to do the mass mail. Friday you did a
composite of five days of court on acomputer and sent it to all the people
who ever contributed, all the sanctuaries, the churches, whoever asked for
info. So it got to be 4,000 by the end of the trial. But every Friday a mailing
of 4000 and you had to get it into the mail. You know what coilating is like
for 4000 pieces! All volunteers.

And then you had to have all the refugees who were being subpoenaed
brought in and that was double work. Because you had to have somebody
with them all the time, you have to have them sequestered some place so
that no one would find them. You had to feed them. You had to have
babysitting. So we had a whole team for watching somebody else's kids . .
. whose parents were involved in the trial and those of all the visitors. . . .
We had to worry about how to give a breather to the defendants. Like Nena
with her two kids in Texas. . . A couple times we flew her home even
though it cost a fortune . . . you were constantly trying to think of that.
How to get Peggy and her to-be-husband some space away from reporters.
. . . People wore many many hats and it tested our caring for each other.
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We had a weekly service planned at the Cathedral. Every Tuesday at eight
o'clock was a different service that a different faith had prepared for the
defendants, the attorneys and their families. . . . There were those kind of
weekly things that took so much time. . . .When it was all over, it was
almost like death. You had lost a part of you. You were relieved but you
didn't know what to do . . . and all of a sudden there was this nothing.

These activity teams offered activists in Tucson numerous "points of entry" into the
movement—with the exception of the underground segment which "contracted" while other
Sanctuary activities expanded:

Everything was happening so quickly {in the summer of 1985]. All the
crganizations were growing faster than they could keep up with it. There
was money coming in. All this kind of stuff. . . . [my first impression when
1 got involved] was of a lot of confusion. My first involvement was through
the legal services. There was a lot going on at the time. There were a lot of
organizations doing a lot of things at the same time. One of the things that
had happened was that when the indictments came out . . . it took [out] a
large number of people who had been doing most of the hands-on work
with the refugees. . . . So that there was a rush to fill that void. So a lot of
the division that exists to day in terms of how the work is broken up came
about right during that time. The underground railroad work—there was
this wave of paranoia after the indictments came out. I mean, it really went
underground. You didn't know who was doing it. You didn't even know
contacts who knew who was doing it. When I first got involved I didn't
have the slightest idea who was working in the underground railroad and I
didn't even know how to find out. And it was just hush hush. And
everybody was paranoid about their phones being tapped and so you didn't
talk to anybody, I mean you didn't even mention that aspect of the work
except in euphemisms. I mean it was wild . . . well, I just didn't talk about
it. You just didn't talk about it. That was one aspect.

The social services got shifted from Southside to TECHO [community
education] which at that time had a house in Soutk Tucson. . . . There was
also the Sanctuary Defense fund based in the building. And TECHO itself
was trying to set up a cooperative with the refugees and doing community
education and stuff. They had these home presentations where they'd get
someone to invite their friends over for dinner and then go and show a
video and have a refugee tell their story. And they were setting up seminars
on Guatemala and El Salvador. . . . My understanding was that Southside
became an information center for the churches around the country trying to
find out what was going on . . . They had also opened up this huge media
office near the courthouse. TECLA {refugee legal services] was also just
getting started at that time too. . . .There were a lot of groups that had
grown very rapidly and in a lot of ways were very segmented. It was easy
to be off in this little corner and not know what was going on in the other
segments. . . .

As the Sanctuary participant above notes, the 1985-1986 period was formative for the

Sanctuary Movement in that these simultaneously, loosely-linked segments of Sanctuary
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activities defined the structural organization of Sanctuary in Tucson. (As I discovered
almost six years after the Sanctuary trial had ended, these segments were still roughly in
place, and though not all were active, they still existed as points of potential mobilization
for the Tucson religious community.)

Media Coverage: Structuring Church-State Conflict

So where are the authorities?
—Beverly Medlyn, Arizona Daily Star,
Saturday, December 15, 1982.

Although the Sanctuary leadership intended to use the media as a way of fomenting
public support and pressurizing the State to treat undocumented Central Americans fairly,
the press ended up drawing government attention to Sanctuary in a way that many in the
movement did not anticipate. Media coverage not only created a "cultural aura" for
Sanctuary by establishing popular images of what the movement was, but also structured
the emerging disagreement between the government and churches over the fate of
undocumented Central Americans.

Pre-trial print coverage of the Sanctuary Movement in the mainstream press showed
a pervasive fascination with the underground railroad. Many of the early magazine articles
on Sanctuary began by recounting a writer's experience of accompanying a Sanctuary
transporter on a "run."26 In these articles, the author "took" his or her readers into the
Sonoran desert, sometimes into the heart of southern Mexico, and with lavish description
tried to convey what it was like to be working for the underground. Many of these articles
depicted the underground world as dangerous, wild, and full of intrigue and potential

disasters:

26As a result, many of these journalists were the first chroniclers of underground activities,
and their articles are rich sources on early underground transporting and crossing
techniques. One of the most vivid of these was done by Michael Williamson in a series of
articles done for The Sacramento Bee, published between August 26 and 30. Williamson

accompanied Jim Corbett on a "run" that began in Southern Mexico and lasted several
days.
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Tapachula, Chiapas, Mexico—Screaming jungle birds and bugs overpower
the sputtering of the rickety motorboat snaking through the alleys of black
water and choking mangrove trees.

The unfolding trail resembles a scene from the movie "African Queen,"
when a boat is pulled through a torrid swamp by Humphrey Bogart's leech-
covered body.

"All the better," says Jim Corbett. He eyes the route ahead and nods
approvingly.

"No one will ever find this place . .."

(Williamson 1984, August 26-30, The Sacramento Bee )

Despite the movement's efforts to convince the press that what Sanctuary workers
were doing was really legal, reporters—often referring to the underground developed
during the U.S. Civil War—continually placed emphasis on civil discbedience and
breaking the law, something that added to the romantic kind of danger the media were
weaving around the underground. The popular press also embellished their portrait of the
underground with "outlaw" imagery. Sanctuary workers became a group of crafty
outlaws who had been able, despite the openness of their actions, to outwit a plodding and
clumsy law enforcement agency:

For nearly a year, they have publicly flouted the law without reprisal. Their
contraband and their method of acquiring it have been publicized in the
national media, where ringleaders detail their acts with impunity, almost
daring officials to respond.

(Medlyn 1982, December 25, Arizona Daily Star )

The smuggling began when one refugee . . . asked Corbett for help in
getting a relative who had made it as far as Nogales, Mexico, near the
border. "We ended up in Nogales at 12 midnight on the slum side of the
red-light district trying to find someone located in a basement.” They finally
found the person, hid him, and then, watching the patterns of the Border
Patrol, sneaked him through a hole in a chain-link fence at 12:45 in the
afternoon. "Most of the Border Patrol was at lunch, " Corbett said.
(Williamson 1984, August 26-30,The Sacramento Bee )

They're really not very smart," she [the Sanctuary worker] says of the
Border patrol and INS.

"They're so predictable.”

Like clockwork. Every day at two o'clock, the border Patrol plane flies a
sweep of the border between Nogales and Douglas. Every one of these days
that Sanctuary workers happen to be bringing refugees across the line they
simply check their watches, sit under preselected trees at the appointed hour
and eat their lunch as they watch the plane fly by.

(Smith 1986, February 26, New Times )
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As the Sanctuary Movement expanded into the interior of the United States, many
Journalists began to underscore the “"everyday" quality of the movement in contrast to the
outlaw imagery of border Sanctuary. In this press coverage, Sanctuary was depicted as a
"rapidly, burgeoning” but mainly middle-class movement that was engulfing all kinds of
people: Protestants, Catholics, Jews, Democrats and Republicans, lawyers and factory
workers, and particularly "Moms." This "everyday" imagery of the movement seemed to
suggest that Sanctuary "could happen to anyone":

In Sunday silks and starched white shirts, the congregation of Central
Presbyterian Church stands to sing Hymn 435—"In Christ There is No East
or West." Rich organ chords reverberate from the church's old stone walls.
This is a scene of worship, but also one of deliberate law-breaking. . . .
The Massillon [Ohio] example is particularly striking. The manufacturing
town of about 30,000 is part of a congressional district that hasn't sent a
Democrat to the House of Representatives since 1948. Yet four churches in
the district are harboring Salvadorans or Guatemalans. Central
Presbyterian's middle-class congregation includes lawyers, retired military
personnel and even a federal judge.

(Brooks 1984, June 21, The Wall Street Journal )

They're Just God-fearing Americans . . . whose kids keep an eye out for
the feds. Meet the Sanctuary Smugglers. . . .

"....It's a mothers' movement . . . A middle-class mother's movement.
It's middle-class values that bring people to it. We're into Mom and apple
pie."

(Smith 1986, February 26, New Times )

[Peter] and his wife, Nancy, had built a wonderful life together after years
of hard work. They lived in a comfortable suburban house, close enough to
catch the breeze of}; of Puget Sound. Their three children, nine-year-old
Ryan, four-year-old Alex, and three-year-old Casey, were good boys who
were growing up in a warm, loving and secure environment. Now, the
threat of jail was very real. The Dormans, along with the rest of their
congregation at Seattle's University Baptist Church, had joined the
nationwide "Sanctuary” program, a network of churches set up tc help
illegal aliens who are escaping the repression of their native lands.

(Pacheo 1984, December, Ladies Home Journal )

Journalists also turned the Sanctuary Movement into a personality cult by focusing
principally on Rev. John Fife and Jim Corbett as "founders" of the movement. This
analysis ignored the complexity of Sanctuary's multiple origins and founders, and seemed

to suggest that the charisma of these two men held the key to Sanctuary's emergence. Fife

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



95

was usually depicted as the cowboy preacher, a smooth-talking, iconoclastic cleric (with a
record of activism) who was practicing his own version of justice on the frontier:

Reverend John Fife, extra-ordinarily long-legged, tips himself back in a
chair, chain-smoking away the restlessness. With his neatly-trimmed beard,
cowboy boots, and irreverent, self-mocking sense of humor, he is not what
you expect in a Presbyterian minister. He prefers calling himself a preacher.
(Quammer 1984, August, New Age Journal )

At forty-three, Fife is a tall, engaging man with an easy manner. For the
past thirteen years, he has joined young couples in marriage, baptized their
babies, and buried their loved-ones. In his spare time, he kayaks and rafts
the major rivers of the West. And his commitment to civil rights is strong.

In the 19605, Fife was arrested in Pittsburgh for trespassing while picketing
in front of the suburban homes of slum landlords. He marched with blacks
in Birmingham and Selma, Alabama. During the Vietnam War, he
counseled draft resisters. And in 1981, he began sheltering illegal
immigrants.

(Bassett 1983, August 7, The Denver Post Empire Magazine )

Corbett (whom one journalist referred to as the "pimpernel of the desert") was associated
more with the underground branch of the movement. He was portrayed in popular media as

a mild-mannered, stoic but tough Quaker who possessed an almost uncanny knowledge of
the desert:

[Jim Corbett] runs through the jungle like a deer, survives on one daily meal
often consisting of tortillas and bananas—when he remembers to eat.
Impervious to giant cockroaches, malaria-ridden mosquitoes, he prefers
rooms that cost less than $3 a night when he travels on scout for the
railroad.

(Williamson 1984, August 26-30, The Sacramento Bee )

The gaunt faced-man followed the shimmering desert highway south to the
Mexican border. His hands, painfully swollen by arthritis, rested lightly on
the steering wheel of the ancient Chevy pick-up, but no pain or weakness or
uncertainty showed on his face. The fact that he was about to commit a
federal crime troubled Jim Corbett not at all.

(Witt 1982, August 9, People Magazine)

A philosophy graduate of Harvard, a retired rancher, and a former goat-
herder among the semi-nomadic tribes on the lower Baja peninsula, the
forty-nine-year-old Corbett had earned a reputation as a new kind of outlaw
in the American West. He has been called a smuggler and a bandit, a forger
and a master at disguising refugees.
(Bassett 1983, August 7, The Denver Post Empire Magazine )

For Sanctuary workers, one of the most important functions of the press during this

period was the exposure it gave the American public to the stories of Central Americans.
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With almost predictable regularity, articles on Sanctuary inciuded one or two accounts from
Central Americans about what had happened to them in El Salvador or Guatemala. The
accounts of torture, disappearances, and exodus were common, everyday experiences for
the Central Americans, but few in the United States were aware of how extensive and
systemic the violence was. These “testimonies"” like the statements being made by Central -
Americans in public Sanctuary, were most often a straight-forward listing of horrific events
that were usually not accompanied by any political analysis:

The next blow fell four months later, when Maria Magdalena, the human
rights worker, was snatched off a neighborhicod street by a group of armed
men, some of them police. The second Gonzalez son, Omar, then 16,
happened to witness the pregnant Maria's last struggles and the murder of a
friend who was shot down as he fled in panic from the scene. Omar later
testified to the Human Rights Commission that a policeman "came to me
and said, '"Your friend was armed and fired on us first.' I said, 'O.K.'I
thought they would kill me too.” Within a week Maria's mutilated body was
recovered from a shallow grave. Three days later, Omar vanished. The boy
has not been seen to this day.

(Witt, 1982, August 9, People Magazine )

It was night and the family was sleeping. The commander of the cadre
ordered the father, mother and three children to lie down on the floor. The
commander accused them of aiding guerrillas and asked, "Do you know
why I'm going to kill you?"

The father answered, "Yes, yes, I know and I feel proud to die for that.”
But the man's 17-year-old daughter began to cry and roll on the floor
pleading in the name of God for them to spare her because she was young.
The commander answered that the family should have thought of that
before.

So they began to kill them, little by little. First they took off their hands with
machetes. Then they took off their feet. Then their heads. Then they cut
them in half.

(Miller, 1982, December 12, Minneapolis Tribune )

Several newspapers and journals, particularly after the indictments, chose not to
underscore the unique "people and culture” of Sanctuary, and instead focused more on
delineating what they perceived to be a Church-State conflict. Many of the newspaper
articles, as well as television programs on Sanctuary, accomplished this by using a

contrapuntal kind of format in their news articles, one in which opposing positions were

systematically laid out as a conversation between Sanctuary workers and government
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officials. The question left to the reader at the end these articles was "who is right. church

or government":

The Government says that when it began a 10-month undercover operation
this month that resulted in the indictment of 16 church workers on 71 counts
of transporting and harboring illegal aliens it was nothing more than routine
law enforcement.

But those indicted, with support from major religious denominations, insist
rather that what is at issue is nothing less than an unprecedented legal and
moral confrontation between church and state. . . .

Leaders of the movement justify their defiance of the Federal Government,
defiance that could mean five years in prison for every undocumented
Central American they transport or harbor, on religious, humanitarian and
legal grounds. . . .

But United States Attorney A. Melvin McDonald said in announcing the
indictments that "merely because they wore the garb of the clergy, they have
no greater or no lesser rights than anyone else."

(King 1983, February 3, The New York Times )

This coverage of Sanctuary established a structure of polar oppositions between
Southside and the U.S. govemment:27

Church vs. State
religion vs. politics
conscience vs. the law
humanitarian values vs. national security/foreign policy
refugees vs. economic migrants

27These structural oppositions, especially as they pertained to a Church-State conflict,
were somewhat misleading. Many of those in INS, Border Patrol, and Arizona's attorney's
office were practising Christians who felt that it was a Christian's duty, first and foremost,
to obey the law. One INS official's comments encapsulated a general "government”
attitude:
I have no problem with somebody calling his congressman and saying:
"Congressman this is father so and so and I just want you to know that I'm
against abortion and I'd like you to pass legislation against it. I don't want
federal funds spent for abortion . . or the military budget, or whatever." I
do have a problem when the priest gets on the altar—and I've seen this
many times— and says vote for proposition this, or proposition that . . . I
do not like that. I am very protective about the constitutional clause that says
the government should not establish a religion.
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that prepared the U.S. public for a dramatic confrontation, a "shoot-out," as it were,
between Church and State in the context of a courtroom trial.

These structural oppositions, especially as they pertained to a Church-State conflict,
were somewhat misleading. Many of those in INS, Border Patrol, and Arizona's attorney's
office were practising Christians who publicly stated that it was a Christian's duty, first and
foremost, to obey the law, and also to keep religion and politics distinct. As it turned out,
however, this structure of oppositions, publicized by the media, never really surfaced,
namely because the presiding judge decided that Sanctuary was not going to be a Church-
State trial.

THE SANCTUARY TRIAL

Do something really revolutionary. Practice your faith.

—Sanctuary bumper sticker.
If there is a violation of law, there is an investigative process, followed by a
grand jury, and indictment and then it goes to trial. And the guilty get found
guilty and the innocent are found innocent. We tried not to make any
accusations. From a practical standpoint, it would have looked very bad.
It's best to seem a little magnanimous in such a situation. You have to keep
up a charming image as best as you can.
—Tucson INS official.

Pre-trial Motions:
The Limiting of Evidence and Testimony
In bringing the Sanctuary workers to trial, the U.S. government established a

"political space," a context that was conducive to establishing that Sanctuary had no legal
basis, and was therefore a simple case of "breaking the law."28 In the culture of a U.S.
courtroom, the presiding judge has an extraordinary amount of power in shaping the kind
of trial he or she is going to rule on. Perhaps the most significant elements in this shaping
process is the judge's power to determine 1) what kinds of testimony and legal arguments

are permissible during the trial and 2) what instructions are given to the jury so that they

28Technically, eclessial asylum has no legal basis in the United States. The first settlers
arrived during the reign of James I, and hence after the formal abolition of church
sanctuary in the English statutes.
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can determine a verdict. In both these areas, the presiding judge's rulings had a defining
effect on the Sanctuary trial.

The arbiter (randomly selected by a clerk out of a pool of Phoenix judges) for the
Sanctuary trial was Earl Hamblim Carroll, a registered Democrat appointed to the bench by
President Jimmy Carter in 1980. Carroll, whose background was in corporate and not
criminal law, had a reputation for being a staunch "no nonsense" judge, and his
appointment to the case was received apprehensively by both the prosecution and the
defense. Each of the defendants hired separate lawyers so that during the trial there were 11
attorneys defending 11 defendants against one prosecutor, Donald Reno, Jr.

Both the prosecution and the defense submitted preliminary motions regarding
evidence and testimony to the court: the prosecution won its main points, while the defense
failed to get almost all of what it requested passed by the court.

Prosecutor Reno's strategy was to have Sanctuary tried as a simple and
straightforward case of alien smuggling. Aware of the powerful cultural traditions and
values underlying the concept of "asylum" and "freedom of religion,” Reno particularly did
not wish to get involved in discussions of violence in Central America, the definition of a
refugee, and religious convictions (Crittenden 1988: 219). As a result, he filed a motion in
limine to preclude the defense from introducing a number of defenses.29 These were
defenses which claimed:

a) that the aliens being assisted were legitimate refugees and entitled to live in the United
States;

29Prosecutor Reno attached to his pre-trial motions an article published in the CRTF's
national newsletter, Basta!, in which the CRTF's announced its intention to turn the trial
into a political event and take advantage of it to educate the U.S. public about foreign policy
in Central America. The article boldly claimed that it was not the prosecutors, lawyers, or
judge who were going to control the trial, but the CRTF (Crittenden 1988: 220).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



100

b) that the defendants actions were justified on the basis of religious belief; and ¢) that the
defendants actions were justified on the basis of good motives and beliefs which would
negate criminal intent.
Judge Carroll ruled in favor of these motions and prohibited testimony and evidence that
referred to:
a) international law;
b) persecution and violence suffered by the alicns in their home countries;
¢) comparative statistics pertaining to asylum policies for aliens from "either Communist-
dominated countries and countries undergoing a Socialist or Communist revolution";
d) comparative statistics regarding Central American aliens who have applied for or been
granted asylum under the Refugee Act of 1980; and
e) religious convictions (Matas 1989 69; Bau 1985: 85).30

In reference to (€), Judge Carroll ruled that religious leaders and persons of
religious convictions have the same obligations as all U.S. citizens to obey the law, and
that interference with religious convictions as result of U.S. immigration practices was
incidental. (This also meant that the prosecution could refer to "bad motives" in the
defendants, but that the defense could not argue "good motivation” based on religious
conviction.) Inregard to (a) through (d), Carroll indicated that a refugee outside the United
States is not entitled to enter the country, nor is a refugee already in the country entitled to
remain—this is only permitted at the discretion of the U.S. Attorney General, and
arguments about international law and bias in immigration practices, or accounts of

violence in the aliens' homelands, were immaterial to the case. Finally, Carroll ruled that

30judge Carroll also ruled out any testimony or evidence referring to the Department of
State, the Central Intelligence Agency or departments affiliated with these.
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the argument that the defendants had "good faith" that an alien was a bonafide refugee did
not constitute a legal defense (Matas 1989: 69).31

These motions virtually destroyed the defense's strategy which had based
arguments of dismissal of charges on first, the basis of religious freedom; and second, on
the basis that the Central Americans assisted by Sanctuary workers were legitimate refugees
and legally deserved political asylum in the United States. The rulings prohibiting
testimony and evidence of violence in Central America effectively cancelled the second
argument, and Carroll's ruling on international law (a) and comparative statistics (d) meant
government was violating international and domestic laws regarding refugee policy in
contrast with the Sanctuary workers who were upholding these laws). This also meant that
the defense could not demonstrate that the INS routinely violated U.S immigration laws
through their systematic deportation of Central Americans, thereby exonerating the
defendants.32

The defense filed three main motions for dismissal and moved to have the charges
against the Sanctuary workers dropped on the grounds that: first, the prosecution was an

unconstitutional infringement of the rights of the defendants to freedom of religion because

31This ruling was particularly damaging since, in most criminal cases, the prosecutor has
to prove both criminal intent and action. In the Sanctuary case, the prosecutor was only
technically required to prove the latter (Matas 1989).

32 Ninth Circuit Court Judge had found in Orantes-Hernandez et al. v. William French
Smith et al. (April 30, 1982) that "the INS engages in widespread illegality, so widespread
that it is not a matter of individual misconduct but a broad systematic process” (quoted in
Crittenden 1988: 233). The case involved a young Salvadoran man who claimed that he
had been beaten by INS officers in Culver City, California, and who tried to coerce him
into signing a voluntary departure form. The judge issued an order prohibiting the INS
from returning any Salvadorans without informing them of their legal options. According
to St. Raymond's Catholic Church of Dublin, California, there was a 70 percent drop in the
number of aliens signing voluntary departure forms after the injunction. The number of
Salvadorans applying for political asylum increased by 56.6 percent in the first months of
1983 (FY) (McHugh 1983:6-7 cited in Crittenden 1988: 79).
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Sanctuary work (the saving of lives) was a religious activity.33 Second, they argued that
the government's infiltration of the movement was "outrageous" and violated due process
as well as First Amendment rights to free exercise of religion. The defense brought in
pastors of the churches in which the INS agents had clandestinely taped services and
conversations. The pastors testified that these actions had created an aura of suspicion and
distrust within their congregation, and that some church members had been severely
traumatized by these actions. Dean Philip Wogaman of Wesley Theological Seminary in
Washington, D.C., testified that such tactics were used by the governments of the Soviet
Union and Nazi Germany to undermine the practice of religion in those nations. Eileen
Nute, a Quaker woman who had been an interpreter for the Nuremberg trials, was also
summoned to testify. She argued that sanctuary in the Quaker tradition had nothing to do
with buildings—rather it referred to a way of receiving "others," particularly the persecuted
and dispossessed, into a community. Defense lawyer Ellen Yaroshefsky posed the
question: who ultimately has the right to decide what is and is not a religious meeting? It
the State were granted this authority, it indicated an acceptance of government monitoring
of religious activities, something that clearly contradicted the First Amendment. (Prosecutor
Reno responded to this claim by arguing that, "the government's historical sensitivity to
purposely avoiding any semblance of an interest in monitoring church activity does not
mean that criminal enterprises become sacrosanct when they operate in churches.")

The defense also moved for dismissal on the grounds that the State was engaging in
selective prosecution—why, for example, was it not prosecuting Arizona's ranchers who
were inducing undocumented aliens to enter the United States to work on their farms? (This
reference to Arizona ranchers was based in a case —that the government had declined to

prosecute—in which the Whitewing Ranch of southwestern Phoenix had allegedly sent

33 A person who claims religious belief motivated their actions has the burden of
documenting these motivations. If the person is successful, they discharge the burden and
it shifts to the State which must justify why it is placing limitations on religious conduct
(Matas 1989:51-52).
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company personnel into the Mexican border town of San Luis to recruit laborers and hire
coyotes to lead them into the United States. A farmworkers' union had tried consistently to
get the illegal traffic stopped [and had provided the government with a list of several
witnesses to the illegal activities], but was told by the INS that the government could not
prosecute without proof that the illegal workers had paid money to the U.S. company for
their crossing.) The defense also brought up the fact that Salvadoran President José
Napoledn Duarte's family was being moved into the United States with the help of high-
ranking U.S. officials—why weren't they being prosecuted?34 The selective prosecution
argument further sought dismissal on the grounds that the government was prosecuting
Sanctuary workers because they were critical of the its policies, the Sanctuary trial was a
case of political-targeting, and the State was trying to censor dissenting views.

Judge Carroll ruled against all of these defense motions, although he did admit that
the government's undercover operation was "unacceptable” (though not outrageous).
Investigator Rayburn was also forced to concede that the investigation had not been
conducted properly, especially regarding the clandestine tapings that were done prior to
official permission. Finally, Judge Carroll permitted defense on the grounds that the
defendants did not have a specific intent to break the law because they might have believed,
for example, that they could take the aliens to the INS at a "reasonable” later date
(Crittenden 1988:232).

Given these pre-trial motions, an acquittal of the 11 indicted Sanctuary workers
of March 26 to November 26, 1984 which, based on over 100 hours of tapes, was a litany

of felonies:;

34Duarte's eldest daughter had been kidnapped by guerrillas in September, 1985, and he
had received further death threats to his family. In October of the same year, after his
daughter was released, he had members of his family sent to the United States. Judge
Carroll ruled on this motion "[there are] powers . . . reserved to the political branch [of
government]” that cannot be exercised by others (Crittenden 1988:243-44).
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March 26, 1984
Informant Jesiis Cruz called Quifiones at his church in Nogales, Sonora,
Mexico, and requested an appointment to meet him.

March 27, 1984

Jesiis met Quifiones at the Sanctuario [sic] Guadalupe (Father Quifiones'
church) and advised Quifiones that he was aware of the underground
railroad movement and wanted to help.

Quifiones stated that the underground railroad's modus operandi for
smuggling Guatemalans and Salvadorans into the United States began by
first making arrangements with the aliens at the Guatemalan border near
Chiapas, Mexico. Quifiones further stated that he did assist in smuggling the
aliens from Nogales, Sonora, Mexico, to Nogales, Arizona, and from there
the aliens would be transported to Tucson . . . .

May 3, 1984

While at the prison [in Nogales, Scnora}, Jesiis was present when Conger
met with a number of Central America prisoners and overheard Conger tell
the prisoners that they would soon be deported by Mexican immigration
officials. Conger then advised the aliens that he was going to tell them how
to return to Nogales, Sonora, without being apprehended by Mexican
immigration officials. According to Conger, when the aliens returned to
Nogales, Sonora, they should contact Quifiones, who would, in turn,
consult with Conger on how the aliens could be smuggled into the United
States. . . .

May 18, 1984

During a recorded conversation between Jesiis and Conger at the Southside
Presbyterian Church, Conger requested Jesus to pick up an alien ata
location in Tucson. Jesiis complied with Conger's request and returned the
alien to Conger. During the recorded conversation between Conger and the
alien, the alien described how he unlawfully entered the United States
through Texas and successfully eluded apprehension by immigration
authorities. Conger asked Jesus to drive the alien to Phoenix. . ..

November 26, 1984

Conger, Nicgorski, Flaherty, Hutchison, Tim Nonn, Ricardo Elford, Ellen
Willis-Conger, and Mitch Eichmann held a meeting at Southside. Jesis and
Salomén were present and tape recorded the meeting. Nicgorski advised
those present that she had three separate families from Central America that
she wanted to smuggle into the United States. Conger and Eichmann also
proposed additional aliens for consideration by the group to be smuggled in
the near term. All persons present discussed how, when and where the
various groups of aliens should be smuggled into the United States.

(From Government Statement of Facts, United States of America v. Maria
del Socorro Pardo de Aguilar et al.).

Strikingly absent in the language of the government's account of the Sanctuary Movement
was any reference to 1) the religious motivation of the Sanctuary participants; and 2) any

potential information about the "aliens" that would indicate they were "refugees" As the
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court date approached, it looked to the defense lawyers that the prosecutor was going to run
the trial as a simple alien smuggling case. Limited in the kinds of evidence they could
introduce, the defendants had no way of explaining their actions if asked such questions as
"Did or you did you not instruct illegal alien "A" how to cross the border" or "Did you or
did you not conspire with others to avoid immigration interception when you drove illegal
alien "B" to Tucson?"39 The Sanctuary trial, "which had raised some profound political
and ethical issues, had been reduced to the level of a technical were-these-specific-acts-
committed affair" (Crittenden 1988: 240).36
"America: on Trial: Establishing a Framework

The sense that "America" was somehow also on trial was a theme that both the
prosecution and defense underscored throughout the Sanctuary trial, particularly in their
press statements and during their closing addresses to the jury. As the lawyers framed it,

the two choices proffered to the public were:

35 After Judge Carroll's sweeping motions, the legal defense filed a series of motions to
have Carroll dismissed from the case on the grounds of conflict of interest. In one of these
motions, it was revealed that prior to his appointment, Carroll had worked for 28 years as a
lawyer with Evans, Kitchel & Jenckes, one of whose clients was the Phelps Dodge
Corporation, an international copper mining and smelting corporation. This company had a
subsidiary in El Salvador (Conelca) which was the major supplier of telephone cables to El
Salvador's communication network. Some of Conelca's managers were members of the
Salvadoran government. Judge Carroll had 239 shares in Phelps Dodge, and the defense
team argued that the Court (as Carroll) had a direct interest in the productivity of the
Conelca plant and therefore a direct interest in the political stability of El Salvador. The
Court, as stockholder, therefore could not fairly judge the exclusion of testimony about
torture, killings and disappearances in El Salvador. (This problem was made acute by the
fact that one of the witnesses named in the January indictments was a union organizer at the
Conelca plant between 1974 and 1979, and was someone whom the defense wanted to
testify about conditions in El Salvador.) District Court Judge Richard M. Bilby denied this
motion for recusal.(See also Crittenden 1988: 241-42.)

36Many of the defense lawyers felt that discrediting the government's witnesses, and
particularly winning the sympathy of the jury, was going to be crucial to outcome of the
trial. Therefore, the time between the opening date of the trial (October 22) and the first
statements before the court (November 15, 1985) focused on jury selection, the outcome of
which was a 12-member jury consisting of nine women and three men, seven of whom
were under the age of 35. Three members of the jury identified themselves as Catholics,
and three as fundamentalist Christians.
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1) "Innocence” of the Sanctuary defendants, indicating that American citizens can practice
their religious values freely without government interference. The corollary to this verdict
was that the U.S. government was treating Central American fugitives unjustly and lying to
the public about what was going on in Central America.

2) "Guilt" of the Sanctuary defendants, indicating that no person, religious or otherwise,
was higher that the laws of the land. The corollary to this verdict was an affirmation of
Congress, the American Constitution, and the democratic system undergirding American
society.

On November 14, 19835, the day before the opening statements of trial, a man stood
up in Tucson's Federal Courthouse and screamed, "The biood of Central American martyrs
is on our heads and hands . . . ." He then poured a red liquid that looked like blood over
his hands and smeared some of it on the courtroom's wood-panelled walls before he was
removed by the court's guards.37 The man, a 65-year-old Tucson resident, had been one
of the U.S. liberators of Belsen-Buchenwald (two Nazi concentration camps liberated on
April 13, 1945), and he was one of several hundred people who were beginning to pour
into and line up outside of Tucson's downtown courthouse in the hopes of being able to
attend the Sanctuary frial.

The Sanctuary trial was also fast becoming a "media event": ten radio stations
(including Voice of America, National Public Radio, and Pacifica Network), 15 television
stations (including NBC, CBS, ABC and ITV [Great Britain]) and 30 newspapers
(including the New York Times, the Miami Herald, the Washington Post, the Toronto
Globe and Mail, TIME Magazine, and the Nation) had reporters covering the trial.

37The ingredients of the "blood" substance used in protest-demonstrations varies from
group to group, but it is usually a diluted red paint or red ink that is not easily removed. In
some cases, particularly within the Peace Movement, activists have used human blood
usually donated by either themselves or someone in their group.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



107

In his opening statement November 15. the prosecuting attorney. Don Reno,
presented the jury with an image of a tightly-knit alien smuggling operation.38 He divided
the defendants into three groups. Corbett, Fife, Nicgorski, and Conger were placed in the
first group as the "commanding officers” of the conspiracy. Hutchison , MacDonald, and
LeWin, the second group, were the actual transporters and "smugglers;" and Clark,
Espinosa, Quifiones and Aguilar were referred to as the "Nogales connection." According
to Reno, Reverend John Fife was the mastermind of the operation and his church was the
headquarters of the criminal activities. Phil Conger represented the coordinator of the
conspiracy—the man who assured the smooth-running of the network; Sister Nicgorski
was the "travel agent,” the person who organized the transportation of aliens and arranged
places for them to stay. The second group, characterized as lackeys, did the pick-ups,
driving, and delivery. Finally, Reno claimed that Quifiones, Aguilar, Clark and Espinosa
were the ones who kept the conspiracy supplied with aliens by feeding them into the
"pipeline."”

In contrast to this portrait, the defense’s opening statements—which were
interrupted several times by Judge Carroll—focused on character profiles. Each of the
defendants was depicted as a deeply charitable person with strong humanitarian
motivations. Defense lawyer Ellen Yaroshefsky countered Reno's image of a smuggling
ring by stating that "there is no . . . command structure here, there is but one leader here—
and that leader [God] is just beyond the reach of the immigration service" (quoted in Matas
1989: 72).

The prosecution endeavored to demonstrate a conspiracy by reference to overt

criminal acts (84 in total), and had to prove that the defendants actually had committed these

38Thomas Cannon, a professor at Marquette University Law School, commented that the
government's use of the term "smuggling' was highly inappropriate. Cannon argued that
smuggling refers to "the importation of merchandise for which tariff has not been paid."
This term does not refer to human beings, unless one considers the human beings as
"chattel"—something that is prohibited in the 13th Amendment abolishing slavery .
(Sanctuary workers also prefer the term "undocumented" to "illegal" alien.)
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acts. Prosecutor Reno had 100 hours of tapes (transcribed into 40,000 pages at a cost of
$100,000.00), but he was reluctant to use these tapes, since he anticipated a long and
tedious battle with the defense lawyers over what words, lines, and paragraphs could, and
could not, be submitted as evidence. Consequently, Reno decided not to submit the tapes
as evidence, and planned instead to use the testimony of infiltrator Jesiits Cruz in order to
convict the defendants. A problem emerged, however, for the prosecution when it
attempted to have the testimony of the Central Americans involved in the case represented
solely through Cruz's reconstructions of his conversations with them. Judge Carroll ruled
that the Central Americans involved in the case would have to testify in person, and, asa
result, several Salvadorans and two Guatemalans testified before the court.

Prosecutor Reno began the government's case against the defendants by calling
Jesiis Cruz to testify on November 21, 1985. As his testimony progressed, Cruz's
performance became highly problematic for the prosecution: Cruz frequently contradicted
information he had given to the INS; his English was extremely poor and, because Judge
Carroll ruled that conversations Cruz had heard in English had to be repeated to the court in
English, much of his testimony was incoherent.39 To make matters worse, the defense
lawyers undermined Cruz's credibility as an agent of law enforcement by demonstrating to

the court that Cruz had violated U.S. gun laws while working for the INS.40 In their

39This ruling is largely responsible for the dismissal of all charges against Jim Corbett.
Cruz had very little contact with Corbett, and the one Central American whose testimony
could convict Corbett—that of a woman named Juana—had evaded the INS. Corbett,
along with some journalists and a photographer from the Arizona Star, had helped cross
Juana into the United States from Mexico. Judge Carroll ruled that the newspaper
photographs showing Jim Corbett helping Juana climb over a wire fence were not
conclusive evidence of his guilt. Reno tried to get the Justice Department to issue him
subpoenas for the Szar photographer and reporters, but the department refused, citing a
reluctance to start a First Amendment conflict with the press.

40From 1980 to 1983, Cruz had taken undocumented Mexican laborers to a gun shop in
Phoenix where he bought arms for them, and then helped cross them (along with the guns)
back into Mexico. Judge Carroll ruled that this evidence was inadmissible since the
government had no knowledge of Cruz's actions at the time it had hired him for Operation
Sojouner.This information could have impeached Cruz as a witness, and ended in the
dismissal of charges— but the jury never heard about his misconduct.
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cross-examination, the defense tired to depict Cruz as a "Judas-figure" (the man who
betrayed Christ to the Roman authorities by kissing him)—as a person who had ingratiated
himself with church people with gifts and lies, and then betrayed them to the government
for money. To some extent, this strategy was successful; as it turned out, whenever the
testimony of Cruz was the only incriminating evidence against a defendant, the jury
dismissed those charges.
Supporting Testimonies

The Central Americans who testified in the case were not permitted to discuss
political and economic conditions in their countries, nor any personal histories of torture
and political harassment in the presence of the jury. Consequently, during the testimony of
these witnesses, the jury was frequently sent out of the room while the rest of the
courtro;)m listened to prosecuting and defense lawyers wrangle with the judge over what
testimony was admissible. Judge Carroll did allow some of the Central Americans to tell
their whole stories, but not in front of the jury. Alejandro Rodriguez, for example, was
permitted to tell the court sans the jury that he had been a prominent union leader in El
Salvador; that he had been abducted and brutally tortured by the national police. After his
release, the Rodriguez family had fled to Mexico where he had received United Nations
(UNHCR) recognition as a political refugee. In Mexico, however, Mr. Rodriguez learned
that his chances of being admitted to the United States as a refugee were extremely slim,41

~ and decided to go to the United States and apply for political asylum in the country. At this

point in Mr. Rodriguez's testimony, the jury was re-admitted to the courtroom to hear how
he had met Dofia Maria and Father Quifiones at the border, how they and Phil Conger had

helped him to cross, etc.

411f a person applies for political asylum in a country outside of the United States, that
person automatically becomes a candidate for refugee status under the U.S. overseas
refugee program. This program divides the world into potential refugee-producing zones,
and Congress determines the number of refugees that will be admitted from each area. Latin
America has traditionally been awarded the lowest number of refugees under this program,
and Cubans are overwhelming favored within the quota.
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A similar scenario prevailed for a doctor named Francisco Nieto Nufiez, who, along
with his wife and three children had fled political persecution in El Salvador. Mr. Nieto had
been a doctor working with refugees in El Salvador when he and his wife were arrested by
the national police, imprisoned and tortured. His wife had eventually been released and
reunited with the family, but police showed up at their home and abducted their infant. The
baby, at the time less than a year old, had its held under water by the Salvadoran police and
in front of Mr. Nieto until he signed a statement confessing that he was a subversive. After
18 months in prison, and at the intervention of the Red Cross, Mr. Nieto was released. He
decided to flee the country with his family and went straight to the airport from the jail. The
jury heard none of this, but, like the Alejandro Rodriguez scenario, was re-called to hear
how the Nufiez family crossed into the United States and who had helped them to do
this.42

During the testimony of the Central American witnesses, Judge Carroll frequently
admonished them to "just answer the question yes or no"—a task which many found
impossible and which prompted Carroll to state that he felt that Latin Americans in general
had difficulty just answering a simple "yes or no" to questions. This comment was seized
by the defense as an indication of the court's bias (and racism), but the motion to dismiss
was again over-ruled by Carroll.

Three North American witnesses were also called to testify in the Sanctuary trial:
George Lockwood, the 39-year-old minister at Peggy Hutchison and Phil Conger's church
in Tucson; Kay Kelly, a 62-year-old deacon at Scuthside Church; and Mary Ann Lundy,

53, who was the co-chair of the Sanctuary committee at Riverside Church in New York

420ne of the Central American witnesses, José Argueta, testified that he had told Father
Quindnes that he was going to the United States only for economic reasons. He also stated
that his hometown of San Miguel, El Salvador, was very peaceful, and that he would not
mind being deported there. This testimony was quite damaging to the defendants. The
defense lawyers suspected that Argueta had been told by the INS that the U.S. government
would look "favorably" on his application for residency if he cooperated during the
Sanctuary trial. Argueta was the only one of the Central American witnesses who did not
have to post bond and was released on his own recognizance (Crittenden 1988: 279).
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