Sunday, October 30, 2011
Dear Cardinal Wuerl,
It has come to my attention that in a post dated 10/28/11 on the USCCB website, you are saying that you offered to meet with me three times, and that “Sister Johnson did not respond to any of the offers.” Please! If you had invited me to meet with the Doctrinal Committee to discuss its views about my book Quest for the Living God, I would have been there in a flash. 
Here is the documentation. 
      A. In a letter dated July 14, 2011, addressed to you and distributed to all the committee members, I first broached the offer to meet, writing: 
“I assure explicitly of my willingness to meet face-to-face to clarify these matters, and in fact would like to do so, should you deem that helpful.” 
In a letter dated July 22, 2011, you wrote:
“As I wrote to you earlier, the Committee has received your observations on its earlier statement on your book … The next step in this discussion is the review of your observations and how they affect the Committee’s original statement. The next meeting of the Committee is set for September and as soon as possible following the meeting I will get word to you. I would welcome the opportunity to meet with you.”
[Far from an invitation to engage in discussion over my book, I read this as indicating the Committee would deliberate without meeting with me, and you would meet with me afterwards.]
In a letter dated October 11, 2011, you wrote:
“With this letter I want you to know that the Committee on Doctrine has completed its study. Enclosed is the text of the Committee’s response to your observations. The committee intends to make this text public on Friday, October 28, 2011.
In earlier correspondence, you and I spoke about the possibility of meeting in person. I renew my offer to meet with you if you so desire.”
[Again, this is not an invitation to discuss the issues the committee has with my book, since the committee text is already finished and due for publication].
      D. In an email from your secretary Father Adam Park, dated October 25, 2011, he wrote: 
 “We tried calling your office at Fordham University but were told that you are on Faculty Fellowship and the best way to contact you is through email. Recently, the Cardinal sent you a letter dated October 11 along with the Committee on Doctrine’s response to your observations. In his letter he indicated that he would welcome a conversation with you before the Committee’s response is made public. Would you like to have such a conversation with His Eminence?”
[To this email I responded right away. I apologized for the difficulty Fr. Park had in getting through to me. I explained that I was on sabbatical and not in my office. I further explained that due to that same circumstance, I had not received the October 11th letter until October 25th. Finally, I made clear that unlike what Father Park wrote, this letter did not request a meeting with me before the committee’s statement was released, as B. above demonstrates. I emailed:
        “There is no timing to this offer. When I read it yesterday, I took it to mean the Cardinal’s door was open for a meeting some day.”]
 E. In his response by email dated the same day, 10/26/2011, Fr. Adam wrote:
 “Cardinal Wuerl has asked me to thank you for your email reply to my earlier effort to reach you by phone and then email. … He renews his invitation to you to meet at any mutually agreeable time. As noted in the October 11, 2011 letter, the Committee’s response to your observations will be made public on Friday, October 28, 2011.”
[This email ends with ways to reach the Cardinal's office, by phone, email, or postal address. In response, I posted a letter yesterday (10/29/11) to the Cardinal indicating my willingness to meet once the dust settles].
-----------
Cardinal Wuerl, from this documentation you can see why I am aghast at the accusation you make in the USCCB website post that I have not responded to any of the offers to meet. I never received an offer to meet at a definite time or with a protocol or agenda that would ensure serious discussion of the issues in my book. If I had, I would have accepted immediately. In addition, each offer was vague about time, indicating that a meeting would take place after the committee’s deliberations were over.
In addition, you know I am on sabbatical. To say you tried to reach me by phone and email and I did not respond is demonstrably and blatantly false, because documentation shows I responded the very next day, as soon as I knew you were trying to reach me. It also shows you thanked me for my reply.
For the sake of your own reputation for truth-telling, and for the good of the church which does not need any more controversy, I urge you to take down this post of 10/28/11. Unfortunately, if reporters begin asking questions I will feel obliged to release this documentation to clarify the situation, but would much prefer not to do so. Let’s put this matter to rest.
Sincerely,
Elizabeth Johnson, CSJ
Distinguished Professor of Theology

