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Introduction Michael D. Langone, Ph. D. Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2, No. 2. 1985 During recent years, observers of cults have noted a decline in the number of people seeking help because of their or a family member’s involvement in eastern or other exotic cults. Membership in groups such as Hare Krishna, Divine Light Mission, and the Unification church appears to be on the decline or leveling off. Groups that seem closer to home, on the other hand, now generate increased helpseeking on the part of parents and ex-members. In fact, many professionals in this area find that the majority of their cult-related cases are persons affected by groups that, at first glance anyway, seem to be charismatic, fundamentalist evangelical, or tied to the human potential tradition. The concerns expressed by individuals and families adversely affected by these latter types of groups are similar to and sometimes indistinguishable from the concerns of parents and cultists adversely affected by ―classical" cults such as the Unification Church and Hare Krishna. Affected persons have accused both types of groups of interfering with family relationships, disrupting members‖ life pursuits, and using deception, group pressure, and other manipulative techniques of persuasion and control. These developments are significant, for they show that the concerns aroused by cultic groups are not merely, as some suggest, an expression of a prejudicial dislike for the exotic and culturally alien. The groups that have recently come under scrutiny are not criticized because they are ―different" Some, in fact, belong to mainline denominations, e.g., Opus Dei in the Catholic Church. Indeed, much of the criticism of such groups comes from within their own denominations or other church-related organizations. It seems, then, that the ―ideologues of the underdog‖ are wrong in this case. The root source of the concern generated by such groups is not their minority status per se; they are not attacked merely because they are deviant Rather, there is a commonly held perception that the manipulativeness of these groups is a violation of our culture’s rules of interpersonal fair play, the unwritten ethical codes governing how we influence each other. Defining these unwritten rules is perhaps the most important conceptual task facing those who find fault with cultic groups. This task is important for the following reasons: 1. It will help cult critics home in on what is fundamentally disturbing about cultic groups. 2. It will help educators define what kinds of knowledge and skills will help young people resist cultic groups. 3. It will increase understanding of the sometimes mushy and permeable boundary separating mainline and cultic groups (whether in religion, psychotherapy, education, business, or politics), thereby helping mainline groups (and cultic groups willing to change) remain within the ethical boundaries that our culture implicitly applies to social influence processes. During recent years, observers of cults have noted a decline in the number of people needing help because of their or a family member’s involvement in eastern or other exotic cults. Membership in groups such as Hare Krishna, Divine Light Mission, and the Unification Church appears to be on the decline or leveling off. Achieving point three is especially important to mainline evangelical groups. Because they evangelize, and because their members (fallible human beings without exception) may lose
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their ethical bearings, evangelicals will often be looked at suspiciously, if not lumped together with cults. Confusing evangelicals and cults is likely to become increasingly common as both take advantage of the Equal Access Bill (passed in 1984), which allows student religious groups to meet in public schools during nonschool hours. This special issue of the Cultic Studies Journal examines the relationship of cults, evangelicals, and the ethics of social influence. The issue consists of reprints and invited commentaries, the authors of which examined the reprint articles and a draft of this introduction prior to writing their own papers. The authors were asked to consider the following questions in preparing their articles: 1. What is the proper place of proselytizing (nonpejorative connotation) in an open, pluralistic society? 2. What are or should be the ethical boundaries of proselytizing? 3. What accountability mechanisms do or should exist in order to help proselytizing groups ensure ethical behavior among their members and the members of other groups participating in our pluralistic society (e.g., stated codes of ethics, monitoring and training systems, collective procedures)? The goal of this special issue is to distinguish between cults and ethical evangelical groups, while also pointing out how misguided enthusiasm can lead some evangelists into the cultic realm. The impetus of the issue conies from the editor’s clinical and educational experiences (and dozens of exasperating questions taking the form ―Is such and such a cult?‖), as well as correspondence and meetings with evangelists whose integrity is unquestionable. The articles in this special issue are divided into four categories. First we present three articles which illustrate the types of concern elicited by certain evangelical and cultic groups. Linda Blood’s article on shepherding/discipleship and Hope Aldrich's report on Campus Crusade describe in some detail the concerns elicited by certain evangelical or fundamentalist groups. Gary Scharffs ―Autobiography of a Former Moonie‖ relates the experiences of a former member of one of the ―classical‖ cults. Next, four selections address some of the ethical issues pertaining to religious behavior. Harold Bissell’s ―Why Evangelicals are Vulnerable to Cults‖ presents numerous caveats that are useful and illuminating to evangelicals and nonevangelicals alike. Rev. A. Duane Litfin‖s "The Perils of Persuasive Preaching‖ is a well-reasoned, scholarly call for a nonpersuasive approach to preaching and, by implication, evangelization. Selections from the Second Vatican Council’s ―Declaration on Religious Freedom‖ briefly presents the Roman Catholic Church’s position on the issue. And lastly, the European Parliament Resolution culminates in the elucidation of a voluntary code of conduct aimed at cultic groups. In the third section, five reports demonstrate various accountability mechanisms observed in mainline religions. ―Me first is an evaluation of Maranatha, a controversial evangelical group, by six evangelicals not connected with the group. The second article relates a Roman Catholic attempt to rein in a controversial group within the Catholic Church. ―The third report reflects Jewish concerns about proselytization. ―Disciple Abuse,‖ by Inter-Varsity President Gordon MacDonald, is an attempt to help evangelicals who believe in discipline maintain their ethical moorings. The last item in this section is a reprint of a leaflet distributed at Southern Methodist University. This leaflet seeks to counter unethical proselytizers by providing guidelines for the proselytizers‖ targets. The fourth section consists of articles prepared by invited contributors. The first group of articles in " section were written by a team of evangelicals cooperating with Inter-Varsity Christian Fellowship. Their goal was to come up with a draft code of ethics for Christian



Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 6



evangelists, which is included in this issue, and to continent on various aspects of the ethics of evangelization. The other invited contributions in the fourth section address a variety of concerns pertinent to this special issue. Dr. Ronald Enroth stresses the importance of recognizing the enormous variety among evangelical groups and the dangers of lumping them together with cults, which also vary greatly. Rev. Joseph Hopkins presents a rationale for the necessity of Christian evangelization and comments briefly on deprogramming. Dr. Eugene Kreider‖s "Religious Pluralism, Dialogue, and the Ethics of Social Influence‖ is a thoughtful call for mutual respect among members of diverse groups and for balance among the beliefs, rituals, and lifestyles of the many religious groups making up our pluralistic society. Rev. James J. LeBar offers a Roman Catholic perspective on evangelization and freedom in which he elucidates criteria for evaluating groups and discusses instances of ethical accountability at work in the Roman Catholic Church. Rev. Dr. James McGuire comments on Christian evangelizers and the sanctity of each individual’s "religious anthropology.‖ Rabbi Ralph D. Mecklenburger gives a Jewish perspective on the issue and argues that the litmus test for ethical proselytizing is honesty and respect for free will. Marcia Rudin, a writer and wellknown cult critic, briefly describes a personal experience as the target of a proselytizer and argues that public criticism is an essential ethical accountability mechanism for both cults and mainline religions. Dr. Thomas Robbins, one of the most prolific scholars in this field, criticizes various arguments and positions of cult critics and contends that intolerance toward cults poses a greater danger than do the cults themselves. Lastly, I present my views on the subject. By shedding light on the ethics of social influence in religious contexts, this issue and comments and articles in future issues will, it is hoped, help mainline religions better understand the similarities and differences between themselves and cults. The dialogue begun here may also, perhaps, light a road to the ethical mainstream for groups that are cultic through misguided zeal. In closing, a note of appreciation is owed Linda Blood, who typed and helped edit this volume, and Dr. Robert Schecter, who gave much needed technical assistance. And, of course, I want to thank the authors whose articles have been included in this collection. Their response has been heartening, as well as stimulating. I also want to thank the seventy-odd evangelicals who answered Inter-Varsity’s inquiries about drafting an ethical code. Their eagerness to contribute to the project says something about its value. But I especially want to thank Dietrich Gruen. Without his integrity and hard work, this issue would never have come to pass. This article is an electronic version of an article originally published in Cultic Studies Journal, 1985, Volume 2, Number 2, pages 231-234. Please keep in mind that the pagination of this electronic reprint differs from that of the bound volume. This fact could affect how you enter bibliographic information in papers that you may write.
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Shepherding/Discipleship Theology and Practice of Absolute Obedience Linda Blood Cults are usually seen as alien influences invading our culture with attitudes foreign to its basic principles of personal autonomy, tolerance, and the integrity of the family. Recently, however, concern has been expressed by many people about a movement that appears to be spreading through the grassroots of American Christianity. Although known by various titles, such as Total Commitment. New Covenant, and Discipleship/Submission, the most common name for the movement is Shepherding/Discipleship, or simply Shepherding. Its superficial reflection of the ―shepherding‖ concept embraced by many fundamentalist denominations makes the Shepherding/Discipleship movement particularly controversial, since it is sometimes difficult to tell its practitioners from those of certain other evangelical churches. As a result of the many complaints received by cult-awareness organizations, however, there has emerged a distinct pattern of cultic exploitation of members by many groups that fall squarely under the Shepherding/Discipleship heading. Testimony of former members has confirmed the movements basic structure and teachings, and catalogued its abuses. Shepherding/Discipleship teaching emphasizes the necessity of each ―sheep,‖ or Christian disciple, submitting to a "shepherd,‖ or church elder charged by God with responsibility for the spiritual development of the sheep. The shepherd is in turn submitted to another spiritual elder, and so on up the chain of submissions to the "apostles‖ at the apex of the characteristic pyramidal structure that links both individuals and groups within the movement The depth of submission to both the elder and the particular church or group of which one is a member is considered the basis of one’s ―covering,‖ or assurance of salvation. The belief, allegedly fostered by the elders, that the disciple will lose his covering and be damned if he leaves or is cast out often creates a climate of fear among the sheep and a dependence on the shepherds that apparently verges on the slavish. As one former sheep put it, ―Any unyielding was classified as rebellion, accusation, and disloyalty. People were superintimidated.‖ Another chastised his shepherd for alarming departing members with dire predictions of sin, cancer, and miscarriage. ―People leave the community feeling devastated,‖ he wrote, ―laden with heavy guilt and experiencing hellish condemnation.‖ Former members have reported that people in their groups were told when and whom to marry, whom to shun, how to dress, and which movies to avoid. They were required to submit details of all aspects of their lives, from their financial positions to their sexual activities, to scrutiny by the elders in order that the latter might better "know‖ their sheep. In addition to regular tithing, usually set at 10% of income, sheep were expected to contribute directly to the well-being of the shepherds by providing such services as cooking and house cleaning. Despite being subjected to verbal abuse for their ―faults,‖ the sheep strove to emulate these elders and often rose to glorify them in church, for over all sheep hung the terrible prospect of excommunication should they fail to honor the lifetime covenant they had made with their shepherds. This pattern of complaints is repeated, with variations, by former members of a large number of seemingly diverse and unrelated groups, no two of which share the same name or exactly the same doctrine. Closer investigation, however, reveals the underlying network of interlocking ―submissions‖ leading to the major wellsprings of the movement, as well as the fundamentals of its philosophy. Shepherding/Discipleship is considered by many to be Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 8



an offshoot of the charismatic movement, specifically of the Pentecostal ―latter rain‖ doctrine, given impetus in the 1940s by evangelists like William Branham, which emphasizes prophecy, ―speaking in tongues," and healing. Obedience The foundation of the Shepherding doctrine is obedience, based on the premise that Jesus commanded the acceptance of salvation and required that his disciples obey him unquestioningly, thus setting the pattern for all future conversions. Within the movement, only the top elders, or ―apostles,‖ are submitted directly to Christ; all others, shepherds and sheep alike, are submitted to elders of their own. Declared one former sheep, ―If your shepherd tells you to do something, and you know that it is wrong, we [sic] were told to go ahead and do it.. God would honor your obedience to this man. If one man at the top...puts out an order, then his sheep ... clear down the line will obey...the statement is made, ―You’ve got to be like a dumb sheep and follow blindly.‖ Shepherds‖ ―flocks‖ usually consist of twelve sheep. Proselytizing proceeds on a one-to-one basis, resulting in an arithmetical conversion pattern as the new disciples set out to convert others in the same manner. However, many groups discourage or forbid new members from ―witnessing" to others until they are deemed ―ready.‖ Many former members have strongly objected to this practice, since they believe that no one has the right to forbid them to lead others to Christ This emphasis on command and obedience has, not surprisingly, given rise to an array of characteristic methods for gaining and maintaining control of the sheep by their shepherds. These methods include ―intense confession,‖ or total self-disclosure, instilling of extreme fear of Satan and demons, and restriction of access to information by forbidding newspapers, motion pictures, and the like. Members are often encouraged to move into the same building or neighborhood, thus adding to their isolation and sense of exclusivity. Tithing An important element in both building shepherding congregations and maintaining control is the extensive financial commitment required of the sheep. Tithing is mandatory, and under pressure from the elders it sometimes becomes exorbitant (One man claimed he was refused his request to have the amount of his tithe reduced in order that he might adequately feed his family.) In addition, sheep usually invest a great deal of time providing services for their shepherds, and frequently buy them presents. Some shepherds have been accused of living in luxury at the expense of their sheep. Some former sheep argue that such exploitation is encouraged by the double requirement that the lamb submit their financial statements to their elders and rely on them for guidance in all decisions. The result of these practices has been a torrent of anguished testimony by both former sheep and shepherds. There is an especially poignant quality to their stories, for in most cases these people report that they were subjected to torment not by exotic messianic strangers but by friends, relatives, children, spouses. They feel they were betrayed by those whom they had most reason to trust, in the name of their own familiar religion. The cultic strain of Shepherding/Discipleship appears to have a particularly devastating effect on families, not only by alienating members from the family, but also by turning them against each other within the family unit itself Couples are expected to open the intimate details of their marriage to elders for "counsel‖ and criticism. One couple commented, ― If we hadn’t gotten out, we would now be separated. A couple of friends from the same group...are now divorced." Another spoke of being forced to submit to ―...confrontation and scrutiny ... which was illegal, untimely, and unqualified ... they tried to fabricate a problem in our relationship." Many report being barred from secretive group meetings by family members on the grounds that they were not part of the greater Shepherding ―family." Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 9



"Secrecy and a lack of loyalty to the family created a very unhappy time for all of us,‖ said one mother, whose daughter had been influenced to leave home and live with other submitted members. Another’s experience was even more dramatic: her daughter, who had reportedly undergone an "exorcism‖ and who had become obsessively fearful of demons, physically attacked her in an effort to "beat the demons out of me." Although emphasis on faith healing, sometimes called ―positive confession,‖ is not characteristic of all Shepherding groups, it is quite common and is sometimes taken to dangerous extremes. David and Nigal Oleson, of Illinois, brought suit against. Faith Assembly, a Shepherding church whose leader, the late Hobart Freeman, had forbidden his congregation to seek medical assistance. More than eighty deaths within the group were attributed to observance of this prohibition. Nigal, enticed into the church by friends, soon fell under the control of Freeman’s teachings and became alienated from her family. When she refused prenatal care and made plans to deliver her expected child at home without medical aid, her husband took action to remove her from the group. Nigal's comment, ―Who, me, in a cult? That could never happen to me!‖ echoes the reaction of many of her fellow ―disciples" to the suggestion that such might indeed be the case. Recruitment The recruitment phase of involvement in Shepherding is characterized by the same effusive ―love-bombing‖ typical of many cultic groups. ―The group butters up recruits by making them feel that they will be important ... they shower you with affection. They want to hear complaints and have people ask them for favors,‖ one source reported. However, once the recruit has become submitted, the tone often changes to one of criticism irritability, even abuse. One shepherd reportedly threw a Bible across a room and broke a table with his fist to express displeasure with his sheep’s progress. A former sheep recalled ―the screaming, crying sarcasm we received from the couple we had to submit to," and colorfully related how an elder had ―got in my face with bulging eyeballs and a red hateful face and then stomped off‖ in rebuff to his offer of fellowship. While such hostility is hardly the norm, gentleness and real concern for the well-being of their sheep are qualities seldom attributed to shepherds by those formerly under their "covering.‖ Some Shepherding groups have gained notoriety by allegedly infiltrating unrelated congregations and either siphoning off members or converting the main body of the congregation and/or its pastor. One former sheep said that her group required some of its members to attend both mainline and Shepherding services, which gave the sheep the illusion that they freely chose their church affiliation. But they were also encouraged to recruit members of the unsuspecting host congregation for the Shepherding group, and did so with some success. Similarly, Shepherding elders have nominally joined churches, then proceeded to challenge the pastors‖ authority from within. Some observers theorize that the ultimate aim of the movement’s leaders is to replace the mainline churches with their own "Kingdom Government‖ of Shepherding congregations. Understandably, there is considerable resistance to this alleged plan from some of the target churches. As the Shepherding movement grows -conservative estimates of membership in the United States alone start at 250,000, and the movement may involve a million persons worldwide concern is being expressed not only by former members, families, and those who monitor cultic trends, but by many mainline clergy as well. Although these ministers acknowledge that the theological issues are complex and not easily resolved, they are openly dismayed by the suffering and abuses they have witnessed in the new wave of Shepherding groups. As one put it, "The leaders of many of these groups consciously foster an unhealthy form of dependency, spiritually and otherwise, by focusing on themes of submission and obedience to those in authority."
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Personal Accounts of Excesses What guidelines, as stated in their own literature, must be followed by members of Shepherding groups? What results do these principles have in practice? Maranatha Campus Ministries international, considered a major Shepherding group, publishes a Statement of Covenant, section V of which deals with ―Commitment to Godgiven Authority.‖ Among its precepts are the following: ―I recognize the authority of the elders as God has set them up in the Body. I am willing to submit my life unto them for exhortation, rebuke, correction, instruction in doctrine, and guidance." According to former member Bob Tedford of Kansas, this Covenant summarizes the rules by which members are expected to abide, even though not all members are shown the actual document, and some were told not to use it when recruiting others. (Tedford didn’t see a copy until several months after he had joined.) Tedford became acquainted with Maranatha during a discouraging period of unemployment. ―Born-again‖ since early teens, he had been reading the Bible and wished to dedicate his life to Christian goals. While listening to a sidewalk preacher, he was handed a ticket for a ―change your life‖ seminar, where he met a proselytizer whom he described as a fasttalking Bible "expert‖ Neither the ads for the seminar nor Tedford's new-found friend mentioned at the time that the sponsoring organization was Maranatha. According to Tedford, the group soon had him convinced that he was a "counterfeit Christian.‖ As they explained it, there were three levels of Christianity: outer, inner, and holy of holies, the last being the exclusive province of Maranatha members. They were, they asserted, striving to become true ―first century‖ Christians; other churches were merely ―charlatans.‖ Tedford had been a member of several Charismatic Christian organizations but had been frustrated by their ―laxness," and at first found Maranatha's high level of commitment attractive. He says that he felt a split between his mind and the ―holy spirit," feared that he had been a failure, and that this was his ―last chance.‖ While a student at Kansas State University, Tedford was assigned a ―shepherd,‖ but was told to use the term ―spiritual guide‖ because ―shepherd‖ was frowned upon by mainline denominations. He described the level of regimentation within the group, which was made up mostly of young men, as almost military. The elders had to be consulted about all decisions. First the sheep was to pray over the question and ―get the word from the Lord,‖ then check that answer with his spiritual guide,‖ who would in tam pray over it to see if he "bore witness.‖ If the guide got a ―check in the spirit,‖ the sheep was told to ―re-pray" the question.‖ One of the most disturbing parts of Tedford's testimony concerns the political ambitions of his group, which taught that the ―true Christians‖ would ―take dominion‖ over the earth. He frequently attended leadership training seminars at Kansas State University. These were very closed and secretive and consisted of much shouting, chanting, praying, and singing of militaristic ―taking over‖ songs. He reports that at one meeting Maranatha leader Bob Weiner talked about the dawning of a ―new age‖ and said that the destiny of the United States was at stake. Tedford said that members were expected to infiltrate and take over leadership positions in the student government and journalism department at the university. Alienation Tedford found that deceit was condoned by the group so long as it was done for someone’s "own good." He was told that he should not associate with his own girlfriend, but that it would be right for him to befriend another girl for the sole purpose of converting her. He reports that he ―told off‖ a lot of his friends and neighbors and exhorted them to come to
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Maranatha meetings. His roommates moved out and his family became alarmed. By this time Tedford himself was beginning to feel confusion and doubt. He began to take a look at his involvement from other perspectives, seeking information and advice from people outside the group. When he stopped cooperating and began to openly question Maranatha's policies he got ― a lot of flak,‖ including warnings about possession by Satan and demons, but he persevered and was eventually able to leave the group. When he told a former fellow-member that he was "glad to be free of Maranatha bondage,‖ he was informed that he must indeed have become ―demon possessed." Tedford summarized his experience in a letter to the Hutchinson News in June of 1983: ―I committed my life to the cult Maranatha at Kansas State University in August of 1981 and after losing $500 to $800, my autonomy, and free will, I finally snapped out of their hold on February 21, 1983. The first year was dynamic, but the last few months in coming out were pure bell! They lied to me, used me, flattered me, manipulated my life, played games with my mind, and it was done all in the name of Christ!‖ The Only True Christians Bill Powers had a similar experience at the State University of Indiana at Terre Haute. It was there that he became a member of Crossroads, a large shepherding movement based in Florida. While the structure of the group was similar to that of Maranatha as reported by Bob Tedford, Powers says that he was not told anything about "sheep,‖ ―elders,‖ or ―shepherds" at all. At the start of his freshman year, he met a friendly fellow student who invited him to a Bible study group. Powers was soon assigned to a "prayer partner,‖ to whom he was required to report and who was in turn directly answerable to the campus Crossroads minister. Warned that God would not deign to notice the ―lukewam-4‖ Powers soon found himself on quite a demanding schedule. He usually got about four hours‖ sleep, rising early to memorize assigned Bible verses and record his progress in the notebook he was required to keep. He was exhorted to skimp on study whenever necessary in order to do ―Gods work" such as recruiting new members, or running errands for the elders. TV, radio, newspapers, and movies were considered a waste of time, and members were allowed only two double dates per month with no "touching.‖ Powers says that at his level the Crossroads members showed little interest in the wider hierarchical structure, but placed heavy emphasis on local authority. As in Tedford's Maranatha chapter, the group ―elders‖ were mostly men in their twenties. Powers was told that their authority rested on their superior knowledge of the Bible. This group also insisted that they were the only true Christians. Powers, who had been raised a Catholic, found a strong anti-Catholic sentiment in the group. (This is not uncommon among Shepherding congregations; several have published violent anti-Catholic tracts.) He was given four chances to convert his family before he would have to break off relations with them. Before visits home, he was given a list of churches he was permitted to attend; he could go to the Catholic Church with his family only for ―special events.‖ When Powers‖ family realized he had become involved with a cultic group, they proceeded carefully on the advice of experienced friends and were able to persuade him to speak to a counselor and some ex-members over the Thanksgiving break. Powers now says that while he feels the experience was valuable in helping him to understand how such groups operate, he is glad that he left before he lost his family and friends.
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Sheep Plead for Consideration Despite the intimidating effect of the Shepherding hierarchical structure on lower level members, confrontations between shepherds and sheep do occur. In February, 1981, 15 former members of Last Days Ministries of Texas sent an open letter to their pastor, gospel recording artist Keith Green, in which they expressed their distress over the ―hurt, bitterness, often utter devastation through condemnation and unnecessary fears‖ suffered by members as a result of some of Green’s policies. They felt that Green had become a pastor too soon after being ―saved,‖ and reminded him that ―good intentions can, in the process of time, almost be cancelled by violating wise Biblical commands and principles.‖ Specifically, Green was accused of: (1) Causing members to live in ―constant dread and fear‖ over the prospect of punishment or expulsion. nose who expressed a wish to leave were accused of being in rebellion against God, and predictions of dire consequences such as miscarriage and cancer were made; (2) Encouraging some members ―to disregard our parents' wishes ... and even to sever our relationship with them at times;‖ (3) Enforcing "12-14 hour work days with frequent 48-hourbums‖ [work without stopping];‖ (4) Requiring that new members of the community ―sell your possessions and give to the poor.‖ Green was accused of living by ―a totally different standard than the others in the ministry... for example...owning property while others must sell all of theirs ... ;" (5) Exercising undue control of members‖ lives: ―Because of the structure of the ministry it is necessary to give up our will to you to make important decisions for us that we ourselves should have been allowed to make ... ;‖ (6) Interfering in the relationship between husband and wife ―to the point where your word was law...‖ Green was reminded that ―the fruit of the ministry should not be marital strife, separation, and even divorce;‖ (7) Confusing his sheep by vacillating between various shepherding bodies, so that no one knew what his source of authority was. The members said they had felt ―like people on a small sailboat in a storm and you are the main sail being blown about here and there with the latest, heaviest disciplinary doctrine.‖ To his credit Green wrote in reply that ―all the things you shared about me lording it over the sheep were very true,‖ and promised to make the following changes: (1) New members would now retain complete control of their own property; (2) Workers would be financially compensated; (3) there would be no restrictions on letters, phone calls, or relationships, except for the continuation of a one-year .no dating" policy for community members; (4) No one would be asked to ―clear‖ personal decisions with Green; (5) No one would be disparaged or accused of "rebellion" for leaving. Green also expressed his intention to add more personnel so that the work week could be cut to a more normal length, and promised to be more open to suggestions and willing to make changes in the future. But that future proved to be tragically short for the young pastor was killed in the crash of his private plane in July, 1982. "The Kingdom of God is Not a Democracy" On April 5, 1983, the Kingsman (KS) Journal reported that local United Methodist minister Claude Fillingim had resigned his post and was moving with his family to California to receive training in a "ministry of discipleship‖ from the Covenant Church, connected with New Wine Ministries. Rev. Fillingim described discipleship as ―...a relationship between pastor and parishioner that does not exist in most conventional churches. In this setup pastoral leaders have the right to make direct suggestions to members which, unless they are totally unreasonable, are expected to be promptly obeyed.‖ He predicted, for unspecified reasons, ―a time of severe testing for the church in America,‖ and said that the discipleship form of community offers ―a support system ... that will enable Christians to cope."
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As we have seen, however, the "support system‖ many people encounter when they become involved with "discipleship‖ is all too often authoritarian, guilt-fostering, and exclusive of other Christians and of most of the rest of society. We have read of the concern and dismay expressed by clergy, former members and their families, and observers of cultic organizations regarding some of the movements policies and practices, yet it continues to grow and to attract new members. Who are its leaders, and how can we account for their successes? According to the San Francisco Examiner (February 19, 1984), the president of Christian Covenant Fellowship and Covenant Outreach Ministries of California is Shepherding ―bishop" Dennis Peacocke, pastor of the Antioch Fellowship Church in South San Francisco. Peacocke, described as a former Marxist political science student at the University of California at Berkeley, converted to Christianity in the late 1960‖s. Regarding the Shepherding movements rationale, he told the Examiner: ―We do not believe the kingdom of God is a democracy ... and you can take it or lump it. That cuts across the grain of every democratic fiber in us as Americans.‖ Peacock summarizes the role of a Shepherding pastor as follows: ―If you were in my church ... I would want to know a background on your family life, how you relate to women, how your wife relates to you, do you have standards of accountability with your children, where are your finances, do you pay your taxes, where are you with pornography, where are you with masturbation, are you biblical in the way you approach your sexuality?‖ Tom Lozano, who is submitted to one of the elders of Peacocke‖s congregation, concurs: ―I’m going to follow this man and take on his ways ... I want something that is going to change my finances, my marriage, my sex life, the way I work, the way I keep my house, the way I fix my yard.‖ Peacocke acknowledges as his own shepherd former Pentecostal Bible teacher Bob Mumford, who spent most of the 1960‖s as a traveling revivalist preacher. Mumford was reportedly converted to the Shepherding concept by Juan Carlos Ortiz, a former Assembly of God pastor from Argentina and author of the book Call to Discipleship, in which he advocated a pyramidal structure with power descending from the apostles at the top through the elders, prophets, and shepherds to the sheep at the bottom. In 1972, Mumford, a graduate of the Reformed Episcopal Seminary in Philadelphia, formed the New Covenant Discipleship in Fort Lauderdale, Florida, with four of his associates from the Holy Spirit Teaching Mission: Charles Simpson, a graduate of Southern Baptist Seminary; Don Basham, Disciples of Christ Seminary; Derek Prince, whose education included Eton and Cambridge colleges; and Em Baxter, a pastor from Canada. In 1979 this organization, now called Christian Growth Ministries, moved its headquarters to the Gulf Coast Covenant Church on the outskirts of Mobile, Alabama. There it publishes New Wine magazine, with a reported circulation of between 75,000 and 100,000, and produces a quarter million Shepherding tapes annually for worldwide distribution. The Examiner states that it has obtained a tape re-cording from the early 1970‖s of Mumford giving advice to his pastors in Texas on how to obtain followers: ―Steal them out of your own congregation. Meet them on the side and begin to disciple them. Then you put them back in there, and they start making disciples. Very quietly. Actually surreptitiously sneaky.‖ Mumford's organization soon began to attract attention from other evangelical and Pentecostal/Charismatic leaders. In a letter to Mumford dated June 27, 1975, Christian Broadcasting Network president Pat Robertson expressed his concern about the teachings of "discipleship-shepherding,‖ which he described as ―an unnatural and unscriptural domination of one man by another." Robertson also complained about pressure put on CBN to place submitted individuals on its staff, including one secretary he described as a ―hopeless cripple who could scarcely type a letter without a long distance telephone call to
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her shepherd," and another who told a viewer who called requesting support and prayer that she could receive neither unless she was ―submitted" to someone. Robertson also reported that a member of his board of directors had expressed "extreme alarm‖ upon observing that his Christian friends ―were being forced not only to divulge the most confidential details of their financial and family life, but were being urged to turn their resources either into the pockets of the head ―shepherds‖ in Fort Lauderdale or into those of Charles Simpson in Mobile.‖ He proposed that a ―council of wise brethren‖ be convened to discuss these and other concerns. Mumford agreed, and the council took place in Minneapolis in August 1975. According to Christianity Today (April 4, 1980), "some doctrinal ―excesses‖ were apparently ―confessed‖ by Mumford's group‖ before the assembled representatives of mainstream Charismatic organizations. This, however, has failed to settle the controversy, and the Shepherding doctrine continues to receive criticism from the Charismatic press, notably in a multi-part article in the Pentecost newsletter Daystar Herald, and in commentary by respected scholars, such as Ronald Enroth, Harold Bussell, and others, in Christianity Today. "Great Discord Among Brethren" On July 26, 198 1, a statement sponsored by 16 Churches of Christ appeared in the TimesAdvocate of Escondido, California. This coalition denounced the ―cultic practices‖ of the Shepherding organization known as Crossroads, whose philosophy was being practiced by some of the Churches of Christ in the area. Crossroads’ parent organization, Crossroads Church of Christ in Gainesville, Florida, was pastored by Chuck Lucas, who reportedly based his version of Shepherding doctrine on The Master Plan of Evangelism by Robert Coleman. While acknowledging that no two Crossroads churches were exactly alike in their application of the teachings, the Churches of Christ statement listed certain terms that ―rather clearly describe the mainstream practices of the typical Crossroads Operation." These included ―Total Commitment,‖ meaning the expectation of full participation on the part of the member; and ―Soul Talk," an indoctrinal Bible study group at which prospective members are confronted with their ―sins‖ in order to break them down and get them to make such a commitment. ―Me statement identified ―...this and other standard methods of loading a person with guilt ... [as] regularly the most serious objection made by those who have been able to few themselves from an Operation.‖ Other practices described as ―potentially destructive to spiritual welfare‖ included the assigning of a senior member to a junior as a "prayer partner‖ to whom the novice is expected to "bare his soul;‖ the ―challenging‖ of conduct considered unacceptable by senior members; and the ―shunning‖ (withdrawal of warmth and friendship) and ―pruning‖ (expulsion) of members who do not measure up to the leaders‖ standards. ―The statement also touched on a concern frequently heard in connection with Shepherding: parasitism. ―Of the many Crossroads Operations of which we have information, practically an move into church facilities which were already in operation ... Their aim is to bring radical changes in ... the normal operations of the congregations.‖ The statement goes on to describe infiltration tactics that may result in a takeover or a least in the creation of disunity and strife within the host church: ―This Crossroads philosophy has brought great discord among brethren from roast to coast.‖ This echoed the observation of the Examiner article that the Shepherding movement is ―bitterly controversial among conservative Christians." Further, once a Shepherding congregation is established, it is not unusual for the membership to relocate en masse in order to follow their shepherd. The Examiner reported that more than 150 members of Dennis Peacocke‖s Antioch Fellowship congregation planned to follow him to new headquarters in central Marin County. Elders submitted to Charles Simpson of Christian Growth Ministries joined him in his move to Mobile when he
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became pastor of Gulf Coast Covenant Church and they brought their sheep along with them. While Christian Growth Ministries, Crossroads, and Maranatha are among the largest and most prominent of the Shepherding organizations, there are many others. Most are selfcontained in that they retain the internal sheep-shepherd relationship, but may or may not include the pyramidal hierarchy that culminates in a nationwide or international organization. Among these groups are Gathering of Believers, led by Larry Tomczak; Carl Stevens‖ The Bible Speaks; the late Hobart Freeman’s Faith Assembly; Last Days Ministries, founded by the late Keith Green; University Bible Fellowship; and Champaign-Urbana Ministries. Basically, however, Shepherding/Discipleship is a philosophy, a way of interpreting the relationship of a pastor to his flock, of the elders of a church to new and unseasoned members, of husbands to wives, of children to parents, and, ultimately, of the individual to his God and to his own concept of autonomy and intellectual integrity. As long as it continues to promote the authoritarian control of one human being by another, it will indeed "cut against the grain‖ of our culture’s tradition of respect for personal independence and for each person’s right to conduct his life according to his owned reasoned judgment. ******* *This article first appeared in The Advisor (Feb/Mar 1984, Apr/May 1984) and The Cult Observer (June 1984), successor to The Advisor. *************************** Linda Blood, formerly Associate Editor of The Cult Observer, is a consultant to the American Family Foundation, a free-lance writer, and a knit and crochet-wear designer.
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Campus Crusade Youth Ministers Find Public High School Campuses to be a Fertile Field for Missionary Endeavor Hope Aldrich "Hey, man, you still driving that Maverick?‖ calls out a young man standing by the doors of the high school. ―Wanna come over to my house tonight watch the ball game?” he asks another. It is lunchtime, and as students pour out of a Washington, D.C., school, many cluster around the young man they call John. John is dressed casually in a navy rugby shirt marked with the initials ―YL.‖ Though he is older, he talks in the style of the students. His voice rises and falls with the same rhythms. "Hey, John, what movie we gonna see Tuesday?" ―Dunno. What you wanna see?‖ ―Dunno. Seen ―em all." As they chat on - about movies, cars, ballgames - John sways and pivots with the same body movements the teenagers use. The students, with broad smiles, grab for his outstretched hand. He is John Wagner, 24 year old, a native of Upper Marlboro, Md., and a graduate of Wake Forest University. He is also a full-time paid staff member of Young Life, one of the nondenominational evangelical groups that in recent years have developed a growing cadre of "youth ministers" who work in and around the nation’s high schools, hoping, they say, to convert students to their faith. Wagner is among an estimated 4,500 representatives from such youth ministries who operate in communities nationwide. He and other youth ministers estimate they are malting contact, overall, with about 10 percent of the high school population across the country. Many of these students also attend the groups‖ off-campus clubs, Bible groups, camps, and athletic meets, they say. ―The largest youth ministries for secondary schools go by such names as Student Venture, Campus Life, and Young Life; they operate in more than 5,000 schools, according to combined figures from the groups‖ headquarters. The formal names of the four largest evangelical organizations that sponsor high-school programs are Youth for Christ/USA, Campus Crusade for Christ International, The Fellowship of Christian Athletes, and Young Life. Their purpose, as Wagner describes it, is ―to build relationships with kids in order to expose them to the Gospel.‖ The ministries are now expanding their high-school-related activities, according to spokesmen for the organizations. The Fellowship of Christian Athletes, for example, says its programs grew by 14 percent last year. The three other largest groups also report growth. But in the last few years, growing numbers of school board members and administrators have begun to discourage youth ministers from coming into their schools. Some districts have attempted to write policies restricting the access of the young evangelists to schools during school hours, arguing that it is unconstitutional for a particular faith to be fostered in the schools and that the students become a captive audience. The problem of the youth ministers is a particularly thorny one, educators say, because the policies that have traditionally governed the access of outsiders to schools are inadequate Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 17



for the new issues raised by the evangelicals‖ methods. Many principals say their policies allow visitors who obtain permission to meet with students they know for special religious or personal counseling, or for other personal reasons. But the activities of the youth ministers, some point out do not quite fit the intent of such ad hoc rules. In addition, these educators suggest, the apparent religious intent of the youth ministers‖ activities often becomes a divisive aspect of community discussion on how to respond. And while courts have provided some guidance on related issues involving the entanglement of schools with religion, they have not yet directly addressed questions raised by the efforts of the young evangelicals. The youth ministries do not function like organized advocacy groups, whose representatives usually are not allowed to operate in schools except for some approved purpose -such as speaking to an assembly. Nor do they usually seek permission to lead formal religious meetings or other events during school hours or on school property. ―The youth ministers generally have no prepared program but simply want to walk around school corridors, sit in the lunchroom, or watch athletic drills, in hopes, they say, of making friends with students. They want ―to introduce adolescents to Jesus Christ and His relevance to life today,‖ says a Young Life spokesman. Youth ministers are usually college graduates, trained by their organizations in the youth culture, who expect that their work will take months - sometimes years - of just standing around at school events. But however undirected their activities may seem, the youth ministers acknowledge that they follow a definite pattern. They start as spectators at school events open to the public, like ball games and plays, where they can meet a few students; next they ask the principal’s permission to meet those students inside the school, usually at lunch, and to post notices of their meetings on school bulletin boards; and, finally, they seek to move into volunteer staff positions as assistant coaches or tutors. In each instance, they say, their purpose is to inform students of the off-campus club meetings -the core of their programs -in which they present their religious messages. John Wagner, for example, said he had spent more than two years developing his contacts with students at Dunbar High School in Washington. The first winter he was assigned there, Wagner said, he simply attended Dunbar's basketball games, sitting with students and trying to make friends. In the spring, after he had made some friendships, he introduced himself to the school’s principal and asked if he could come into the school regularly, he recalled. ―I told him we want to build relationships with the kids in order to expose them to the Gospel. I was real upfront with him. I didn’t act like I came from a social-service agency or something.‖ He said the principal did not object. But many youth ministers, including Wagner, say they find the best way to contact and recruit students is through athletics. ―The big break for me was getting to be assistant baseball coach,‖ Wagner explained. One day, he said, he was sitting in the principal’s office and saw one of the coaches. ―I asked, ―You guys need any help this year?‖ He said, ―Anything we can get...Wagner held that post for two years. ―it gave me a reason for being around the school -some sort of identity,‖ he said. On a recent school day, Wagner walked through the halls and was greeted by dozens of students. He gave up the coaching job because he didn’t need it anymore, he said. But his schedule is no lighter as a result he added; he simply spends his six evenings a week in meetings with students: Bible-study groups, informal outings such as roller-skating, and Young Life Club meetings.
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Many principals acknowledge that school policies do not really provide clear guidance on how to respond to the youth ministers‖ activities, and they say they simply use their ―instincts‖ about how much access to allow them. John Alwood, principal of Lake Braddock High School in Fairfax County, Va., would like to give the ministers a free rein because he welcomes the added supervision in school corridors. ―Having adults around your building who are reputable is always a good thing,‖ said Allowed. ―They're the kind of people whom I'd just as soon have in, to give some supervision. I encouraged them.‖ (In 1976, the Fairfax County Public Schools passed a restrictive policy on outside visitors, and Alwood said he can no longer permit youth ministers in his school.) Others allow the youth groups around the school to meet students because they say the groups' off-campus activities help counter the rising use of drugs and alcohol among students. Still other principals changed their attitudes after trouble erupted in their schools. .Arthur Dussl, principal of Anoka High School in suburban Minneapolis, said that 10 years ago he encouraged youth ministers to come into his school. ―It worked fine for many years. They could visit a student if parents gave a letter saying they approved. Then they would be given a visitor’s pass, and I monitored their behavior.‖ But then, Dussl recalled, the youth ministers became more aggressive. "Students complained, saying I’m being bugged.‖ The school paper ran a debate. Friends didn’t talk. There was name-calling, like ―atheist.‖ The kids in school were feeling the pressure put on. I felt absolutely that it wasn’t right. It had really deteriorated to a violation of church-andstate separation." The problem at Anoka was that ―a competition‖ had developed between different youth ministers and was being fought out in the school, Dussl explained. The struggle was mainly between representatives of established local churches and youth ministers from Student Life, (now renamed Student Venture), the high school arm of Campus Crusade for Christ, he said. The students in the nondenominational group were being encouraged to pressure others to join, he said. Last month, the Anoka-Hennepin school district adopted a policy that effectively bans youth ministers from the campus during school hours, Dussl said. At least three other school districts nearby are now considering similar steps, school officials said. In addition to the possibility of competition between youth groups, some principals also worry that if they allow one group to come into the school, they should allow all. Weighing such decisions often becomes a heavy burden, they say. ―Its up to us -if we think its a legitimate, healthy group,‖ commented Eldon Helm, principal of Cheyenne Mountain High School in Colorado Springs. "So far, I know the ministers and the kids who go to their groups. But if you got splinter groups, cults, it could be a problem,‖ he added. The problem becomes more complex in large districts in which each principal sets a different policy. ―We found a whole series of different arrangements across the 12 high schools in the county," said James Mortensen, deputy superintendent of Jefferson County Public Schools, an 80,000-student district outside Denver, where a restrictive policy is being considered by the school board. In the districts in which the issue has surfaced, the situations that most often give rise to complaints are these: 



The double role played by some athletic coaches. Several thousand coaches around the country serve as both school employees and youth ministers, according to estimates of the evangelical groups. Athletic teams are an important entry point into student life
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because so often the team leaders are also student leaders, say spokesmen for the major youth groups. One group in particular, the Fellowship of Christian Athletes, recognizes the coach is the ―critical link in its ministry,‖ says a brochure. The Fellowship estimates it has about 2,000 high-school and junior-high-school coaches sponsoring Huddles. The proposed Jefferson County, Colorado, policy would specifically ban the continuation of this practice. According to Glenn Keller, chairman of the 25-member task force that was appointed to study the role of religion in the schools, the committee believed the involvement of paid school staff was "improper." Keller added: ―We also found that ft situation created a peer pressure on students who didn’t subscribe to the faith being advanced by the coach. We frankly don’t have a quibble that the coaches are trying to do good things. But we thought these activities should be removed to other places.‖ 







Identification of youth ministers. Some parents and administrators have questioned whether youth ministers are adequately identified when in the schools. At present, most say they simply identify themselves by their first name and avoid using their ministries‖ names, for fear of ―turning off‖ the students in the initial contact. One group recently removed a religious word from its name for that reason, a spokesman said. Use of school’s name and facilities for publicity purposes. School boards are commonly confronted with the question of whether youth ministries should be allowed to link a school’s name with their clubs, use school bulletin boards, or pass out their literature on campus. A letter signed by seven members of the District II school committee in Colorado Springs objected that one Young Life club is allowed to call itself the Mitchell High School Young Life Club and that recruiters from Young Life and other groups pass out announcements about meetings in the cafeterias.



―Students feel protected by their school‖ stated the letter to the superintendent. "They assume that any adult they encounter on school property during school time is there with official sanction. They do not view such a person with suspicion. Therefore, such an adult comes to them with the school’s moral authority. For District II to offer Young Life representatives that protection is equivalent to actively promoting that organization.‖ The District I 1 school board has scheduled public hearings on the problem. The Jefferson County panel has already held several hearings on its plan, and the school board is considering action, a spokesman said. But many youth ministers say they are not concerned about the possible effect of more restrictive school-board policies. ―If we can’t get on the campus,‖ said Marty Granger, another Youth for Christ minister, ―we’ll go where else the kids are -ball games, Pizza Hut, or wherever. I take the path of least resistance. I don’t want to fight anyone.‖ The Fellowship of Christian Athletes, which depends on coaches to lead its groups, could be most immediately threatened by school-imposed restrictions on evangelical activities. But John Erickson, the fellowship’s president, said he doubted the school boards could enforce the policies even if they are passed. ―AU I know is that coaches continue to pray with their teams on the field. And I don’t know of any that have been fired ... I get about 10 calls a year telling me, ―The school board says we can’t meet, he said. "Then, three or four years later, I find out they’re meeting again. I don’t believe God’s going to allow the F.C.A. to disappear off the face of the earth just because some school districts object"
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Originally published by Education Week (Oct. 26, 1983) under the title, “To Introduce Adolescents to the Person of Jesus.” Reprinted by permission.
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Autobiography of a Former Moonie Gary Scharff My experience as a member of the Unification Church a Moonie was the most exhilarating and also the most frightening of my life. At the end of my second year in the church I returned to Princeton University to resume my studies in religion. I tried to persuade a dear friend who is a professor there that religious leaders and professors should be open about groups like the Unification Church. My friend looked at me and said, ―Gary it's good to be open-minded, but not so open-minded that your brains fall out‖ Two years later, when I left the Unification Church, I recognized the wisdom of his comment. One of the questions that people ask after hearing about cult life is, how in the world could somebody become a member of something like that? I was probably one of the least likely people you would expect to become a member of a religious cult. But I did. And I want to address the question of how people join by referring to my own personal experience with the Moonies. Before I tell my story, however, let me review some of the distinguishing marks that separate a cult from legitimate religions. First a cult generally has a living leader who claims for himself either divinity or some uniquely spiritual position, such as messiah, or end-time prophet. Second, a cult has some special set of ideas, some manifesto, some revelation that clarifies where the world is, where it is going, and why the cult is indispensable to the development of history. Third, the leader is the absolute judge over the lives of his followers. Fourth, within a cult group there are wide variations in life-style: luxurious life for the leader and upper echelons of authority; spartan, sacrificial sometimes extremely arduous living conditions for other members of the community. Fifth, cults exploit people’s finances and resources. After you have been through the Unification Church indoctrination, for instance, members start asking about your possessions. Think about Abraham, they say. He was willing to sacrifice even his own son to prove his faith in God. Will you give up your car? Will you give up your stereo? You have money in your bank account. That’s wonderful. Think of all the starving people in the world. Think of how much God could do with that money -so much more than you could do. Sure, you can hang on to your money if you want. But where will it be best used? Sixth, cults promote exploitative working conditions. Not only do you give up your property, but you give up your time and energy. You work generally from early in the morning until late at night for no pay. People in the Scientology cult, for example, have been known to sign billion-year contracts to work for ten dollars a week as servants to L. Ron Hubbard on his floating paradise -a converted ship in the Mediterranean Sea. Seventh, cults have a system of authority, a leadership hierarchy which makes possible total scrutiny and careful engineering of the living circumstances of the members. ―Many have a pyramid structure of authority. People are responsible for making sure that everyone beneath them is ideologically in line. If someone expresses inappropriate emotions or ideas, his leader is responsible for correcting him or referring the problem up. That maintains tight discipline.
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Eighth, cults isolate members from normal life contacts, family, friends, jobs, and school the kinds of things that give you a sense of balance, that help you measure the decisions you make in your life against norms outside yourself. Ninth, cult recruitment procedures break down members' critical thinking. When someone joins the Catholic Church or an evangelical Christian community, there is room and time for that person to evaluate specific Biblical interpretations, for example, and to hear various viewpoints. In a cultic situation, every effort is made to reduce the capacity of the person to avail himself of his resources for dunking and deciding carefully and clearly. You come to feel that if you have an opinion, you should first be suspicious of it and check it out with your leader; if he says its OK, then you can have that opinion. What your leader says to you is more intimate and meaningful than what you say to yourself. When you do this day after day, week after week, month after month, year after year, your mind becomes the property of the leadership of the group. In the end, you find that you have given so much of yourself that you do not even know how to reclaim your own life. Now let me tell you about the Moonies. Contrary to initial impressions, they have a long and developed systematic theology. It goes like this: when God created the world, he created Adam and Eve, who represented the essential masculinity and femininity of God. Adam and Eve were supposed to go through three stages of growth, become perfect as individual persons, and then be married to each other by God. They would have perfect children, as perfect parents they would perfectly love their children, this original perfect nuclear family would proliferate across the globe, and the whole world would be populated by brothers and sisters and aunts and uncles who love each other, thus eliminating all possibility of distress or enmity or conflict. That was God's plan. Unfortunately, the Reverend Moon says, two-thirds of the way through the growth period Eve was seduced sexually by Satan. Her capacity to love as a woman was thereby contaminated by evil. Ever since that time, every relationship between a man and a woman has been contaminated by evil, and that is the root of all the problems of the world. Only when true parents come can people finally know how to love each other. Jesus was supposed to come and be a true parent. He was supposed to find a sinless bride and together they would become true parents to mankind. By uniting with Jesus and following him as messiah, people would create a theocratic movement that would sweep across the world. The kingdom of heaven would arrive. Unfortunately, Jesus was crucified. But before he died, he spoke of a Second Coming. ―The Second Coming is now here; his name is Sun Myung Moon. He has a perfect bride and is a perfect father. Each of you will bend your knee at some point in history to this man, better sooner than later. The more time that elapses before you submit to him, the more you will suffer in ―indemnity.‖ There are certain elements of truth and insight in this teaching. It is certainly true, for example, that all of as can find ways in which our parents could have been better parents, times when we wish they had loved each other better and loved us more effectively. So it is easy, particularly if you are at a point in your life where you are weary of burdens and responsibilities (age eighteen to twenty-two or so), to listen to another explanation and try out another viewpoint But the end result is that because Sun Myung Moon is God's representative on the earth today -the Second Coming -he is the only one who really deserves to own or control anything. If the U.S. government has sovereignty over this land, that sovereignty is Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 23



contaminated because the members of the U.S. government are sinful Eventually the sovereignty of the United States has to be turned over to Sun Myung Moon. People become members of Moon’s church through a two-fold process of luring and locking. In our society it is illegal to kidnap somebody, stuff him in a van, and make him a Moonie. Some of the Japanese members tried to do that in New York in 1973 until they got into serious trouble with the police. Moonies have since developed more effective methods of recruitment. Luring has a series of steps. First, an initial contact; second, inducing a person into making a series of incremental commitments; third, attending a workshop with its accompanying isolation and pressure; and then, finally, agreeing to stay with the community in an isolated environment after the workshop. After luring comes locking, in which the emotional and intellectual flavor of life in that isolated environment locks in certain patterns in a person’s mind, and essentially holds that person's integrity hostage, trapping the person so that he is unable to reflect on what has happened to him there. The locking procedure ends when you become a member by default rather than by choice. You lose your ability to say no. ―That decision is very, very different from clear, fully informed consent. Consider the recruitment process in detail. First there is an initial contact. Someone approaches you on campus or on the street. He is sincere because his motivation as a member of the Unification Church is real. In his heart at that moment he is focusing himself to feel loving, and hopeful that you win discover who Sun Myung Moon is very soon so that your life can be fulfilled and enriched. That genuine sense of sincerity is appealing. There is also real affection. The person inquires about what you are interested in, what you are planning to do with your life, what kinds of values you have, what is important to you. All this information is valuable. Combined with sincerity and affection is deception. The member does not clearly communicate where your interaction is likely to lead. He may deny, for example, that he is even religious. There may be distortions in his description of the community. Or he may withhold information so that the information base that you have for making a decision about how to respond to him is seriously undermined and your decision impaired. In addition to infecting the person, so to speak, with a sense of emotional indebtedness in the initial contact the recruiter is collecting information. There is a battery of stock responses for plumbing the sensitivities of different people. If a person is idealistic, then the conversation can be steered in the direction of the problems of the world. If the person seems to be somewhat self-centered, then the recruiter asks, where is the happiness that an individual can have in his own life? Next comes a series of incremental commitments. After the member has spent some time with you, he will invite you to dinner. How are you endangering yourself by going to dinner? None of the normal mechanisms by which you become alert to danger have flashed into your mind, because one is not used to associating danger with nice people. So it is easy to say yes at this stage. At dinner, a whole bunch of people meet you at the door. Now, have you ever had five or six people come at you at one moment with really sincere smiles, looking you directly in the eye? Certain kinds of social pressures are powerful; particularly when you are not alert you can be swept away. You will find yourself smiling when people smile at you. Even if you are somewhat confused about how to react you will have a good feeling, and then you will start chiding yourself and wondering why you are not as friendly as they are. Then you are in
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their terrain emotionally. They guide you through the course of the evening, by the end of which they are inviting you to another small commitment, a weekend at their camp. On the surface it seems simple enough; come to a workshop, learn about some new ideas, try them out; if you don’t like it, leave. But a lot more than that is happening. When a person is isolated, he is not in a good position to discover that he is being deceived. Deception and isolation reinforce each other. It begins with physical or geographic isolation. You can leave the camp in one of two ways. You can wait until the end of the weekend to take the bus home, or you can try to hitch a ride and hope that the right person will pick you up and drive you back to the city. Most people stick it out, even if to some degree they are put off. Then there is social isolation. No first-weekers are supposed to talk to first-weekers. Why? Well if you have a question about our program, why don’t you talk to somebody who has been here a while? He can answer the question a lot better than somebody who’s new. It seems simple enough, harmless enough. But the effect is that if you are feeling a little bit muddled inside, something does not feel quite right, and you would like to bounce that feeling off somebody who is having a similar experience, you must break a rule to approach that person. Also, in the camp lectures, they seat members between all new guests. You literally have to reach across someone to make contact with another new guest. Perhaps most important, you are isolated from your own mind. How can that happen? If your day starts at seven o’clock and ends at eleven-thirty or twelve, and is extremely active and filled with group events, it becomes difficult to turn inward and reflect. By the end of the day when your head hits the pillow, you just do not have the energy to stay awake. In the workshops there is virtually no privacy. Some members actually accompany others to the bathroom and wait outside the staff. ―I just want to be near you,‖ they say. "I really like you. You are becoming a friend of mine.‖ And, "Heck I have to go, too." You are intensely pressured to identify with the group. The whole is much more important than the individual. Sure, you may want to take a walk and see the beautiful scenery, but right now if everybody left, that would be the end of our program. You are put in the position of competing with the interests of the whole, which generates guilt. The purpose of the whole is defined by the staff of the workshop, not by the people who are participating. So, in effect, you must defer to the group. The workshop lectures are an emotional roller coaster and an intellectual barrage. To deal adequately with the concepts explored in a three-day Unification workshop would take months and months, if not years and years. The origin of evil, the mission of Jesus, the purpose of history - these are the kinds of questions that people spend lifetimes studying and interpreting. The Moonies present the answers to you in three days. An effective lecturer can hypnotically grasp the spirit of a workshop group and use it to influence each member of the group. When I used to give lectures at the Barrytown seminary in New York, I would point outside while the snow was coming down and say, ―Why can’t it be that our hearts are as clean as those snowflakes?‖ Well, there is no answer to that, and I was cashing in on the fact that there is no answer to that, the euphoria of hope is juxtaposed to frustration at the difficulties of life. Intense emotions and a barrage of ideas induce you to associate the genuineness of your experience with truthfulness in the ideas. Another example: if a speaker talks about how frustrating and unfortunate it is that sexual relationships keep failing in the world, there is truth to what he says. Many people are hurt Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 25



by that all the time. Then he tucks in the idea that it does not have to be that way, and that we can make it different. Well, that is a lot more problematic. But if you are thinking about the times you have been jilted or hurt someone else, and you feel miserable about it, and the speaker eventually claims credit for the intensity of that moment, that is how you become emotionally indebted and swept along. By the end of the workshop, you have been through an intense period of no reflection, constant activity, no privacy, immense pressure toward identification with the group, suspicion of your desires to be separate from the group, roller-coaster emotions, and a barrage of ideas that have left you confused and unsure of yourself. Then the members suggest, ―Why don’t you stay a little while longer and try out the lifestyle?‖ If you say, "It was a fantastic experience but I don’t think it’s for me, at least I'd like to leave for a while to think about it.‖ Then they will ask, ―Do you really feel that you can evaluate what has happened here by yourself? Don’t you think that if you go back to your old life-style to evaluate this experience that it will look crazy? You should stay until you have proven to yourself - and to us, too, because we care a lot about you - that you are really a good enough and sincere enough person to have at least tried out these ideas." In psychology, that is called a double bind. You are not qualified to say no until you have proven that you are qualified to say no by having said yes. By now the world has been polarized from the group. Everything out there is frustration and loneliness; everything here is camaraderie and solidarity. You are helpless if you go back there. Helplessness leads to passivity, and passivity leads to deference and docility. You become fearful of retribution for leaving. You have developed a severe mistrust of yourself based on shame and guilt. And while you are psychologically breaking down, changes in your diet and in your sleeping habits leave you constantly tired. Your body feels different. You are confused. Finally, you commit yourself to the movement, thinking that it is the only way to assert your own integrity. In December, 1973, Sun Myung Moon decided that President Richard Nixon needed some help. Every year there is a Christmas tree lighting ceremony in Washington, D.C. The President flips the switch and the lights go on. The Unification Church managed to get 250 tickets to the Christmas tree lighting ceremony that year, which was to take place on the lawn of the White House. A telephone call came through ordering about 1,200 members of the Unification Church in the East Coast area to assemble in Washington. We assembled there and spent an entire day rehearsing a ―spontaneous‖ rally that we were going to put on that night for President Nixon. True to religious form we were divided into twelve tribes. The president of the Unification Church, Neil Salonen, played the role of President Nixon. He turned the tree on, stepped down from the podium and signaled tribes I and 7 to move in, then tribe I to go back and tribe 3 to come up, then 11 to come up and 7 to go back, and so on. The basic idea was to make 1,200 people look like ten thousand for the television cameras. In the midst of all this, a secret mission was to take place. The result was to be that President Nixon would be discovered again by the American people to be God’s gift to this nation. The American people would receive him back and stop all this hatred over Watergate. And then President Nixon would realize that it was only through Reverend Moon that it could come about. Eight brothers were designated to participate in the secret mission. I was among them. We were chosen because we were considered among the most faithful and the heftiest of the brothers. Our mission was to be the horse team. We were to be in the front row of seats at the lighting of the Christmas tree, and as the tribes rushed up, the eight of us were to converge on President Nixon, hoist him on our shoulders, and carry him through the streets of Washington. Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 26



It was very cold that night, but we waited. President Nixon turned on the Christmas tree, then unexpectedly walked to the other side of the platform, got into his limousine, and was driven the hundred yards bark to the White House. Satan had intervened! So we filed across the street to Lafayette Park and started singing pro-America songs. Nixon emerged again and crossed the lawn toward us. Despite the careful rehearsal of our spontaneous rally, bedlam broke loose. The power of God was announcing itself. Everyone tore out toward the President. Only two of the eight horse-team members made it to the President. We were determined to get him on our shoulders. There was only one problem: the Secret Service. An enormous man was holding back the crowd. I tried to dive under his arms, but he caught me by the scruff of the neck and tossed me like a puppy back into the crowd. Three is an important number in the Unification Church, so I had to try three times. I was absolutely focused. God would make it come true. I tore into the line a second time. Thrown out, clunk. Then I said to myself, I know that this man will probably shoot me if I try it again, because it win not make a good impression with regard to the safety of the President. I decided that he would shoot me, but I tore back into the line. I was tossed out again. That was a pivotal point in my life. I came close to the President. I am sure that if I had reached him, I could have hoisted him on my shoulders. And I was willing to die trying. There was nothing I would not do for the Reverend Moon. But what if he had asked me to do something else? What if it wasn’t lift the President ..? ********************* Gary Scharff, a graduate of Princeton and The Graduate Theological Union (Berkeley, CA), was a member of the Unification Church from 1972 to 1976. He is currently in law school.



* Reprinted with permission from the Center Journal (March/April 1982). This article is an electronic version of an article originally published in Cultic Studies Journal, 1985, Volume 2, Number 2, pages 252-258. Please keep in mind that the pagination of this electronic reprint differs from that of the bound volume. This fact could affect how you enter bibliographic information in papers that you may write.
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Why Evangelicals are Vulnerable to Cults Harold Bussell During my past fifteen years of ministry in California, Europe, and now New England, I have been confronted with many evangelicals who have either come out of cults or who are attracted to a cult. In all of my conversations with such evangelicals, I have never had the central issue focus around cultic doctrine. Doctrine was usually an after-the-fact issue. This causes me to ask, What is it, then, in the evangelical community that makes our people vulnerable to cults? A close examination of every major cult today, with the exception of Eastern cults, reveals that they all began in an evangelical church or with a leader from an evangelical background. Sun Myung Moon, founder of the Moonies, was raised in a missionary Presbyterian home. Jim Jones, founder of the People’s Temple, accepted Christ in a Nazarene church and pastored an interdenominational charismatic church and a Disciples of Christ church. Moses David, founder of the Children of God, came out of a Missionary Alliance background. Victor Paul. Wierwille, founder of The Way, was an evangelical and a Reformed pastor. A look at the past 150 years reveals that many of the older, more established cults had evangelical roots, including the Christian Scientists and Jehovah’s Witnesses. What ingredients are common to dim churches and church leaders who have been led to cultism? First they all began by defining themselves as being in opposition to their local church, their denomination, or the church at large. They had discovered the ideal church. Their foundation always began with an identity by opposition. Second, in all these systems, the pastor or leader was placed in a position beyond confrontation, coupled with a tight discipleship or shepherding approach to instruction. Third, all these groups placed a high emphasis on group sharing, testimonies, spirituality, devotions, and, in some cases, Bible study. Fourth, in all of these groups the leader had gained some new spiritual insight emphasizing the last days, healing, conununity, or spirituality. Fifth, all of these groups slowly developed their own subcultural spiritual language. Many evangelicals who are drawn to cults are not drawn because of beliefs or doctrine but because of sin0arities to Christianity which we value as marks of spirituality. the members of the People’s Temple never expected to end up in Jonestown, as Mel White so clearly illustrates in the movie Deceived. It is easy for us, as churches and as individuals, to write off these groups and try to remove by remote control our responsibility to face our own vulnerability to cultic deception. If you think you or your church is not vulnerable to these dynamics, you are most vulnerable. In all my conversations with former cult members and with those presently struggling with cultic leanings, I have found five similarities between cults and evangelical churches. Defining Spirituality As evangelicals, we place a very high emphasis on our experience of Christ; so do the cults. We have a tendency to witness to our conversion rather than of Christ. We often view our conversion experience as the gospel; it is not. The gospel is that Jesus Christ entered human history, died, and rose from the dead. If you believe in him as savior, you stand before God totally in the clear. The conversion experience or response to the gospel varies considerably. Paul faced a dramatic conversion, while Timothy grew into the faith. Peter, on the day of Pentecost, made sure that conversion and faith were not mixed. He affirmed the response of the people as a gift from God (Acts 2:17-21); however, he immediately preached the resurrected Christ (Acts 2:22-37). This pattern is followed throughout the book of Acts.
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Our overemphasis on subjective experience has some of its roots in the reactions to rationalism, naturalism, and liberalism which infiltrated the Protestant church during the past century. Lacking an apologetical base, gospel verification soon became a matter of subjectivity. This can be seen clearly in the words of some of our gospel songs which have little to do with the gospel: ―He lives in my heart‖ ―Love lifted me,‖ ―Since I have been redeemed.‖ Often religious TV, Christian magazines, and Christian biographies confuse the gospel with someone’s experience of the gospel. Consequently, our criteria for determining spirituality are often confused, subjected to the criteria of personal experience. Recently we had a guest speaker on our campus whose content was profound, biblical, and challenging, but his delivery was slow, deliberate, and presented in a low-key voice. The biggest complaint from our students was that the speaker was not spiritual. In my discussions with students who were especially upset, there was an immediate rejection of the content because it wasn’t ―anointed.‖ Several weeks later we had a guest speaker who was a master communicator. However, his content had little Scripture; and a majority of the message put down evangelicals, the middle class, suburban life, and Western culture. Little in the sermon was instructive in enabling and equipping the believers for service, ministry, and growth or in facing sin and forgiveness. The sermon was punctuated with emotional, moving stories. At the end the community gave a standing ovation. Afterward, I asked the same students who had found the first speaker ―unspiritual‖ what they thought of the second, and the overwhelming response was that the second was very spiritual. Not one of them could remember the content, but they felt he must have been a man of God. ―I felt God's presence and I was challenged to commitment.‖ This is just an example of the dynamics happening in many of our churches, this reaction to a moving speaker, and we wonder why our people foolishly follow the pied piper to nevernever land. The cults offer charismatic leaders who will move you spiritually to commitment and often to tears. All this is complicated by the fact that we often define spirituality on the basis of devotions, quiet time, prayer, evangelism, and Bible study, rather than in a holistic way, as Scripture does. Scripture begins with creation and closes with Christ redeeming all of life, with Christians living our total lives obediently before him in our families, jobs, mind development, prayers, evangelism, and relationships. Evangelicals are easily manipulated by anything that hints at spirituality. ―Mere is a popular phrase which begins, "Me Lord led me.‖ At first this sounds very spiritual. However, if you examine Scripture, you will find that it is seldom used. On occasion it is used by false prophets or used for deception. In I Kings 13, the false prophet deceived a man of God by using this phrase. Jacob deceived Isaac (Gen. 27:20) by the use of this phrase. God does lead us, but the words are often overused and can be a tool to manipulate others or to avoid being responsible for the decisions God places before us. To misuse this phrase can easily border on taking God's name in vain. This spring I have received over twenty letters from leaders of musical groups,‖ pastors, and evangelists who have been ―led by the Lord‖ to minister in New England during the first half of October. Of course this is during the peak of fall colors. Interestingly, God never seems to lead ministries to New England during the month of February. Either we need to cancel classes for a week and hold twenty chapel services, or the Holy Spirit is confused, or God needs to extend the fall colors on into December. All cultic leaders and churches which became cultic placed a high emphasis on being ―led by the lord.‖ Misuse of this term can make us prey to cultic tendencies. Evangelicals also tend to couple their definitions of spirituality with leanings toward legalism. This can make us frustrated with our churches, which never live up to the expectations of the ideal spiritual church. As a result, we are attracted to those situations
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which promise or offer a more nearly perfect or spiritually ideal community. We often forget that perfect communities come about at the expense of human freedom. Although often esteemed as our model Christian community, the New Testament church was not an ideal church. It was a church with doctrinal problem and racial problems. It overlooked sexual abuse on occasions struggled with legalism and in one case abused the communion service with drunkenness. Perhaps we should read Scripture before we boast of being another New Testament church. It was a broken church in need of instruction and direction. We must be careful not to adhere more legalistically to the ways of the New Testament church than we do to the gospel. Moral standards have become confused for many evangelicals because they are not all clearly defined as ―right‖ or ―wrong.‖ In our subjective, truncated view of spirituality, we have created a generation of youth who feel more guilty about cultural things than they do about moral absolutes. We have failed to distinguish between biblical absolutes and cultural issues. Morally, the Bible is always absolute; culturally, it is relativistic. Fornication was wrong in Jerusalem and in Corinth; however, whether one could eat pork depended on in which city he lived. This gives a sense of security on the surface but not a security rooted in God’s word and grace. Cults are usually legalistic and hold high standards against the use of tobacco and alcohol and against other worldly habits. Following are some practical guidelines for dealing with subjectivism and legalism. 1. Be very cautious in using the phrase ―the Lord led me." 2. Learn to listen intently to a sermon. Reflect on its content Resist responding to emotional stories, but rather ask if they clarify the passage. 3. Check the passage of Scripture used in the sermon and see if it is presented within the context of the whole chapter. 4.



Set aside a time to evaluate your own personal life. Ask whether you get upset over Christians who do something cultural of which you do not approve. Then ask yourself whether you feel guilty about gossiping, exaggerating, or using others for personal gains.



5. Remember that Scripture gives us content by which we can evaluate whether a speaker is expressing truth. There are no biblical checks and balances concerning emotions. 6. Evaluate how you define spirituality: in terms of quiet time and devotions, or as putting your whole life under the authority of Christ and his word (including creativity, pleasure, rest, and relationships). Expectations of an Ideal Pastor Evangelicals not only have concepts and expectations of an ideal church, but also of an ideal pastor. Often I receive job descriptions from churches seeking a pastor. After reading the descriptions and expectations, I usually suggest adding that all mission trips should be taken from New York to Africa without the aid of a boat or a plane! A man who fills all expectations of the ideal pastor risks being the main focus of the church. It was recently brought to my attention that two strong evangelical churches, one on the East Coast and the other on the West, when applying for loans for new sanctuaries, were granted loans with the stipulation that each pastor sign a promissory note to stay as pastor for an extended period of time. This should be an indictment on the direction our churches are taking. Almost every large church or parachurch which is successful today is built around a single personality. We seem to want a charismatic personality to be our authority figure. We place unbelievable pressure
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on our pastors to fulfill expected roles and thus open themselves and ourselves to some extremely unhealthy dynamics. Cults offer both the ideal pastor and the ideal church. While in Europe ten years ago, I had contact with a youth missions organization based in Switzerland. Upon arrival each team member was given a victory sheet which informed him never to question those in authority over him and never to write anything negative to those at home. This is certainly not the biblical model. We seem to long for two major spiritual images in evangelical circles. One is the successful bionic pastor or missionary whose church markets him in a cassette ministry and he is usually good-looking. Unfortunately, bionic people are half machine. The other image is the inner-city-guitar-Levi model who rejects all middle class trappings. Unfortunately for this model, the sixties left twenty years ago. With both of these figures, the biographies and autobiographies tell of success and of ideal images to be followed. Each ―image of perfection" borders on idolatry and leads us to live under guilt because it places unrealistic expectations on us. We compare ourselves to models presented on talk shows and in books but fail to discover our own creative gifts and abilities to serve God. Unlike Scripture, these leaders usually speak only of success and rescue stories. Like members of cults, we have difficulty admitting our own sins because we desire to be the ideal. I have worked in two pastorates, one evangelical and the other liberal, on a journey toward a deeper spiritual commitment. The one thing that stands out in my mind regarding the cultural differences between these movements is that when problems arise, liberals face them openly, admit their wrongs, and ask forgiveness. However, I find that we, as evangelicals, have a tendency to justify our behavior, spiritualize it, or blame the church structure for our shortcomings. Our inability to deal with our own sins and weaknesses, coupled with our ideal models, makes us very vulnerable to cultic-type leaders who give the image of successful and sinless leadership. Below are some guidelines for dealing with unverbalized and unhealthy expectations evangelicals may hold. 1. Keep in mind that all persons of authority in Scripture were vulnerable to sin. Moses had to stand under the Ten Commandments. David was confronted by Nathan. Peter, following Pentecost, led the Galatians down the wrong path. 2. Ask to whom your pastor is accountable in your local church. Can your pastor deal with his weaknesses, and does he know his limitations? 3. Remember John’s words, "If we say we have not sin, we deceive ourselves and God’s word is not in us.‖ 4. Remember that the biographies you buy at the local Christian bookstore were also written with marketing in mind. They often tell only one side of the picture. The Bible is very frank about the difficulties in the lives of God’s leaders. 5. Know that the purpose of the body of Christ is to equip us for a better ministry. This assumes none of us has arrived yet. Your pastor, popular evangelists, and electronic pastors are just as vulnerable to sexual thoughts, manipulative tactics, and exaggerations as you are. 6. Learn what the Bible says about body life but also about body odor in the church. 7. Know your own weaknesses and strengths. Then surround yourself with others who are strong where you are weak.
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8. Take seriously the biblical account of the Fan. There is no place for the words ―I am shocked‖ in the Christian’s vocabulary. 9. Remind yourself that on Judgment Day, the call will be ―Well done, thou good and faithful servant,‖ not ―Well done, thou good and successful servant.‖ Remember, Jesus started with twelve but ended with eleven. 10.Remember that the Bible does not teach the immortality of the soul but rather the resurrection of the body. Jesus came to destroy our sin not our humanness. Spirituality in Scripture affirm our humanness and negates our sin. God the Father said of Jesus, ―This is my Son with whom I am well pleased‖ after he developed as a carpenter and before his ministry. Choices and Guidance Both evangelicals and cults place tremendous emphasis on guidance. Many cults emphasize group choice over personal choice, or choices aided by your shepherd, leader, spiritual parent, or discipler. Many of the cults mentioned in the opening began with a tight authority system of accountability. Although many exciting things are happening within the area of discipleship in evangelical churches, there are some dangers of abuse. And many current evangelical trends toward shepherding and discipline encourage having the leader make decisions for you. Cultic leaders often build their systems for guidance and authority on Bible verses taken out of context Many of our churches also emphasize one aspect of Scripture, excluding the rest. The result is that some churches are built on body life but lack in worship; others are built on discipleships but fail to allow diversity. Some are based on evangelism, anti-communism prophecy, or other issues in Scripture. Furthermore, this can lay the framework for an identity by opposition to the rest of the body of Christ and moves us out of the authority of the totality of Scripture. Almost every cult began with an approach to Scripture which focused on one aspect of the Bible to the exclusion of the rest. Below are some pointers for keeping religion and spirituality in proper perspective. 1.



On the Judgment Day you will have to account for everything you did and chose to do with your life. You will not be able to have your shepherd or spiritual parent stand in your place.



2. The Bible was not written in chapters and verses, they were added later. A single verse is not always a complete thought. 3. The Bible is not a book of magic Christian astrological promises, to be pulled out of context for the day. All promises, even those we pull from our promise boxes, must be seen within the context of the whole passage. For example: ―I can do all things through Christ‖ (Phil. 4:13) In context, Paul is speaking of failure and success. ―Work out your salvation with fear and trembling‖ (Phil. 2:12b) In context, it is God who works in you. 4. If your whole teaching is founded on just one aspect of God’s truth, you are extremely vulnerable to becoming cultic. Paul said, ―I preach the whole council of God‖ (Acts 20:27). In other words, seek balance in your churches. Group Sharing Both cult members and evangelicals place a high emphasis on sharing. When sharing is elevated as a sign of spiritual maturity, we are vulnerable to moving toward a cultic group Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 32



mentality. Sharing for the sake of sharing can easily lead to group manipulation, exploitation, and autocratic control. We have a tendency to equate spirituality with sharing our deep personal concerns but so do most cults. Cults, like evangelicals, place a high emphasis on devotions, evangelism, self-denial and prayer as outward signs of spirituality. When sharing, be mindful of the following: 1. In Scripture secret sins are always dealt with secretly. In the Sermon on the Mount, Christ warns us to go into the closet to pray not to come out of it. The psalmists in Psalm 73:15, says that he couldn’t share his despair with others without being unfaithful to his children. Private sins and affronts are to be dealt with privately. Jesus tells us that if someone has wronged us, we should confront that person privately. Likewise, in Scripture, public sins were dealt with publicly, as Paul dealt with Peter when Peter led the Galatians away from the gospel. 2. Sharing is abused when it becomes a subtle way of gossiping under the guise of spirituality. 3. Protect the privacy of others. If a friend is having difficulty, ask his permission before sharing his needs with the group. This protects his right to privacy and yours as well. 5. The Bible tells us to confess our own faults not our neighbor’s to one another. Authority or Independence? Many of our churches were established either as a reaction to liberalism or as a split from another church which didn’t emphasize what we uniquely felt should be emphasized. Evangelicals rarely belong to a church where there is a tradition of authority; we tend to pride ourselves on our independence. But of whom are we independent God, Christ, the rest of the body of Christ? Can the head say, ―I have no need of the arm‖ (I Cor. 12:12-20)? Cults see themselves as independent. We can easily identify with a cult in our efforts to oppose our church. Our own independent attitudes make it easy for us always to be looking for another community which promises something better or superior to the community we are now in. Coupled with this independence is our confusion between unity and uniformity. We often long for uniformity charismatic with charismatics, Baptist with Baptists, high church with high churches, free church with free churches. We seek out those who will reinforce our own likes and dislikes. The result is a blindness to the richness of diversity God offers to us within the body of Christ and a blindness to our own tendencies mentally to write off the other members of the body of Christ. We subtly remove, by remote control, our responsibility to ―love one another (John 13:35). Each cult offers both uniformity and identity by opposition. To counteract your Vulnerability, as an evangelical to cults, consider the following: 1. As a Christian, how much of your identity is defined by opposition to liberals, Baptists, cults, charismatics, Campus Crusade, the 700 Club, etc.? 2. If you call yourself ―independent,‖ define the term in light of I Corinthians 12:12-20. 3. Remember that the New Testament church was a diverse church. 4. Do you find it hard to accept diversity, confusing uniformity with unity? Would you be willing to sing, ―We are different in the Spirit?‖ 5. Unbelievers felt comfortable in the presence of Christ. They sought him out. Do they feel comfortable in your presence, or do you make them feel like targets?
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6. Choose to build relationships with Christians who come from different backgrounds. For example, if you are charismatic, get to know a few Baptists; if you are Episcopalian, consciously build relationships with Nazarenes. Evangelicals are seldom drawn to cults because of beliefs or doctrine but because in one of these areas, the cults offer something more. If we think we are not vulnerable, we are most vulnerable. *Reprinted with permission from The Gordon (June 1981). Rev. Harold Bussell is Dean of The Chapel, Gordon College, Wenham, MA. He is also the author of Unholy Devotion. This article is an electronic version of an article originally published in Cultic Studies Journal, 1985, Volume 2, Number 2, pages 259-266. Please keep in mind that the pagination of this electronic reprint differs from that of the bound volume. This fact could affect how you enter bibliographic information in papers that you may write.
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The Perils of Persuasive Preaching* A. Duane Litfin The study of human persuasion has a long and noble heritage, reaching back at least as far as the ancient Greeks and Romans. For most of its history the subject was pursued under the banner of ―rhetoric,‖ but in more recent times it has been studied by social scientists under such rubrics as ―persuasion theory," ―attitude change," and "social influence.‖ The relation between secular views of persuasion and preaching is also of long standing. Christianity was conceived in a Jewish womb, and its first preachers, audiences, and modes of discourse were all Jewish. Yet the new faith was born into a world dominated by GrecoRoman influence and immediately began to take on some of the characteristics of its environment One of the most obvious of the Church’s adaptations was its appropriation of what was then the crown of a liberal education, rhetoric, for its own use in preaching. The sermon as we know it now was not what took place in the New Testament. Today’s sermon resembles the oratorical activity of the ancient Greeks and Romans more than the practice of the apostles, as almost any standard work on homiletics demonstrates. For example, in the classic work of John A Broadus, On the Preparation and Delivery of Sermons, the discussion of how to construct and deliver sermons is much more indebted to the rhetorical forms of Aristotle and Cicero than to the practice of Peter and Paul. For other homiletical writers the debt may be more implicit, or it may be to a more modem set of theorists, but the dependence upon secular writers is present just the same. This dependence is not necessarily bad. The apostles never intended to provide a comprehensive theory of homiletics. Our situation is not that of the New Testament preachers either culturally or chronologically, and we would be foolish to try to copy them to the letter. Moreover, the work of rhetoricians and persuasion theorists, many of whom were themselves preachers, abounds with wonderfully valuable insights into human communication. To the extent that we can use their work to make our proclamation more effective, we not only should but must do so. But can we do it unquestioningly? One who did not was the Danish philosopher Soren Kierkegaard, whom evangelicals are increasingly coming to realize as less an ogre than they had thought (see, for example, the review of books on Kierkegaard in the June 9, 1972, issue of Christianity Today). Kierkegaard believed that secular theories of persuasion form an inadequate approach to preaching because the goals of rhetoric and preaching are very different. Instead, he advocated his own theory of ―edifying discourse," which he believed was more consonant with Christian goals. Kierkegaard’s analysis at least raises an important question. The genesis of any theory of discourse must lie in the philosophy or theology that underlies it. Is it possible that some modem preaching practices are based upon secular theories of persuasion whose underlying assumptions are contrary to those of Christianity? I am convinced that this is a question we need to be answering, and I would like to suggest a particularly troublesome area where we might begin. It has to do with the role of persuasion in preaching in general, and the goal of preaching in particular. Secular theories of persuasion have always been designed to enable men to influence their fellow men more effectively; that is, they are avowedly instrumental, utilitarian, or goaloriented. Responsible rhetoricians have seldom condoned sophistry or casuistry, of course,
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but their efforts have been frankly directed toward drawing forth particular decisions, attitudes, or behavior. Significantly, homileticians tend to hold that the goal of the preacher is similar to that of the secular persuader, to elicit a desired response from the listener, and that it is quite proper to use a broad range of rhetorical techniques to achieve this goal. This assumption lies beneath much of the contemporary writing on homiletics. For example, one well-known homiletician writes: ―Before the preacher understands the approach to be made to disbelieving audiences, he must first understand the sources through which people accept belief, so that he can organize his material in such a way as to gain the desired response.‖ And. ―If a good talk made a good sermon the preacher’s lot would be an easy one. It is the fact that a sermon has to achieve a certain change of will that puts upon the preacher the double compulsion of knowing both the response he desires and the countless techniques which will help him achieve his goal Persuasion becomes an art‖ (Ronald E. Sleeth, Persuasive Preaching, Harper, 1956, pp. 17, 45). While we may grant that the secular persuader can proceed in this way, using his techniques to gain a particular response, are there not additional considerations for the preacher? One may ask whether the preacher should use any technique in an effort to induce the desired response from his audience -whether, in fact, gaining ―the response he desires‖ should be the preacher’s goal at all. For is it not possible that having this goal increases the possibility that the results will be of man and not of God? For the sake of illustration, let us consider an extreme example. In his book Hypnotism: Fact and Fiction, Frederick L. Marcuse reports a research study conducted at a large eastern university. The researchers attempted, through hypnotic suggestion, to induce a convinced and vocal atheist to become ―religious.‖ The attempt was so successful that it had to be halted and all suggestion removed from the subjects mind. When his entire attitude toward religious faith changed after only three sessions and for the first time in his life he began to attend church, the investigators decided that the ethics of the situation prevented them from pursuing their research any further. While the example is admittedly a dramatic one, it serves to raise a monstrous question: would it be possible through hypnotic suggestion to create a ―believer,‖ quite apart from any work of the Holy Spirit? And would such a person truly be a child of God? Such questions are not simply academic. Psychologist James McConnell has said, "The time has come when if you give me any normal human being and a couple of weeks ... I can change his behavior from what it is now to whatever you want it to be, if ifs physically possible. I can’t make him fly by flapping his wings, but I can turn him from a Christian into a Communist and vice versa" (quoted by Marvin Karlins and Herbert Abelson in Persuasion, Springer, 1970, p. 1). Clearly, it is possible to employ means that go too far in seeking results, means that tend to bypass some essential element in the human thought process and therefore render any ―results‖ less than satisfactory. Although researchers have shown that audiences are not nearly so malleable as was once thought, nevertheless skilled persuaders, including some who stand in the pulpit, are often able to exert a tremendous influence on other human beings. And they do not have to resort to such dramatic methods as hypnotism. Consider, for example, the words of the well-known social scientist Milton Rokeach: Suppose you could take a group of people, give them a 20-minute pencil-and-paper task, talk to them for 10 to 20 minutes afterward, and thereby produce long-range changes in core values and personal behavior in a significant portion of this group. Suppose, further, that you could ascertain quickly and that you could predict accurately the nature and direction of these changes ...
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My colleagues and I have in the last five years achieved the kinds of results suggested [above]. As a result we must now face up to the ethical implications that follow from the fact that it now seems to be within mans power to alter experimentally another person’s basic values, and to control the direction of the change‖ (Psychology Today, Sept, 1971, p. 68). Rokeach probably gives too much credit to modern researchers, for persuaders have long been able to influence the values, attitudes, and behavior of their fellow men; but he is correct in asserting that techniques are now reaching a new level of sophistication and scientific accuracy. Moreover, it should be emphasized that the techniques he used were as simple as he says, and that they are only a sample of those available to any preacher. All this suggests that through the use of certain techniques it is possible to get results, even where the Holy Spirit is not active at all. But according to the Scriptures, God has said that his work is to be accomplished ―not by might nor by power but by my Spirit‖ (Zech. 4:6). The psalmist wrote, ―Unless the Lord build the house, they labor in vain who build it‖ (Ps. 127: 1). Paul later applied this principle to preaching when he avowed to the Corinthians that ―my message and my preaching were not in persuasive words of wisdom, but in the demonstration of the Spirit and of power, that your faith should not rest on the wisdom of men, but on the power of God‖ (I Cor. 2:4,5). Paul obviously understood that persuasive words of wisdom‖ so highly prized in the rhetorically oriented Corinthian culture, could never bring men and women to Christ. Only the straightforward presentation of the Gospel could do that. The use of persuasive techniques might indeed win a response, but it would be a response based upon the wisdom of men‖ and not the ―power of God.‖ Paul had the insight to see that such results would inevitably ―make void‖ the very Gospel he preached. Many Christians are troubled today by the seeming impermanence of much of what is accomplished by modern evangelistic methods. Perhaps a certain amount of the attrition can be explained by Christ's parable of the sower, but is it not also possible that the results we get are often the product, not of God’s Spirit, but of our own ―might and ―power‖ as persuaders? And are not such false results worse than no results at all? It is said that D.L. Moody was accosted on the streets of Chicago one day by a drunk who exclaimed, ―Aren't you Mr. Moody? Why, I’m one of your converts!‖ Said Moody in reply, "That must be true, for you surely aren't one of the Lord's.‖ We need more of Moody's honesty in facing the fact that it is possible for people to respond to the messenger and his techniques instead of to the Gospel and the Savior it sets forth. How can this pitfall be avoided? It is a function of the fact that God has chosen to use fallible human beings as instruments to reach other human beings. I suggest, however, that the danger can be minimized by a careful rethinking of the goal of preaching. Earlier I suggested that homileticians, borrowing from secular persuasion theorists, have often set up ―eliciting a desired response‖ as the goal of preaching. The trouble with such thinking is that it places the responsibility for obtaining results too much upon the preacher. J. 1. Packer has analyzed this error perceptively in his book Evangelism and the Sovereignty of God. He says: to proclaim salvation, we must never forget that it is God who saves ... Our evangelistic work is the instrument that He uses for this purpose, but the power that saves is not in the instrument: it is in the hand of the One who uses the instrument We must not at any stage forget that. For if we forget that it is God’s prerogative to give results when the Gospel is preached, we shall start to ddi* that it is our responsibility to secure them. And if we forget that only God can give faith, we shall start to think that the making of converts depends, in the last analysis, not on God, but on us, and that the decisive factor is the way in which we evangelize. And this line of thought, consistently followed through, will lead us far astray.
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Let us work this out. If we regarded it as our job, not simply to present Christ, but actually to produce converts to evangelize, not only faithfully, but also successfully our approach to evangelism would become pragmatic and calculating. We should conclude that our basic equipment, both for personal dealing and for public preaching, must be twofold. We must have, not merely a clear grasp of the meaning and application of the gospel, but also an irresistible technique for inducing a response. We should, therefore make it our business to try and develop such a technique ... We should regard evangelism as a battle of wits between ourselves and those to whom we go, a battle in which victory depends on our firing off a heavy enough barrage of calculated effects. (Inter-Varsity, 1961, p. 27). Much of the contemporary writing and preaching theory demonstrates the very tendencies Packer describes. But this need not happen. Let us examine the problem more closely. In an excellent article on attitude change in the Handbook of Social Psychology (IH,173), psychologist William McGuire suggests that human attitude change may be broken down into at least five steps or levels: attention, comprehension, yielding, retention, and action. The hearer must ―go through each of these steps if communication is to have ultimate persuasive impact,‖ he says, ―and each depends on the occurrence of the preceding steps. The traditional approach to homiletics seems to suggest that the goal of preaching is the third step, yielding; that is, the preacher’s goal is to induce the listener to yield to (and ultimately to act upon) a particular value, attitude, or belief. I suggest that the preacher’s goal should not be viewed as the yielding step at all but simply the previous step, comprehension. Someone might protest that this makes preaching merely a sterile intellectual exercise; but to say that is to miss the point. Certainly the preacher must deal with the whole man, including his emotions. My point is that the goal of preaching should be so to present the Gospel that the listener comprehends, sees, is grasped by the issues involved. This may well include and even require the use of ―emotional appeals,‖ but those appeals will be directed toward helping the listener to comprehend, not toward inducing him to yield. Technique has a valid role in inducing comprehension but should not be used by the preacher to induce yielding. Preaching must always be a fork-in-the-road experience for the listener. He must be so clearly and powerfully confronted with the truth that he cannot evade or ignore it. Comprehension is pressed upon him and he is forced to make a decision. But the decision is his to make, a matter between him and the Holy Spirit. The preacher has shown him the choice; now he is forced to decide, to accept or reject. What the preacher must not do is use the many techniques available to him to shuttle the listener down one road instead of the other, even though he deeply wants the listener to choose that way. To do so is to violate the listener’s freedom by manipulating him; but worse, it is to shoulder an intolerable burden, one that belongs only to the Holy spirit It is to take upon oneself the responsibility of getting results. The preacher is a herald or ambassador for Christ (U Cor. 5:20), a function inherent in the words used in the New Testament for preaching: the preacher comes to bring or announce the good news of Jesus Christ (euaggelizo), to solemnly proclaim the Gospel (kataggello), to announce as a herald the Living Word of God (kerusso). As the appointed messenger he is responsible for seeing that all hear and that, to the best of his ability, all understand. But the response of the hearers is not the messengers affair. He is not called upon to persuade the hearers to respond. Secular persuasion theory tries to help the speaker mold his efforts to the needs and values of the audience in order to produce the desired response. The preacher, on the other hand, should mold his efforts to his audience for a different reason: to ensure that they
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comprehend his message. He should use all the techniques at his disposal to put the message in terms that his audience can understand, to break through a hearers defenses so as to confront him with the truth. But having done this he dare go no further. Only the Holy Spirit can properly go beyond this point But, some may object, why can’t God use a speaker’s persuasive techniques to bring people to Christ? ―The answer is that he can and sometimes does. He does not need such ―help,‖ but he may use it in spite of us. But what about all those misguided persons who respond to the messenger instead of the message because of high-powered efforts to get results? Are we not at least partially responsible for leading them astray, for encouraging them to rest their faith on the "wisdom of men‖ rather than the ―strength of God,‖ and will we not be judged for our well-intended efforts that went beyond legitimate boundaries? This is not to say that the preacher must refrain from urging, entreating, exhorting, or beseeching his listeners to follow Christ The very essence of the Gospel is invitation, and some of the terms used in Scripture for example, parakaleo (Acts 2:40) and deomai (H Cor. 5:20) clearly portray ft aspect of the preacher’s ministry. Nothing I have said is meant to deny the validity of straightforward encouragement or exhortation to receive the Gospel, and of an opportunity to respond during the service. After all, invitation itself can hardly be viewed as a persuasive technique designed to induce (i.e., to cause rather than simply be the agent of) yielding. But the preacher would do well to have serious reservations about methods like these: 1.



Slick and flashy evangelism centered around a flamboyant, pseudo-celebrity type of evangelism (Says Packer ―Those who have begun to understand the sovereignty of God .. seek to efface themselves in all their work for God. They thus bear a practical witness to their belief that God is great, and reigns, by trying to make themselves smart, and to act in a way which is itself an acknowledgment that the fruitfulness of their Christian service depends wholly on God...‖ [Evangelism and the Sovereignty of God, p. 2711.)



2.



The familiar machine-gun, pulpit-pounding style of evangelistic preaching that tends to rev up the emotions but bypass the rational faculties.



3.



Sad-story-laden messages lack any real biblical substance.



4. Interminable invitations designed to wear down resistance until someone, anyone, responds. 5. Such widespread techniques as asking people to raise their hands to be prayed for and then asking all who raised their hands to come forward. (Unwittingly--or perhaps not so unwittingly--those who do this are using a very sophisticated method based upon a cognitive consistency model: having publicly admitted his need by raising his hand, the person is placed under tremendous social and psychological pressure to comply when the second invitation is given.) Such practices seem to be aimed at inducing yielding and should probably be avoided by those who do not want false results. In a widely published IBM advertisement an executive was portrayed in a pensive mood, and the copy read: ―No one can take the ultimate weight of decision-making off your shoulders. But the more you know about how things really are, the lighter the burden will be. IBM. Not just data, reality.‖ In a sense, the goal of the preacher should be to function for his listeners the way IBM purports to function for executives. ―The preacher cannot, must not, take the weight of decision-making from the shoulders of his hearers by employing persuasive techniques in such a way that he induces the listener to yield; but he
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can and must do everything in his power to induce comprehension of the reality of God’s claims upon the listener. ******************** * Reprinted with permission from Christianity Today (Feb. 4. 1977). Duane Liftin, Ph.D., Th.M., is Assistant Professor of Practical Theology at Dallas Seminary, Dallas, Texas. This article is an electronic version of an article originally published in Cultic Studies Journal, 1985, Volume 2, Number 2, pages 267-273. Please keep in mind that the pagination of this electronic reprint differs from that of the bound volume. This fact could affect how you enter bibliographic information in papers that you may write.
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Selections from the Second Vatican Council’s Declaration on Religious Freedom This Vatican Council declares that the human person has a right to religious freedom. This freedom means that all men are to be immune from coercion on the part of individuals or of social groups and of any human power, in such wise that no one is to be forced to act in a manner contrary to his own beliefs, whether privately or publicly, whether alone or in association with others, within due limits. The council further declares that the right to religious freedom has its foundation in the very dignity of the human person as this dignity is known through the revealed word of God and by reason itself. This right of the human person to religious freedom is to be recognized in the constitutional law whereby society is governed and thus it is to become a civil right. It is in accordance with their dignity as persons - that is, beings endowed with reason and free will and therefore privileged to bear personal responsibility – that all men should be at once impelled by nature and also bound by a moral obligation to seek the truth, especially religious truth. They are also bound to adhere to the truth, once it is known, and to order their whole lives in accord with the demands of truth. However, men cannot discharge these obligations in a manner in keeping with their own nature unless they enjoy immunity from external coercion as well as psychological freedom.. Truth, however, is to be sought after in a manner proper to the dignity of the human person and his social nature. The inquiry is to be free, carried on with the aid of teaching or instruction, communication and dialogue, in the course of which men explain to one another the truth they have discovered, or think they have discovered, in order thus to assist one another in the quest for truth. Moreover, as truth is discovered, it is by personal assent that men are to adhere to it .. The social nature of man, however, itself requires that he should give external expression to his internal acts of religion: that he should share with others in matters religious; that he should profess his religion in the community. Injury therefore is done to the human person and to the very order established by God for human life, if the free exercise of religion is denied in society, provided just public order is observed.. Religious communities also have the right not to be hindered in their public teaching and witness to their faith, whether by the spoken or by the written word. However, in spreading religious faith and in introducing religious practices everyone ought at all times to refrain from any manner of action which might seem to carry a hint of coercion or of a kind of persuasion that would be dishonorable or unworthy, especially when dealing with poor or uneducated people. Such a manner of action would have to be considered an abuse of one’s right and a violation of the right of others. This article is an electronic version of an article originally published in Cultic Studies Journal, 1985, Volume 2, Number 2, page 274. Please keep in mind that the pagination of this electronic reprint differs from that of the bound volume. This fact could affect how you enter bibliographic information in papers that you may write.
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“New Organizations Operating Under the Protection Afforded to Religious Bodies.” On May 22,1984, the European Parliament Adopted the Following Resolution: On a common approach by the Member States of the European Community towards various infringements of the law by new organizations operating under the protection afforded to religious bodies, the European Parliament. 



accepting the principle laid down in Article 9 of the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms;







having regard to the EEC Treaty and in particular Article 220 thereof,







having regard to the International Youth Year 1985,







having regard to the motions for resolution on: distress caused by Sun Myung Moon’s Unification Church (Doc. 1-2/82), the activities of Sun Myung Moon’s Unification Church (Doc. 1-109/82),







having regard to the report of the Committee on Youth, CUIMM Education, Information and Sport and the opinion of the Legal Affairs Committee (Doc.147/86),



A. having regard to the concern felt by individuals and families in the community at the activities of certain organizations described as ―new religious movements‖ insofar as their practices infringe human and civil rights and are detrimental to the position in society of those affected; B. stressing that full freedom of religion and opinion is a principle in the Member States and that the Community Institutions therefore have no right to judge the value of either religious beliefs in general or individual religious practices; C. convinced that, in this instance, the validity of religious beliefs is not in question, but rather the lawfulness of the practices used to recruit new members and the treatment they receive; D. whereas the problems arising from the emergence of the above mentioned organizations have attained worldwide dimensions, occurring in all Member States, although to different degrees, and having already promoted investigations, government action, and court judgments in various Member States; E. whereas the abandonment of their previous way of life by the members of these organizations raises social issues and issues connected with labor law, possibly adversely affecting not only the individuals involved, but also the Community and the social system; F. whereas it is very difficult, given the different terms used to describe these organizations in the Member States, to find a neutral expression which win be universally understood in the same way; Considers it necessary for the Councils of Ministers responsible, that is to say the Ministers of the Interior and Ministers of Justice meeting in European Political Cooperation, and the Council of Ministers for Social Affairs, to hold an exchange of information as soon as possible on the problems arising from the activity of the above mentioned organizations with particular reference to the following arm; (a) procedure applied in conferring charity status and tax exemption on such organizations;
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(b) compliance with the laws of the individual Member States, for example Labor Law and social security legislation; (c) consequences for the social system of failure to comply with these laws; (d) attempts to find missing persons and the possibilities of cooperation ,with third countries for this purpose; (e) ways in which the rights of members to personal freedom may be infringed; (f) creation of centers to assist those leaving these organizations by providing legal aid and assistance to reintegrate in society and find employment; (g) existence of legal loopholes owing to the differences in legislation of the individual countries, which enable possibly proscribed activities to be pursued from one country to another; Calls on the Member States to agree to pool data on the international ramifications of the above mentioned organizations, including those using cover names and front organizations, and on their activities in the Member States; Calls on the Commission, (a) to submit a report on the matters set out in paragraph 3 above with particular reference to the measures taken by government bodies, especially the police and the courts, in response to infringements of the law by these organizations, as well as the findings of government commissions of investigation into such organizations; (b) to develop ways of ensuring the effective protection of Community citizens to this field; Invites the Councils of Ministers responsible to discuss on the basis of the data collected and the Commission’s report the problems arising from the activities of the above mentioned organizations and to enable the Member States to cooperate with each other in protecting the rights of their citizens; Recommends that the following criteria be applied in investigating, reviewing and assessing the activity of the above mentioned organizations: (a) persons under the age of majority should not be forced on becoming a member of an organization to make a solemn long-term commitment that will determine the course of their lives; (b) there should be an adequate period of reflection on the financial or personal commitment involved; (c) after joining an organization contacts must be allowed with family and friends; (d) members who have already commenced a course of education should not be prevented from completing it; (e) the following rights of the individual must be respected: the right to leave an organization unhindered; the right to contact family and friends in person or by letter or telephone; the right to seek independent advice, legal or otherwise; the right to seek medical attention at any time; (f) no one may be incited to break any law, particularly with regard to fundraising, for example by begging or prostitution; (g) organizations may not extract permanent commitments from potential recruits, for example students or tourists, who are visitors to a country in which they are not resident;
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(h) during recruitment, the name and principles of the organization should always be made immediately clear; (i) such organizations must inform the competent authorities on request of the address or whereabouts of individual members; (j) the abovementioned organizations must ensure that individuals dependent on them and working on their behalf receive the social security benefits provided in the Member States in which they live or work: (k) if a member travels abroad in pursuit of the interest of an organization, it must accept responsibility for bringing the individual home, especially in the event of illness; (l) telephone calls and letters from members‖ families must be immediately passed on to them; (m) where recruits have children, organizations must do their utmost to further their education and health, and avoid any circumstances in which the children’s well-being might be at risk; Considers, moreover, a common approach within the context of the Council of Europe to be desirable and calls, therefore, on the governments of the Member States to press for appropriate agreements to be drawn up by the Council of Europe which will guarantee the individual effective protection from possible machinations by these organizations and their physical or mental coercion; Instructs its President to forward this resolution to the Commission and Council of the European Communities, to the Governments and national parliaments of the Members States, and to the Council of Europe.



This article is an electronic version of an article originally published in Cultic Studies Journal, 1985, Volume 2, Number 2, pages 275-277. Please keep in mind that the pagination of this electronic reprint differs from that of the bound volume. This fact could affect how you enter bibliographic information in papers that you may write.
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A Statement of Evaluation Regarding Maranatha Campus Ministries/Maranatha Christian Ministries/Maranatha Christian Church A Committee of Evangelical Theologians June 1983 In November 1982 a group of concerned evangelical Christians met for two days in Santa Barbara, California, with the leadership of Maranatha Christian Ministries (MCM) and three theological advisors to MCM. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss a number of serious problems relating to the teaching and practices of MCM. The signatories of this statement were among those present at that meeting. All of us share a common interest in new religious movements; some of as, by virtue of our organizational or academic ties, have been heavily involved in research and writing in the area of cults and aberrational Christian groups. Because of our involvement in this area of study and research, and because of the public visibility of the various organizations with which we are associated, it was understandable that we would receive inquiries about a relatively new and unknown organization called Maranatha Campus Ministries (or Maranatha Christian Ministries and, more recently, Maranatha Christian Church), which was becoming active on university campuses throughout the United States. Many of the reports we received, along with a growing number of newspaper accounts, were highly critical of MCM's impact on the lives of some individuals and families. It was for the purpose of discussing these concerns that we convened the meeting in 1982. Before that meeting and since, we have been gathering information from various sources, including MCM, in order to assist us to better understand and evaluate the activities and doctrines of this organization. The present statement is a brief summary of our conclusions. It should be noted from the outset that the leadership of MCM, although generally cooperative with our efforts, differs considerably from us with regard to the objectives of our inquiry, the methodology we used, and especially the conclusions we have reached. From the very first meeting in November 1982, the ad hoc committee saw as one of its primary goals the gathering of information and documents so that a fair and comprehensive evaluation of MCM could be made. As part of that evaluation process, we agreed in 1982 to ―communicate again in November 1983 to assess the progress made by MCM." On January 5, 1984, we issued a report to the MCM leadership which was highly critical of MCM. but which was the result of our sincere and honest appraisal of the group. In the Preface to that report we affirmed the biblical principle of spreading the truth in love. The MCM leadership responded that we had focused on the negative and had failed to assess the progress made by MCM since November 1982. MCM's perception of the role of our committees, in short, was that we should have restricted our assessment to ―the positive things that have happened.‖ That view of assessment was in sharp contrast to the commune's own view of itself as engaged in a careful and comprehensive evaluation which included both positive and negative components. There was also a major divergence of perception between the committee and MCM leadership concerning the nature of the ―assessment process and the means by which information and evidence would be obtained. MCM has expressed concern that we relied heavily on material and information originating in the period of &m prior to the November Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 45



1982 meeting and has suggested that we limit our. Assessment to the post-1982 period. This again was in sharp contrast to the view of the committee, which has not limited its investigation to the period since 1982. Logically, it would seem to follow that the concerns which caused us to meet in the first place (in 1982) would continue to be part of the focus of our research. However, it should be made clear that much of the material which we have gathered has been obtained since November 1982 and applies to that more recent segment of our inquiry. MCM has viewed negatively our discussions with former members who were part of the organization prior to our initial meeting in 1982. In our attempt to talk with both former members and current members, we saw no reason to limit the time frame for our investigation. We think that the MCM leadership failed to understand that our concern about and ―assessment‖ of their organization was not limited to the period from November 1982 to November 1983. MCM has expressed the view that the committee has not lived up to its promises with regard to the often-cited statement of November 20, 1982. It is their contention that we have not provided them with sufficient documentation of specific instances of complaint or concern which have been brought to our attention so that they MCM might investigate and address the specific problem situations. In fact, what has frequently occurred as we sought input from all available sources was, for example, a situation in which parents would refuse to provide us with detailed information unless we promised not to reveal their names to MCM leadership. Whether the parents' perception of the situation was correct or not, the fact remains that they felt that their relationship with their son or daughter would be severely impaired if such information were made public. We decided to accept their testimony and to honor their requests for anonymity. The fact that such requests were regularly expressed by parents is in itself worthy of reflection. On those few occasions when parents agreed to have members of the committee act as neutral third parties, the MCM leadership acknowledged that we had indeed followed the ―guidelines‖ as set forth in the November 20, 1982 statement. The committee does not feel it has engaged in any inappropriate investigation, including the above-mentioned sources, nor was it improper for us to receive input from individuals not currently or directly involved in situations requiring investigation or resolution by MCM leadership. We mention this only to underscore our belief that MCM has narrowly interpreted and misapplied the November 20, 1982 statement. The committee has indicated to MCM leadership, and herein repeats its conviction, that MCM may have indeed generated considerable good will in the evangelical community. But we have consistently felt that the MCM leadership did not want us to make public any adverse comment about their movement. With the foregoing discussion providing a necessary background, we now present, in very abbreviated form our comments and evaluation concerning MCM. All references to MCM apply to the movement as a whole, and not to any specific congregation or campus location. Concerns About Doctrine Since orthodoxy is essential for any group seeking to follow Christ, we have examined various MCM materials, including galleys of their most recent revised editions, for their doctrinal content and soundness. There has been disagreement between MCM and the committee regarding the value of these materials in evaluating MCM theology. MCM has maintained that ―the opinions and teachings expressed in these books ... do not necessarily reflect the views of every elder, nor have they been approved by the Board of Elders as official doctrine.‖ In the absence of any other ―official" material, the committee has maintained that materials published by MCM, taught by MCM, required by MCM for reading
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(such as Bible Studies for a Firm Foundation), defended by MCM, and even revised and corrected by MCM as a result of our criticism, should be representative of MCA’s theology and theological methodology. From our examination of MCM materials and communication with both former and current members, we, first of all, could not detect a complete system of theology. There were some essential areas of theology for which we could find little or no teaching. Second, we discovered what we perceived to be a number of doctrinal and methodological problems. We presented these to MCM in 1982 and, consequently, some revisions and changes in the materials were made. In our Report of 1984, we again mentioned problem we had observed. As a result, MCM has indicated that some other changes will be forthcoming. MCM has also provided some further explanation regarding certain doctrinal matters. We believe that MCM is an evangelical Christian ministry. We recognize, from our assessment of their ministry, that we have some clear doctrinal differences with MCM. But even taking this into consideration, we believe there are some major concerns in the areas of theology and theological methodology that still bear watching and therefore should be mentioned here. Although MCM seeks to regard the Bible as their final authority, there are some teachings and practices, such as receiving personal "revelations‖ (i.e., a ―word from the Lord‖ regarding a doctrinal point or point of practice), which could, in effect, negate this affirmation. Even though MCM has repeatedly stated that such "revelations‖ (―words‖) are to be tested by Scripture, and cannot go against the clear teaching of Scripture, our concern has been that MCM's use of a ―subjective‖ hermeneutic is insufficient to effectively test the truth of a "subjective" revelation, because both are ―subjectively‖ derived. Thus, it appears to us that there is at least the potential for the final authority to rest more with the ―revelations" of MCM leaders than the Bible. We appreciate the report in MCM's Response that ―in the past year, our pastors have been much more concerned with the context within which a particular scripture appears. They have been concerned about the historical and language background of the passage.‖ But we still believe that much more is needed. For example, in our opinion, the materials in current use still fail in general to demonstrate even those principles of historical grammatical interpretation mentioned above by MCM. All too frequently, the materials present teachings based on arbitrary allegorization, decontextualization, isogetical interpretation, and unsubstantiated premises. Apart from the issue of a proper interpretation and use of Scripture, we are concerned that a lack of adherence to objective hermeneutical principles could provide the potential for the elevation of personal ―revelation‖ to a place equal to, if not superior to, the Word of God. We have yet to see in MCM materials or receive from MCM any definitive presentation or explanation of their doctrine of the Trinity. Although MCM has now affirmed its agreement with the Lausanne Covenant (i.e., ―...belief in one eternal God, Creator and Lord of the world, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit..‖), they still have not clarified to us whether their understanding of that statement is modalistic (one God in three forms, modes, or offices), trinitarian (one God in three Persons), or broad enough to include both modalism and trinitarian. Finally, despite much clarification and explanation by MCM, we still have concerns regarding their understanding of the doctrine of the church, especially in the area of authority. Though this is an area of doctrinal difference that we have with MCM, we believe that MCM could improve itself by giving more consideration to the priesthood of believers, and the accountability and limits of church leaders.
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While the aforementioned are but some of the concerns we have, they are nevertheless important ones that need to be considered by the larger Christian community. Concerns About Practices The effects which religious groups have on individuals who join them are extensions of the theology and teachings of those groups. In our opinion, some questionable practices and some reported impacts on the lives of members are a result of certain emphases and teachings of MCM. It is our opinion that MCM has an authoritarian orientation with potential negative consequences for members. It has been reported that leaders have used personal ―revelation‖ from God to exert strong influence over the decisions of individual members’ decisions regarding their academic careers, their spiritual life, and their personal affairs. Former members have indicated that they were discouraged from raising questions or exhibiting dissent. They have reported that those who questioned the hierarchy were said to have a "spirit of rebellion.‖ Less than total Commitment to the goals of the leadership was sometimes interpreted as spiritual weakness or the result of ―demonic‖ influence. Despite comments by MCM leaders, it is the committee's opinion, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, that rank and file members have not been encouraged to think critically (i.e., discerningly) about the teachings of MCM or to examine alternative biblical positions. MCM has stated to this committee: "We do not view other groups and individuals outside our ministry with condescension or disdain.‖ Despite that protestation, we have verification from various independent sources that MCM leaders foster feelings of spiritual elitism and a ―greater anointing‖ vis-a-vis most other evangelical Christian groups or churches. As one ex-member described it, ―We were the most dynamic, exciting young people for God they had ever seen...God’s Green Berets!‖ From our perspective, it is clear that MCM has experienced considerable adversarial relationships with families of members. Parents have reported that their children have become secretive, evasive, distant, and sometimes hostile. Maranatha correctly observes that some of these problems derive from the fact that many of the young people they minister to come from non-Christian backgrounds and therefore some misunderstandings are inevitable. However, it is our observation that even Christian parents have expressed more than a little concern abut MCM's impact on the personalities and behavior patterns of their sons and daughters. MCM leaders seem to discount such statements as evidence of misunderstanding, persecution, being ―singled-out‖ or examples of isolated events. The MCM teaching regarding dating practices is another example of clear differences of opinion between the committee and MCM leadership. As a result of its so-called ―dating revelation,‖ MCM discourages normative dating practices and cites extreme examples of sexual misconduct (even among other Christians) in the collegiate subculture to justify its stance. Public statements by top MCM people to clarify the organization’s position have sometimes been unclear and confusing. MCM asserts that this is not the case. Based on our discussions with former members, some of whom have been in leadership positions, it is our opinion that MCM has a tendency to make some individuals overly dependent upon the organization. It is also our view that MCM may exert a strong influence on the personal and spiritual lives of members, creating the appearance of manipulation and regimentation. MCM explains that the problems which we have briefly mentioned here are ―isolated events" or can be understood largely in the context of particular family or personal circumstances. While we allow that such explanations may sometimes be valid, we maintain that the information we have obtained is sufficiently convincing for us to conclude that MCM
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continues to create a psychospiritual context which could have negative implications for some members. Finally, we understand that MCM does not publish a yearly audited financial report. They have responded favorably to suggestions we have made regarding fiscal matters, and we hope that they will indeed institute needed changes in this area, too. Conclusion In conclusion, it is our opinion that MCM has failed to distinguish properly between the nature of a private grievance procedure and a public issue requiring public comment. It should be noted, however, that this Statemen4 in its entirety, has first been communicated privately to the leadership of Maranatha Christian Ministries. Because of the public nature of the questions being raised by others about MCM, it is our opinion that wider discussion of these concerns is needed in both the Christian and non-Christian communities. Those of us who have signed this Statement have been approached by individuals as well as by national organizations seeking our evaluation of MCM, and we hereby present a summary of our concerns. Until we have clearer understanding of the changes which MCM claims are being implemented and until we see more discernible evidence of change in the lives of people being impacted by MCM, we would not recommend this organization to anyone. Ad Hoc Committee Dr. James Bjornstad, Academic Dean, Northeastern Bible College, Essex Falls, New Jersey Steve Cannon, Director, Personal Freedom Outreach, SW, Phoenix, Arizona Dr. Ronald Enroth, Professor of Sociology, Westminster College, Santa Barbara, California Karen Hoyt, Executive Director, Spiritual Counterfeits Project, Berkeley, California Dr. Gordon Lewis, Professor of Sytematic Theology, Denver Seminary, Denver, Colorado Brian Onken, Senior Research Consultant, Christian Research Institute, El Toro, California This article is an electronic version of an article originally published in Cultic Studies Journal, 1985, Volume 2, Number 2, pages 278-283. Please keep in mind that the pagination of this electronic reprint differs from that of the bound volume. This fact could affect how you enter bibliographic information in papers that you may write.
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Statement by Cardinal Basil Hume Guidelines for Opus Dei in Westminster Diocese December 2, 1981 For a considerable time I have studied carefully certain public criticisms made about the activities of Opus Dei in Britain and I have also examined the correspondence addressed to me on the same subject. Some of these letters have been critical; some have expressed sincere admiration for the personal qualities of members of Opus Dei and appreciation of their influence. I have also had meetings with those responsible for Opus Dei in this country. Opus Dei is a movement of priests and lay-people within the Church which has the official approval of the Holy See. However, in so far as it is established within the diocese of Westminster, I have a responsibility, as bishop, to ensure the welfare of the whole local Church as well as the best interest of Opus Dei itself. As a result of this study I have made known to those responsible for Opus Dei in this country what I consider to be the right recommendations for the future activity of its members within the diocese of Westminster. I now wish to make public these four recommendations. Each of them arises from one fundamental principle: that the procedures and activities of an international movement, present in a particular diocese, may well have to be modified prudently in the light of the cultural differences and legitimate local customs and standards of the society within which that international body seeks to work. These recommendations must not be seen as a criticism of the integrity of the members of Opus Dei or of their zeal in promoting their apostolate. I am making them public in order to meet understandable anxieties and to encourage sound pastoral practice within the diocese. The four recommendations are as follows: No person under eighteen years of age should be allowed to take any vow or long-term commitment in association with Opus Dei. It is essential that young people who wish to join Opus Dei should first discuss the matter with their parents or legal guardians. If there are, by exception, good reasons for not approaching their families, these reasons should, in every case, be discussed with the local bishop or his delegate. While it is accepted that those who join Opus Dei take on the proper duties and responsibilities of membership, care must be taken to respect the freedom of the individual: first, the freedom of the individual to join or to leave the organization without undue pressure being exerted; secondly, the freedom of the individual at any stage to choose his or her own spiritual director, whether or not the director is a member of Opus Dei. Initiatives and activities of Opus Dei, within the diocese of Westminster, should carry a clear indication of their sponsorship and management. I am confident that these four guidelines will in no way hinder Opus Dei in the apostolic work to which it has committed itself, but will help it to adapt to the traditional spirituality and instincts of our people. I will naturally remain in close touch with priests and members of Opus Dei within the diocese of Westminster. This article is an electronic version of an article originally published in Cultic Studies Journal, 1985, Volume 2, Number 2, pages 284-285. Please keep in mind that the pagination of this electronic reprint differs from that of the bound volume. This fact could affect how you enter bibliographic information in papers that you may write. Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 50



Resolution on Missionaries and Deprogramming Department of Interreligious Affairs, United American Hebrew Congregations While the right to proselytize in our society is protected by constitutional guarantees of religious liberty, we are concerned, nonetheless, by the current intensification of missionary activity directed towards Jews in many parts of this country. Those guarantees neither legitimize nor justify tactics which some missionary groups and cults use when directing their efforts towards Jews: coercion, misrepresentation of the meaning of religious symbols, abuse of religious rites and practices. This deception and manipulation often violates the civil rights of those members who are its victims. Membership in some cults is frequently sustained by tactics of physical and emotional coercion which represent a violation of civil liberties; specifically, freedom of choice and freedom of religion. We are also concerned with the false assertion that it is possible for Jews, without leaving Judaism, to accept a basic principle of Christianity or cults, that Jesus or any designated leader of a cult is the Messiah. Judaism rejects the theological belief that Jesus was the Christ the Messiah. Since one cannot be a Christian without subscribing to that notion in some form, it follows that one cannot be both a Christian and a believing Jew at the same time. Judaism further rejects any suggestion that one is ―fulfilled‖ as a Jew by becoming a believer in or follower of Jesus Christ or any designated leader of a cult. To teach otherwise is to teach false doctrine, to misrepresent Jewish belief and to distort Jewish teaching. Such misrepresentations and abuses are offensive. They should be exposed and vigorously opposed. We commend the efforts of those in the Christian community who have demonstrated their sensitivity to this problem by refusing to endorse or cooperate with ―missions to the Jews‖ which engage in these practices. We applaud their condemnation of such unacceptable practices. They realize, as do we, that the danger of these groups is not so much that they will convert Jews, as that such approaches stigmatize all Christianity and jeopardize legitimate interreligious communication and efforts. We further oppose the practice of those cults that use deceit, fear, Satanism and the distortion of our Bible in their attempt to lure youngsters from their family and their faith. We find particularly abhorrent the assertion that the 6,000,000 Jews who died in the Holocaust were paying indemnity for having killed Jesus. Such ―teachings‖ are outrageous and intolerable. We commend those Jews and Christians who have brought to public attention the dangers and the deceits in such groups. We affirm the right to use legal deprogramming efforts. We fully understand the motivations of and empathize with Jewish families who may have lost a child to a missionary movement or to a cult, but we cannot affirm the right of the use of illegal deprogramming efforts which use illegal coercive measures, even when they are designated to return an offspring to the family faith. The book of Proverbs teaches, ―Train up a child in the way he should go and even when he is old he will not depart front it.‖ (PR. 22:16) It is an admonition worth our serious effort. We recommend that our Movement: 1. Sponsor education programs for youth and adults on comparative religion with specific attention to the historical period at the beginning of the Common Era and to the development of such religious ideas as the meaning of Messiah and messianism in Judaism which distinguish Judaism from Christianity.
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2. Develop programs and materials which would enable Jews to respond to missionary pressures. 3. Disseminate information to our youth and adults concerning the approaches used by missionary and cult groups and suggest techniques to deal with them. 4. Oppose rescue efforts that illegally use force, violence, or restraint. 5. We further urge the proper agencies of government to investigate alleged violations of civil liberties and rights of victim of religious cults. 6. Consult with and take advantage of the resources of the UAHC’s Department of Interreligious Affairs. 7. Work locally and nationally with others both in the Jewish and Christian communities who are concerned with missions to the Jews and with the implications of these efforts on Christian beliefs and practices and on interreligious relations in this country. 8. Work locally and nationally with individuals and groups concerned with activities of cults. Join in an effort to remove the influence of such groups from within our communities. * This Resolution was adopted by the United American Hebrew Congregations on November 21, 1977.
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Disciple Abuse Gordon MacDonald Where the potential for good is great, so is the potential for harm. How can you avoid destructive discipline relationships? Child abuse, police brutality, sexual harassment shocking terms that have entered our modern vocabulary in recent years. They refer to painful and often destructive patterns in human relationships when one person misuses a privileged position in order to exploit and dominate another. Add another term to the list disciple abuse. It happens with alarming frequency. A man in his early thirties visits with me to talk of disillusionment with his spiritual life, his marriage, and his personal disciplines. As we talk, he refers back to his college days when he and his fiancé (later his wife) had come under the influence of a Christian leader known for a heavy emphasis upon discipling. ―What I realize now,‖ he says, ―is that we were pressed to become extensions of him rather than more mature versions of what we ourselves really were. Both of us became too tightly tied in the relationship with him. ―We always lived with the fear of disappointing him, of letting him down. I-le had this way of indicating strong displeasure if you disagreed with him. And when my wife and I decided that we were in love and wanted to get married, he simply turned his back upon us. He didn’t come to our wedding; he never made contact with us again. It was a terribly disillusioning experience, and to this day (years later) we find it very hard to trust anyone in spiritual leadership. My visitor is describing some of the results of what I call disciple abuse. Dangers of Corrupted Intimacy The act of discipling what I like to refer to as "person growing‖ is among the most intimate of human relationships. And when there is potential for great intimacy between people, there is the possibility for either growth and development or oppression and destruction. We need to talk often of the marvelous possibilities which come from discipling relationships, but we ought not to ignore the dark side when such intimacy turns sour and disciples are abused. Dimensions of Discipling ―Here are five critical dimensions in discipling: The calling/commitment encounter in which a discipling relationship begins. The mentoring process in which a transference of learning takes place. The broadening effort in which the disciple-grower opens the eyes of the disciple to possibilities and opportunities by exposing him to responsibility. The releasing dimension in which the discipler terminates the formal discipling relationships by sending the disciple out to his own tasks. And, finally, what I call the affirming/appreciating element, which ought to happen continually, long after the formal discipling relationship has been transformed into what I call a friendship.
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In each of these critical dimensions there is potential for abuse, and the would-be mentor must show extreme care that what was intended to be people-growing does not turn out to be people-crippling. Calling/Commitment Discipling usually has a starting point Jesus encountered Matthew, the tolltaker, for example, and said ―Follow me.‖ And Matthew did! A relationship began, and he was slowly shaped into Christlikeness and prepared for a mission. Why did Jesus pick him? Why, for that matter, did he pick any of the Twelve? There are none of them to whom I would have been drawn. Certainly there is no indication that they were compliant, that they were hero-worshipers, or that they were unemployed or needed something to do. Credit Christ with taking on a strange, divine, hard-to-control team But not every disciple-grower does it that way. Abusive disciplemaking begins when someone seeks people with the conscious or unconscious aim not of growing or leading them, but of controlling them. Sadly, this can be and often is effectively done in the name of discipling. The extremity of this tendency is cultism. Substituting Control for Nurture Such controlling does not produce disciples who are Christlike; it rather provides psychic gratification for the one doing the controlling. The product is an abused disciple. Some would-be disciple-growers like to control others because they are themselves insecure, uneasy in normal peer relationships, or simply driven to manipulate others for personal emotional gain. Perhaps Diotrephes (cf. 3 In. 9) was one of these. When these sorts of people emerge in a Christian context (and we must not fail to fare " reality), they cloak their intentions in theological vocabulary and defend their motives and methods in a most impressive Christian framework. Their preferred relationship with a "younger Christian‖ promises spiritual maturity but in fact leads to relational domination. The corollary to this potentially abusive situation centers on the one being discipled. For there are many potential "disciples‖ who are not that at all. Their motive for accepting a mentoring relationship is not a genuine quest for maturity but an emotional need for a surrogate father or mother. In our modem times of absentee parents, it is not unusual for young adults to possess a subconscious need for parenting which they did not experience in childhood or adolescence. They seek to fill the voids where there was no authority, affirmation, or rebuke. For the abusive discipler who wants to control, these are ripe for the picking. For the genuine disciple-grower, they are a drain on his energies, and it is important to discern such inadequate motives before it is too late. Certainly these people need help, but what they need is not discipling but counseling. The Mentoring Process There is a delicate balance to be maintained in the discipling relationship. The objective of authentic discipling is to point a person toward maturity by what we call Christlikeness. Abuse comes when Christlikeness is abandoned for cloning. in the former, the eyes of both parties in the relationship are set upon what it takes to follow Christ; in the latter, the subtle shift comes when the mentor pressures the disciple to become a copy of himself. We can see examples of this not only in personal discipling relationships but sometimes in religious movements where scores of followers become ―duplicates‖ of the leader who Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 54



becomes a father or hero figure. Pressure can be exerted on the ―disciples‖ through the selective use of guilt, fear, anger, threat of ostracism from the larger group, and through a constant barrage of adulation directed toward the leader. In this form of disciple abuse, the disciple-grower sets out to create a clone or a replica of himself or (what may be more the truth) what the discipler wishes he himself could be. The Christian community was never meant to be a collection of ―cookie-cut" human beings. The gospel delights in a Christlike individuality for each disciple. One never sees Jesus, for example, squelching the dynamism of Peter. Rather, He simply seeks to envelop Peter’s temperament in wisdom and spiritual character. The Apostle Peter, who so wisely gives leadership to the Jerusalem church in its early days, is the same Simon Peter of earlier days who was marked with impulsiveness and a competitive spirit. The only difference between the apostle and the fisherman is maturity, not suppressed individuality. The disciple-grower abuses his son/daughter in the faith when there is disregard for the disciple’s gifts, temperament, and personality style. When these things are forcefully modified, they do not disappear, they are simply suppressed and usually await another time to spring out. And when they do, they emerge in their original immaturity. The process is defeated; the disciple is left abused. The Broadening Effort There has been considerable abuse in the ministry of discipling when the one in spiritual directorship has attempted to single-handedly and exclusively control the ―world‖ of the disciple. It can happen, first of all, when a mentor attempts to assert domination over virtually allpersonal decision-making. The disciple may not be permitted to engage in interpersonal relationships without the leader’s approval; he is not to discern the will or purposes of God without consultation; there is no freedom to make decisions without fear of being berated or rebuked; the use of one’s time is carefully controlled and critiqued. Sadly, there are many people who are only too glad to submit to such an arrangement. They are afraid to think, to make decisions, to take the risks involved in healthy Christian living. They thus open themselves to those who in the name of disciple-making would handle these matters for them by imposing rules, arbitrary expectations, and demands for consultation on all personal matters. ―Me process eventuates in a dangerous dependency which denies maturity to the disciple and provides unwholesome psychic gratification to the mentor. This sort of suppression is not always easy to observe at first . The disciple is not aware that he is being manipulated or controlled. In fact, it may only become clear that this is what is happening when the disciple dares to appeal to other authorities or to his own inner awareness. In such cases the disciple is liable to be ridiculed or threatened with relational isolation, told he is departing from the will of God, or accused of diminishing spirituality. If the disciple has come to love the discipler (or fear him) this can be a powerful deterrent to independent growth. And the result is a serious kind of abuse. We need to remind ourselves how easy it is for this sort of abuse to occur in Christian circles. If we were talking about the context of business, the dominating person would be threatening the novice with a loss of job. But in the Christian context, one can abuse young believers by appealing to a superior relationship to God which appears to bring with it deeper insight. One can effectively claim mysterious authority and impose the threat of some sort of spiritual judgment.
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All of this can be seriously intimidating to an impressionable young Christian. And it, too, results in abuse. Releasing/Sending The dimensions of discipling involve not only a beginning moment, which I have labeled ―calling/commitment,‖ but also all healthy discipling relationships terminate with what could be called a "release/send" component. This is a time when the definitions of discipling and friendship ought to be contrasted. Theoretically, friendships are based upon a peer experience; discipling relationships are not. In mentoring there is clearly a predominant leader in the equation, and that does not exist in the simple friendship. Furthermore, friendships are not thought of in terms of a termination point; but healthy discipling relationships must always have an end. While friendships emphasize a level of companionship for its own sake, discipling implies the preparation of someone for a function or a level of character quality. Disciples are abused when disciple-growers disregard these contrasts and either permit the discipling relationship to become solely a friendship, without goals of growth and development, before the discipling is completed, or worse yet choose never to release and send the disciple to the goal of the original call and commitment. Disciple-growers, as a rule, have a difficult dim letting go of their protégés. And this is a natural, human tendency. Parents, as many of us have discovered, do not easily face the fact that their children are growing up and no longer need strict parental supervision. In the same way a discipler is frequently tempted to think that his/her charge is in need of continuing protection, training, or consultation. ―Thus, no release; limited, if any, sending out to responsibility. I find it fascinating that Jesus seems always to have sent His disciples out to tasks just before most of us would have felt they were ready. At one point He says to them in a rather ironic turn of words, ―I am sending you out like sheep among wolves‖ (Mt 10: 16). It was His way of saying that His men were going to get kicked around, bitterly opposed, and probably humiliated. But that was okay with Him. The learning experience would be invaluable. And when they returned, they’d have a serious mind to listen to further teaching. They would be bursting with questions instead of drowning in cockiness. Disciple-growers do find it difficult to release disciples. There is a loss of relational power and influence. There is the risk that the disciple may actually move out and begin to beat the disciple-grower at his own ―game.‖ Thus, abuse occurs when the disciple-grower consciously or subconsciously refuses to let go. The mentor may constantly criticize the disciple, making sure that short strings are maintained. He may give the disciple little satisfaction that growth is taking place. The abusive discipler may want to make the disciple think that the relationship is still needed and that the release cannot happen yet (if ever). When this sort of holding-on happens in families between parents and children, there is often a rebellious atmosphere. There can be serious tension as the younger tries to prove himself to the older and the older attempts to demonstrate through superior knowledge and expertise that the younger is not yet ready for the real world. Everyone loses, and it is not unusual for there to be a long-lasting break in the relationship between parent and child. The very same negative dynamic occurs in mentoring experiences in which there is a reluctance to release and send. The evidence that this is happening will be seen where a
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strong leader keeps a never-changing group of people around him each discharging the tasks assigned to him but never released to pursue God's call for himself. The abused disciple who is not released and sent never has the satisfaction that he has proved his worth to either the mentor or God. The result is stunted growth often causing frustration, anger, and rebellion. Continuing Affirmation/Appreciation There is a final aspect of the discipline process that often goes ignored. And that is the importance of a continuing flow of affirmation and appreciation between the disciple-grower and the disciple. Once there has been a release (healthy or unhealthy) of the disciple, it is not unusual for some mentors to cut themselves off from the disciple. The result: a strange silence! I have been on the receiving end of that silence from someone who helped disciple me. And I have also become silent toward some whom I had helped disciple. I now understand why that sometimes happens. Though releasing and sending disciples may be painted as beautiful and satisfying, it is painful nevertheless to release a disciple whom one has loved and cared for no matter how right and ready the time is. The humanness in us sometimes is tempted to believe that the disciple newly released cannot make it without us. He is sure to stumble, we hear ourselves reasoning, sure to come staggering back for help and advice, to admit that he didn’t realize how much he needed us. And when it does not happen when the disciple lives a confident. fruitful life without constant oversight the discipler is tempted to feel unneeded and unwanted. ―Thus silence. While the disciple-grower waits ... and waits ... and waits for a return that may never happen. Usually the disciple does not come back, and he may even go on to prove that he not only is everything his discipler originally wanted him to be, but even more. It is a credit to Christ that he not only trained His disciples to go far beyond the quantitative limits of His own ministry, but also outwardly told them that this was exactly what would happen. ―I tell you the truth, anyone who has faith in me will do what I have been doing. He will do even greater things than these, because I am going to the Father (In. 14:12). This pain of parting sometimes causes the insensitive disciple-grower to assume that his protégé does not need continuing affirmation or to be told that what the disciple is achieving and becoming is pleasing to the mentor. Nothing could be further from the truth. Usually, the release and sent disciple is aching for a word of ―well done‖ from his teacher, and hurts badly when it does not come. Perhaps abuse is a strong word at this point, but it is a fact that the unaffirmed disciple always wonders if the one who taught him really still cares or is interested. With regularity the disciple looks over his shoulder wondering if the old mentor is proud or pleased with what the novice has become, and when no word comes, he is left puzzled and hurting. Avoiding Disciple Abuse It is possible to abuse disciples. In fact, it is easy to do it. How can we avoid it? Several thoughts. The disciple-grower must first of all realize that his approval and disapproval through words, the giving of love or the withholding of it, and the modeling of his life is often perceived by the disciple at a far louder and stronger level than the disciple-grower ever meant it to be. My wife often reminds me that what I say at a ―4‖ (on a 1-10 scale) is usually heard at an ―8.‖ When I forget that, I often abuse people I really meant to assist.
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A disciple-grower must also never forget that the goal of discipline is to present every man mature in Christ (Col. 1:28). Disciple-growers are not out to change people; they are out to grow them. The gardener does not try by the force of his will to make peas into roses. He merely cultivates the ground in which peas are planted, freeing them to become what God meant them to be. Finally, the disciple-grower must discipline himself to affirm his disciple and delight in what the disciple is doing. He must be the temporary conveyer of the words, ―Well done!‖ (Mt. 25:21) until they are heard from the Father Himself. Disciple abuse is a serious matter. Examples abound. ―Me man I described at the beginning is one of them. As we talk together about his past experience, I try to point out to him that his discipler was quite human after an. He had his needs, his blind spots, his sins. We pray asking for forgiveness for abusive things done years ago that have their effect even today upon a person, a marriage, a concept of God. And when we finish our conversation, I feel as if there has been a release and a healing of some sort. But I’m also very much aware that it is just a beginning. A lot more forgiving and forgetting will have to happen. A very powerful ministry called discipline has been misused; a man and a woman have been spiritually abused. Those of us trusted with spiritual leadership must be careful not to let this happen through us. ****************** *Reprinted with permission from Discipleship Journal (Issue Thirty, 1985). ************************************ Gordon MacDonald is president of InterVarsity Christian Fellowship. He is the author of many books, including If Those Who Reach Could Teach, Magnificent Marriage, and Facing Turbulent Times. This article is an electronic version of an article originally published in Cultic Studies Journal, 1985, Volume 2, Number 2, pages 288-295. Please keep in mind that the pagination of this electronic reprint differs from that of the bound volume. This fact could affect how you enter bibliographic information in papers that you may write.



Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 58



How to Talk to People Who are Trying to Save You Ross Miller They stop you on campus, knock on your door, ―waylay‖ you on the street. They just want a few minutes of your time ... to take a survey, or talk about Christian faith. Though not a model Christian, and certainly no Bible scholar or theologian, you do consider yourself a ―Christian.‖ How do you respond to these aggressive folk? 1.



Be glad. They’re trying to do you good. After all, they want to keep you from eternal fire! You may mot like their methods or message, but they mean well.



2.



Be careful Despite their sincere desire to save you, they are not necessarily eager to know what you think, believe, or feel. Their inquiries are calculated 1) to assess your salvation state (and any response that’s halting or deviating from their pat formula will get you classified as ―unsaved," regardless of Christian credentials like baptism confirmation, church membership); and, presuming you flunk their test, 2) to make you feel spiritually inadequate and in need of what they offer.



3. Don't expect dialogue. Dialogue means a two-way sharing of ideas in an atmosphere of mutual respect. You’ll soon learn that they have little interest in your views. They do not expect to find spiritual nourishment in your statements. (It is possible for persons of differing religious views to share ideas without attempts to trap or demean each other. Such an exchange can stimulate the growth of both participants.) Their goal is, as they say, ―to win you to Christ‖ a very competitive concept! And they feel very strongly that they, not you, are the authorities on "Christ.‖ 4. Resist the temptation to debate! In the first place, unless you’re "well-versed‖ in Scripture and theology, you’ll come off badly. And if you’re ready to debate, be assured that your superior arguments will rarely convince them to change. (They might be surprised at someone as sure as they are, having mostly encountered the unsure and ignorant. But they’ll most likely assume that the Devil’s got you.) Furthermore though debating may be fun, demolishing your opponent with argument may not be the outcome you want. (See below, ―Try to act Christian.‖) 5. Don’t feel your experience of God is deficient if it doesn’t fit their "born-again" pattern. For some Christians conversion (turning toward God) is sudden and emotionally overwhelming. Others experience a more gradual rebirthing and growth in faith. God’s not stuck with a single strategy for transforming humans. Christians from the first through the twentieth century testify to an amazing diversity of ―divine styles.‖ 6. Don’t worry if you can’t answer questions! Be wary of those who articulate a scheme of salvation with the precision of an AAA map. Such precision does not emerge from the Bible or the witness of the church. AD such simple ―maps" must be taken for what they are: attempts to make the Divine Mystery comprehensible (Cf. Classic comics). Though we continually try to communicate our faith in understandable terms, we are always humbled by the limits of language to grasp the Mystery we encounter. If their questions baffle and bother you, don’t assume they’re right and you’re wrong. Share these questions with your pastor or campus minister (like checking Consumers' Report before you buy an encyclopedia.) 7. Ask questions of your own. One of the problems with these "encounters" is their offensive/defensive nature very offensive at first! Though debate or dialogue may not work, you can at least exchange information. For example, you might ask questions about their group: Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 59



    



How does your group deal with differing interpretations of the Bible? (You mean, everyone always agrees?) How does your group view women their role in the church, society, family? Can they be ministers, leaders? What kinds of positions has your group taken on registration for the draft and the Nuclear Freeze? Do you see any conflicts between Jesus‖ teachings and war? Do you agree with Billy Graham about the sinfulness of the arms race? Who are your Christian heroes and heroines? Martin Luther King, Jr.? Those who work with the poor in the ghettos? Does your group welcome seekers, doubters? Persons with different views? Gays? Lesbians?



Important: Don’t try to trap them, that’s their game. Your questions must be genuine. 8. Try to act "Christian." Remember, these persons trying to comer you (for the sincerest of reasons) are persons whom God loves. Despite their apparent strength, they may be needy persons whose involvement in an authoritarian group satisfies a strong dependency need. Perhaps you can minister to them. At least, an awareness of their common humanity can save you from the trap they’re setting. 9. Witness to your own faith. You may not be able to prooftext your testimony, but chances are you do have strong beliefs which have been nurtured through the years by teachers, pastors, parents, friends, and your own study and contemplation. You don’t talk about these deep commitments very often, but they are there. And you can witness to the values of your church experience. Perhaps you appreciate its openness, its support in times of crisis, its involvement in making your community a better place, its serving real human needs, its study of the Bible, its music, etc. 10. Be thankful. This encounter will probably stimulate your spiritual search. It may encourage you to do more study of Scripture and Christian teaching. Perhaps you should thank your visitors for their help. But... 11. Don’t sign anything or agree to anything! These folks trying to save you have been trained, just like salespeople, to talk you into some kind of ―follow-up.‖ They'd love to get you to one of their meetings..."just so you can give it a try." (If they haven’t ―won you‖ they’d like to get some help from their veteran persuaders the folks who ―won" them.) Ifs best to bid farewell with no strings. You can always find them if, after much reflection and discussion with friends (including your pastor), you decide to explore their group further. *********************** * Written by the Reverend Dr. Ross Miller, former Campus Minister and Director of United Christian Fellowship, the Protestant Ecumenical Campus Ministry at Bowling Green State University, Bowling Green, Ohio. Dr. Miller is presently pastor of Trinity United Methodist Church, Eugene, Oregon. This piece originally appeared in The September, 1983, issue of the Yellow Sheet, the United Christian Fellowship newsletter, and is used by permission.
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Contributions of the Inter-Varsity Team Introduction Dietrich Gruen It all began innocently enough with a personal visit to the American Family Foundation office and a modest ―letter to the editor,‖ Michael Langone. Two years of monthly correspondence later, Michael and I are still stimulating one another to read and react to various issues relating to cults and evangelicals. In this special issue of the Cultic Studies Journal, we go public with our common concern and quest: Why are cults and evangelicals so often confused? And what can be done to differentiate the two groups, especially in the way they do evangelism? When I proposed to my supervisor that Inter-Varsity Christian Fellowship contribute to this special study he recommended a cooperative approach in which we would coordinate the effort of a number of individuals and organizations. It was my privilege to work with more than 70 other Christian organizations and evangelical leaders on this project A smaller team of writers and editors were brought together as a task force to work on the specific content and form of what is proposed as ―A Code of Ethics for the Christian Evangelist.‖ This code and related articles constitute our joint contribution to this study of ―Cults, Evangelicals and the Ethics of Social Influence.‖ This code of ethics is put forth for discussion and does not represent the official policy of any of the contributing organizations. The larger team collaborating with Inter-Varsity on ― difficult task proved to be quite diverse. The task force of writers, editors and consultants mirrored the diversity of the larger team: John W. Alexander, President Emeritus of Inter-Varsity Christian Fellowship USA, Interim Director of Fellowship of Christian Universities and Schools, Interim President of Trinity Episcopal Seminary in Pittsburgh; Steve Board, Executive Editor of Adult Ministries with David C. Cook Publishing Company; Harold Bussell, Dean of the Chapel at Gordon College; Susan Cotten, Assistant to the Director of Evangelism for Inter-Varsity Christian Fellowship; Em Griffin, Professor of Speech Communication at Wheaton College; Dietrich Gruen, Evangelism Specialist and Research Assistant in Inter-Varsity’s evangelism department; Pete Hammond, Director of Inter-Varsity’s evangelism department; David Hesselgrave, Professor of Mission with Trinity Evangelical Divinity School of World Mission and Evangelism; Richard L. Johannesen, Professor of Communication Studies at Northern Illinois University; Gordon Lewis, Professor of neology and Philosophy at Denver Seminary and Founder of Evangelical Ministries to New Religions; Mark McCloskey, Area Director with Campus Crusade for Christ; Harold Myra, President of Christianity Today.
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Prologue: The Evangelicals Set Forth Their Case Dietrich Gruen The task of differentiating between cults and evangelicals and between ethical and unethical evangelism is a complex issue. In addressing this issue our task force has taken several approaches. To begin with, we want to understand how different people use the word ―cult" in our society. First, the word ―cult‖ has historically referred to any group which deviated in its belief system from that of orthodox theology. Some religious people think of this definition when they use or hear the word ―cult.‖ Second, the scientific community uses ―cult‖ to describe groups which unethically control their members, either psychologically or sociologically. Third, in the past decade the media popularized the word "cult," applying it to new religious groups often characterized by dramatic and even bizarre activities and manipulative techniques. We face a unique situation historically. Many groups defined as cults theologically do not use unethical or aberrant methods of control or persuasion. However, other groups even evangelical Christian ones which would not be defined as cults theologically may use manipulative techniques of control. ―There existence of such groups raises the issue of differentiating ethical and unethical evangelism. Distinguishing between ―evangelism‖ and ―proselytizing‖ is central to this issue. The task force agreed that the term "proselytizing,‖ with all its current pejorative connotations, was not a word whose original positive denotation (―the effort to persuade‖) we could redeem and claim for ourselves. It seems proselytizing‖ is almost always used in an adversarial sense, as something done by ―the bad guys on the other side.‖ One of the task force members, Gordon Lewis, elaborates on this very point in "Ethical Evangelism, Yes! "Unethical Proselytism, No!‖ A second writer on our team, Mark McCloskey, discusses the topic "What is Evangelism?" and elsewhere talks about ―Evangelism: Persuasion or Proselytizing?‖ Even the term ―persuasion‖ needs to be defined in the current context of this debate on ethics in evangelism. Hence, McCloskey's article, ―The Ethics of Persuasion in a Pluralistic Culture,‖ is recommended reading. For another point of view, read Duane Litfin's reprinted article, "The Perils of Persuasive Preaching.‖ Each represents a different approach to the appropriateness of Christian persuasion. A third related article combines the twin requirements of love and justice in Christian persuasion, and met with the consensus approval of our task force. I refer the interested reader to Richard Johannesen's summary of Em Griffin, "An Ethic for Christian Evangelism.‖ All of the above arguments for the legitimacy of ethical evangelism or Christian persuasion reflect the authors‖ personal points of view. They serve as resource material to buttress the jointly-drafted and debated keynote article. "A Code of Ethics for the Christian Evangelist.‖ A wealth of other documents serves as the foundation to this ethical code and the articles related to it. The Code of Ethics stands upon the 1948 United Declaration of Human Rights, of which Article 13 states: ―Everyone shall have the right to freedom of thought, conscience, and religion, and the freedom to manifest one’s religion or belief.‖ Our task force affirms, as
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well, the Second Vatican Council's "Declaration on Religious Freedom.‖ John W. Alexander defends ―Religious Freedom at Secular Schools,‖ and we stand supportive of what he says. Basic to each of these documents, and to this limited code of ethics, is the biblically-rooted and historically-developed Judeo-Christian ethic. Hence, you will see that these ethical principles are necessarily predicated upon and integrated with our theological convictions. As well-grounded as this code may be, it has many built-in limitations. In drafting the code, we wanted it to reflect the work of reasonable people of faith who are aware of the issues, sensitive to our critics, and eager to reach consensus while voicing our disagreements with one another. Hence, the code is limited to what we could all agree on and to which we could all be held accountable. This code is also tentative. The task force still needs several months for this proposal to be circulated, discussed, field-tested and amended for consensus-building within and among evangelical organizations (both their national leadership and the rank-and-file membership). Likewise, we hope to eventually reach an agreement with representatives of ecumenical groups. In the course of the next several months, we intend to make the general guidelines in this ethical code more specific and measurable. Then we can more effectively educate, train, and assess compliance with respect to the code. We acknowledge from the outset that the control or authority which an organization can legitimately and realistically exercise on its people is limited. Inter-Varsity, for example, can have more control over the planned activities of its staff employees than over its autonomous student groups, or, obviously, over the spontaneous behavior of individual students. As with any formal code of ethics, this code has inherent weaknesses. Apart from some imprecise generalizations and semantically dense theological language, the code may suffer from the presumption of universality. What appears to us to be universal norms may actually be something that is more culturally conditioned or existentially determined. Furthermore, this code as it stands now is without ―teeth,‖ without an agency to enforce adherence. Hence, it is likely to be most useful with those who are already behaving responsibly and ethically. While we hope otherwise, we fear that the code may have little impact on those malpractitioners who need the guidance the most. Nonetheless, those who seek to be responsive to a code of ethics at least have herein some guidelines to follow. We suffer no delusions that the refinement and ratification of this code will settle the issue of ethical evangelism. Far from it. Our work has only just begun! While admitting these inherent weaknesses, let me close on a more positive note by borrowing some insights from our consultants Richard Johannesen (1983), who defends the potential usefulness of any code of ethics. Firs4 this code can educate persons entering an evangelical ministry by acquainting them with ethical guidelines based on the collective experience of their predecessors and by sensitizing them to the ethical problems common to their field of endeavor. Second, this code, as simple as it is, can help novice evangelists focus on the problematic areas with which they have to struggle. Complex or unusual cases will still require careful consideration and enlightened choice see our ―Case Study in Ethics‖ but simpler or recurring problems can be more easily resolved with such a code. ―Third, the task force proposed the code as a starting point to stimulate professional and public debate of the major ethical quandaries and specific communication practices we all confront in the field of evangelism. Certainly, that's one of the reasons the editors of the CSJ have commissioned this special issue on ―Cults, Evangelicals, and the Ethics of Social Influence.‖ Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 64



Fourth, should this voluntary code become generally accepted by our ministerial colleagues in the field, the need for cumbersome and costly intervention and regulations by various governmental agencies should be minimized. Just as there has been established in recent years the Evangelical Council for Fiscal Accountability (ECFA), perhaps there will someday be an ―Evangelical Council for Accountability in Ministry.‖ With such a council and/or code of ethics in place, we will have a court of appeal for both critics and defenders arguing the issues of ethics involved in any given communications practice. In closing, let me acknowledge publicly on behalf of the whole team of collaborators our gratitude to the American Family Foundation. You have taken the initiative and given us this forum to help Christian persuaders clean up their act. And for that, we thank you. Reference 1. Johannesen, R.L. Ethics in Human Communication (Waveland Press: 1983), p. 145.
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A Code of Ethics for the Christian Evangelist 1. As Christians called by the Living God, we seek first of all to honor Him and His ethical standards in all of our private and public lives, including our efforts to persuade others to believe the good news about Jesus Christ. 2. As Christian evangelists, we seek to follow the mandate, motives, message, and model of our God who is always pursuing and reclaiming those who are lost in sin and rebellion against Him. 3. We believe all people are created in God's image and therefore endowed with certain inalienable rights, critical faculties, and moral obligations in relation to their Creator and Redeemer. Hence, we disavow any efforts to influence people which depersonalize or deprive them of their inherent value as persons. 4. Respecting the value of persons, we deem all people worthy of hearing the gospel of this loving Lord Jesus Christ. We equally affirm the inalienable right of every person to retain his own belief system, and the freedom of every person to survey other valuable options and convert to or choose a different belief system. 5. We believe the ―rightness‖ or ―wrongness" of persuasive means is determined largely from the way they are used in context and from the intent of the speaker. For example, the so-called ―testimonial" device, the ―card-stacking‖ device, the ―bandwagon‖ device, the use of suggestion and pathos, and the appeal to recognized authorities and personal needs may all be decidedly ethical depending on how they are used. 6. However noble the gospel of Jesus Christ and the goal of the Christian evangelist may be, we believe that does not justify whatever means might be employed to that end. Hence, we disavow any coercive techniques or manipulative appeals which bypass a person’s critical faculties, play on his psychological weaknesses, undermine his relationship with family or religious institutions, or mask the true name of Christian conversion and related issues. 7. Insofar as it depends on us, we will also protect a prospective convert from making a decision for Christ based on ulterior motives, such as fulfilling a need to be accepted, developing new connections, escaping other responsibilities, or creating a psychological dependency on another person. 8. While respecting the individual integrity, intellectual honesty, and academic freedom of other believers and skeptics, we seek to proclaim Christ openly. We reveal our own identity and purpose, our own positions and sources of information, with no hidden agendas. That means no false advertising, no overpromising the by-products of the Christian life, and no personal aggrandizement from successfully persuading others to follow Jesus. Respect for human integrity also means no overly emotional appeals which minimize logical principles, publicly observable evidence, and personal authentication in coming to term with truth. 9. As Christian evangelists, we embrace people of other religious persuasions in true dialogue. ―seat is, we acknowledge our common humanity as equally sinful, equally needy, and equally dependent on the grace of the God we proclaim. Furthermore, we seek to listen mutually and sensitively in order to understand, and thus divest our witness of any false stereotypes or fixed formula, which are barriers to true dialogue. 10. As Christian evangelists, we accept the obligation to correct one who represents the Christian faith in any manner incompatible with these ethical guidelines or who violate the legal statutes set forth by our federal and state authorities.
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Ethical Evangelism, Yes! Unethical Proselytizing, No! Gordon Lewis Otherwise peaceful people may become emotionally inflamed when loved ones choose to practice a religion which differs from theirs. If the means employed by individuals or groups to advance their religious commitments are unethical, then there is just cause for strong reaction. In many cases, though, a person converts to a different belief in response to ethical evangelism not unethical proselytising. Two basic assumptions underlying this analysis of ethical evangelism and unethical proselytism are that people are distinctively human and have inalienable rights. The adherents of religions are not robots programmed or deprogrammed entirely by others or circumstances. Christians believing that all people are uniquely created in the image of God have more reasons than most for acknowledging the dignity, the inherent value, and the redemptive potential of all human beings, regardless of religious affiliation. Religious persons, as others, ought not be deprived of their right to hear, read, and critically evaluate various sides of any religious issue. Tolerance means recognition of these rights for all, including those who differ strongly from us. Protestant Christians who believe that all persons are created in the image of GA and that an Christians are priests responsible to and capable of direct relationship with God, should respect the individual’s uncoerced selfdetermination in religious beliefs, practices, and associations. Given the inherent value of personhood and its inalienable rights, we may compare and contrast unethical proselytism (including coercive programming and coercive deprogramming) with ethical evangelism (including pre-evangelism, apologetics, follow-up, or rehabilitation). There are similarities between ethical evangelism and unethical proselytism. Both seek to persuade people. Both intend for the convert to accept certain distinct beliefs about ultimate reality, to form a religious world-view. Both encourage the convert to become part of a religious community or church, with a particular world view, set of values, and way of life. With such similarities, it is not difficult to see why evangelism is sometimes confused with proselytism. But they are different in many vitally important respects. There are seven significant distinctions between evangelism and proselytism: 1) The Inherent Value of Persons. Unethical proselytism may persuade people by depersonalizing or depriving them of their human rights. Ethical evangelism respect the inherent dignity of the prospective members personhood and human rights. 2) Ultimate Concern. Unethical proselytism's supreme end is gaining a member for a certain human organization. Ethical evangelism's supreme end is, first, to help people get into a right relationship with a transcendent God and, second, to strengthen a religious organization which can be followed only under God’s moral standards. 3) Personal Freedom. Unethical proselytism deprives prospective members of their rights to self-determination and unintimidated decision making. Ethical evangelism appeals to a prospective member’s own informed judgment and freedom for decision making. 4) Personal Identity. Unethical proselytism attempts to change people so totally that they lose any sense of continuity with their past identities. Ethical evangelism attempts to change people by breaking the power of self-destructive patterns of behavior in order to renew their created identities in the moral likeness of God.
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5) Family Relationships. Unethical proselytism may deprive people of their normal loyalties and affective behavior (under God) toward parents, other relatives, associates, and sometimes even reality itself. Ethical evangelism attempts to renew normal loyalties and healthy affective behavior toward relatives and friends (under God). 6) Non-Coercion. Unethical proselytism may use physical force or coercive psychological pressures, such as threats of injury and bribes. Ethical evangelism persuades people in a context of academic freedom. It encourages listeners to survey live options and argues for the most comprehensively coherent position on the basis of objective criteria, such as publicly observable evidence, logical principles, and personal authentication. 7) Pious Deception. Unethical proselytism may knowingly use the immoral means of ―heavenly deception‖ to attain its ―sacred‖ ends. Ethical evangelism seeks to achieve its ends solely on the grounds of the truth of the message and, therefore, its reliability in relating believers to the living God. Ethical persuasion does not destroy the persons God created; it renews them! Ethical evangelism does not destroy the mental and critical faculties God created; it liberates them from the effects of selfishness, greed, and sin. In the stimulating atmosphere of academic freedom and intellectual honesty, people in a pluralistic society can present a case, not only for popcorn and soft drinks, but also for the justice and the grace of God.
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What is Evangelism? Mark McCloskey When Christians talk about the activity of evangelism, they are referring to the practice of telling others about the person of Jesus Christ. The Lausanne Covenant, a paper which grew out of the 1974 Lausanne Committee for World Evangelization, defines evangelism as such: To evangelize is to spread the good news that Jesus Christ died for our sins and was raised from the dead according to the scriptures, and that as reigning Lord, He now offers the forgiveness of sins and the liberating gift of the Holy Spirit to all who repent and believe. It is the proclamation of the historical, biblical Christ as Savior and Lord with a view to persuading people to come to Him personally and so be reconciled to God (italics added). As this definition indicates, evangelism is an inherently persuasive activity. The goodness of the gospel is declarative and imperative. It is information and offer. Therefore, Christian communicators inevitably find themselves involved in seeking to convince others of the truth of their message. Christian communicators do this with a sense of sober responsibility, for they know that eternal destinies hang in the balance. The Christian communicator, then, is an unashamed and conscientious persuader unashamed because of the good news of our message and conscientious because of the urgency of our message. We can do nothing less than seek to bring others to a verdict concerning Jesus Christ. We communicate to influence others to embrace the same Jesus who has embraced us. Our persuasive efforts are grounded in humility and integrity. We recognize that to know the truth does not mean to possess the truth. As missionary D.T. Niles states, ―evangelism is one beggar telling another beggar where to get food. The Christian does not offer out of his bounty. He has no bounty. He is simply a guest at his master’s table and, as evangelist, he calls others, too.‖
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Evangelism - Persuasion or Proselytizing? Mark McCloskey In the context of pluralism, the activity of Christian persuasion is often labeled as proselytizing." While this word can be used in a neutral sense (i.e., ―to convert another to one’s own religious, political, or ethical orientation‖), it is used almost exclusively in a pejorative, derogatory context to describe a persuader’s ethically suspect foray to make converts out of those who should be left alone. By implication, the Christian "evangelist" is depicted as one who, out of selfish motives and an over-zealous mentality, doggedly seeks to convince others of the wrongness of their religious preference and the rightness of his or her own, to leave their group and join "ours.‖ The Christian messenger appreciates the concerns of those who fear for their young people in light of the cults. Because we seek to operate according to the highest ethical standards, we are sensitive to charges of ―proselytizing.‖ We must ask ourselves whether we seek to win others to ―us‖ or to Jesus. Are we asking others to manifest an outward sociological, cultural, or religious change, a change in one’s earthly allegiances, without experiencing a corresponding change of allegiance in the spiritual realm? Are we working for the success of our own group or for the Kingdom of God? Recruiting others to join a human organization, often at the expense of another group and for ends other than the converts personal welfare will always be open to the criticism of ―proselytizing,‖ and rightly so. But Christian persuasion under the ethical guidance of the scriptures should not be confused with such practices. Such persuasion seeks to convince by presenting facts without distortion to a mind fully engaged and a will free to accept or reject the information. On the other hand, proselytizing seeks to convince through a distorted presentation of the "facts‖ for the benefit of the communicator. For the proselytizer, the means (distortion) justify the ends (gain for the communicator). But the Christian communicator seeks to win others to Jesus for their benefit and God’s glory, not his or her own. Of course, when there is a radical realignment in one’s spiritual allegiances, there is often a corresponding realignment in the social realm. Such was the case of Paul’s experience in the town of Thessalonia during the spread of the first century church. Acts 17:106 reports that a number of converts were made as a result of his preaching the message of Christ. ―These new believers ―were persuaded and joined Paul.‖ Not surprisingly, those from the group they left became angry that Paul’s gain was their loss. They took swift retributive action against these converts and against Paul, chasing him out of town and even pursuing him more than fifty miles down the road. But was Paul guilty of ―proselytizing?‖ Is the Christian persuader guilty of unethical or even impolite behavior? Is he or she a religious rustler, a sheep stealer? The Christian communicator would answer ―no‖ to these accusations. We endorse the necessity of a prior transfer of one’s spiritual loyalties before a transfer of social loyalties is considered. We affirm the ethical obligation imposed upon us by the scriptures to win men and women to Jesus, and not to ―us.‖ We seek no convert that is not already claimed by Jesus as "one of His sheep.‖ (John 10:27)
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The Ethics of Persuasion in a Pluralistic Culture Mark McCloskey About four years ago, I was distributing literature in the student union of a typical midwesterm state university. A middle-aged college administrator with a worried look on his face approached me to take a look at our leaflets. ―This is religious literature‖ he announced. ―Yes, it is,‖ I said. ―Does that make a difference?" ―Of course it does," he replied. ―Now, if this were political material, it would be okay, but you are violating our students' rights in handing this kind of material out." He then told us we would have to leave. I asked him what student rights I may have violated and his response was, ―the right not to hear.‖ Now, I had heard of the right of free speech and its corollary, the right to hear, but never the ―right not to hear.‖ I then asked whether the students' right to hear and interact with religious information might take precedence over their right not to hear. He quickly informed me that in ―a pluralistic culture such as ours, the right not to hear and not to be bothered takes precedence over the right to hear.‖ We were brusquely escorted to a dimly lit comer of the building to serve as our new base of operation and instructed ―not to be a bother." As I reflected on this experience, I was struck by its broader pattern. John Murray Cuddihy, in his book No Offense: Civil Religion and Protestant Taste, perceptively reasons that, in our pluralistic culture, a conscientious citizen’s highest religious duty is to refrain from offending those who might be bothered by the idea of religious duty. In essence, it is a violation of the rules to lay uncomfortably ultimate burdens, such as the Lordship of Jesus Christ, on others who don’t share our perspective. It has become an almost unchallenged rule that ―pluralism‖ must necessarily be defined as ―a social arrangement which recognizes no legitimate place for those who lay claim to a knowledge of truth.‖ This sort of pluralism fosters a fierce cultural intolerance of any person or cause or message which calls for a radical commitment to a transcendent truth. And that would violate the foundational tenet of pluralism, which is that every person owns a piece of the truth and, thus, something is lost and nothing gained by seeking for truth with a capital ―T.‖ For democracy to remain a viable social system we are told, it must be protected from those dogmatic sectarians who insist on breaking the rules by dragging their message into the public arena. For the system to work we are told, conflicting truth claims must be subordinated to the higher truth claim that being the relativity of all truth claims. As social commentator Richard John Neuhaus observes, ―pluralism is a jealous god.‖ It erects its own criteria for ―ethical‖ and unethical behavior. To be ethical is to play by the rules, which state that all truth claims are relative and those not adhering to our particular interpretation of the ―truth‖ ought not to be bothered. To be unethical is to break this rule by invading the invisible ―dome of privacy‖ which is assigned each person to protect him from unwant4 troublesome messages. Therefore, while the ―right not to hear‖ is not a constitutionally protected freedom, it is guaranteed by the unwritten ethical code of pluralism.
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Religion as Personal Preference This unofficial criterion is all quite logical given one major presupposition. If religion, i.e., a system of thought which lays claim to ultimate truth, is considered a purely personal matter, a matter of trite and preference with no legitimate claim beyond the sphere of one’s subjective thought life, then it is consistent to question the activities of those who insist on bringing their religious claims to bear on others. A few years ago, I was talking to an evangelist from Australia. He commented on how, in his country, it was considered downright impolite to invade the privacy of another by initiating a conversation on one’s religious orientation. We can all identify with this attitude. Who among us hasn’t cringed at the sight of two young men riding up on bicycles to invade the sanctity of our privacy by ringing our doorbell and initiating a religious conversation? One evening, I was speaking to a group of college men about the relevance of a personal relationship with Christ. Afterwards, a man from the audience approached me and said simply, ―Why did you bother us?" and walked away. This young man’s response is not uncommon. His reasoning was quite logical given the assumption that my message was simply a matter of my own subjective appraisal of truth, an expression of my feelings about faith rather than a declaration of ultimate truth, a matter of personal preference rather than divine obligation, and hence a nice but not necessary pursuit. Religion in a pluralistic culture is treated much like tennis. Some people play and some don't. Some buy over-sized rackets and some play with mid-sized ones. Some open a can of new balls every time they play and some are content to play with old ones. But who makes a big deal out of it? We would question the sanity of someone who traveled around the country, or went door-to-door in our neighborhood, insisting on the ultimate importance of playing tennis. In like manner, some folks are religious and some aren't. Some worship on Saturday and some on Sunday. Some follow Jesus and some follow Buddha and some don’t care. But why make a federal case out of it? In the eyes of the pluralist, this is as silly and annoying as the person who pesters you about the size of your tennis racket. The rules of pluralism dictate that no religion can lay legitimate claim to be the ultimate, transcendent truth, and no fair-minded, pluralistically informed person would stoop to impose his religious opinions on another. Religious persuasion is a gauche, if not ethically suspect, activity. It is an arrogant and annoying imposition of one’s personal preference upon another. The Christian Message in a Pluralistic Setting In light of this analysis, it is not surprising that an ethical shadow is cast over the activities of the Christian communicator who seeks to present his message to a culture committed to pluralistic fair play. But these questions must be asked: ―Is the Christian proclamation of the message of Jesus an inherently unethical practice?" ―Is it out of order to try to persuade someone of the truth of Christianity?‖ ―Does the right not to hear supersede the right to hear and to make up one’s own mind?‖ ―Is Christian persuasion a violation of pluralism and its freedom of choice ethic, and thus a threat to the very fabric of our democratic culture?‖ While Christian communicators appreciate the pluralist’s concern for fair play and openmindedness, they must answer an emphatic ―no" to these questions. This "no‖ is based on the Christian conviction that God has acted decisively for the salvation of the world in the person of Jesus Christ, and that as His ambassadors, we are obligated to announce this truth to the world which God loves. This declaration is unashamedly interventionist. It invades the public domain. It refuses to be relegated to the dimly lit comer of subjective, relative preference.
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The Christian communicators entrusted with the dissemination of such a message will invariably find themselves participating in what might be termed, according to one definition of pluralism, unethical behavior at worst and impolite behavior at best. While Christians want to be as fairminded and tolerant as anyone else, we must take issue with what we perceive to be the trivializing of our faith by the tenets of pluralism. For to relegate Christian truth claims, or any truth claim for that matter, to the scrap heap of subjective preference is to reduce the concerns of ultimate reality to the same level as whether one drinks Coke or Pepsi. If religion is only a matter of personal preference, it is not worth believing. And so the Christian communicator affirms that to be persuaded of the truth is to be a persuader of others on behalf of that truth. This, of course, does not mean that we reject the concept of ethical propriety. Rather, we affirm the highest ethical standards in our practice of communicating the good news of Jesus. But we must take issue with an understanding of pluralism which posits a sterilized, insulated environment as the ―right of every citizen.‖ The right not to hear, not to be bothered by messages which are of ultimate import is not the kind of pluralism affirmed by the Christian communicator. The Christian communicator supports a concept of pluralism which champions equal access of any and all legitimate messages to the public forum. It ranks an individual’s right to hear and decide above his right not to hear. In the name of true pluralism, all messages are to be given the opportunity to be accepted or rejected on their own merits. This article is an electronic version of an article originally published in Cultic Studies Journal, 1985, Volume 2, Number 2, pages 311-314. Please keep in mind that the pagination of this electronic reprint differs from that of the bound volume. This fact could affect how you enter bibliographic information in papers that you may write.
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An Ethic For Christian Evangelism Richard L. Johannesen An ethic for the Christian who seeks to persuade others to commit themselves to Christianity has been developed by Emory Griffin. Employing the metaphorical imagery of love and courtship which he finds in the Bible, in Plato’s Phaedrus, and in Soren Kierkegaard's Philosophical Fragments as the basis for his viewpoint. Griffin identifies the communication practices of the ethical Christian lover-persuader in part by the degree to which they implement the twin requirements of ―love‖ (genuine concern for the consequences of an act upon other persons) and ―justice" (adherence to universal rules of Christian conduct). The true lover, the ethical Christian persuader, is both loving and just. Such persuaders care more about the welfare of others than about their own egos. They use appeals that respect the human rights of others, including the right to say "no." The non-lover attempts to avoid persuasion by taking a non-manipulative, detached, uninvolved stance. Indeed, Griffin sees this env as even more unethical than various false lovers because non-lovers are uncaring about their own beliefs or about other persons. Various types of false lover-persuaders deny to others the free choice of whether to accept Christ. The flirt sees people simply as souls to be counted. The evangelist who is more ―concerned about getting another scalp for his or her collection than for the welfare of others‖ exemplifies the Christian flirt. The seducer employs deception, flattery, and irrelevant appeals to success, money, patriotism popularity, or comfort to entice the audience. Because the religious seducer induces decisions for the wrong reasons, she or he is unethical. The rapist uses psychological coercion to virtually force a commitment. Intense emotional appeals, such as those which use guilt, effectively remove the element of conscious choice. The smother lover overwhelms others with love, so much so that he or she win not take ―no‖ for an answer. Smother lovers believe that they know what is best for everyone else; they treat everyone identically and ignore the uniqueness of each person. ―Their persuasion is unethical, Griffin believes, because it fails to respect the free choice of others. Finally, the legalistic lover lacks genuine love and persuades purely out of a sense of obligation or duty. ―Me legalistic lover may go through the motions when there is no genuine need, when he or she no longer feels personally motivated, or even while ignoring relevant human needs. From: Johannesen, R. L. (1983). Ethics in Human Communication. Waveland Press. (Here paraphrasing Emory A. Griffin in The Mind Changers: The Art of Christian Persuasion. Tyndale House, 1976. Ch. 3.)
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A Hypothetical Example Dietrich Gruen Imagine that you are in a student-packed college auditorium, listening to a Christian evangelist – I’ll call him Ben Myear - who is representing the League of International Evangelism Specialists (L.I.E.S.). His aim is to persuade you to confess Jesus Christ as the Savior and Lord of your life. Suppose that, with one notable exception, all of the evidence, reasoning and motivational appeals he uses are valid and well within ethical propriety. But at one point in his evangelistic speech, Ben Myear knowingly uses a set of false statistics to support his claim that more college students are choosing to follow Christ than actually is the case. To promote analysis of the ethics of this persuasive situation, consider these issues: If the university audience society at large, or evangelicals in particular views Ben Myear's evangelistic mandate as worthwhile, does the worth of his persuasive end justify his use of false statistics as a means to help achieve that end? Does the fact that he knowingly chose to use false statistics make a difference in your evaluation? If he used the false statistics out of ignorance, or out of failure to check his sources, how would that alter your ethical judgment? Should Ben Myear be judged as an unethical person, as an unethical speaker, or as one who, in this instance relied on a specific unethical technique or misguided zeal? Consider carefully the standards you would employ to make your ethical judgment. Are they purely pragmatic? ―That is, should Ben Myear avoid false statistics because he might get caught? And if he does get caught, his credibility as an evangelism specialist is weakened with this and future audiences. Furthermore, his getting caught might weaken the credibility of other representatives from the League of International Evangelism Specialists. Should Ben Myear's communication ethics be criticized because he violated some agreement of trust and honesty implicit between you and him? Your expectations concerning his honesty, accuracy, and the relevance of the information be, as an evangelism specialist, chooses to present are probably markedly different from your expectations of the stereotypical used car dealer. You might not expect a representative of such a Christian organization to use questionable techniques, and thus you would be especially vulnerable. What other ethical criteria might be appropriate for analyzing this hypothetical instance? How might Ben Myear's intentional use of false statistics be evaluated according to the standards associated with utilitarian, legal, or situational perspectives? For example, should his intentional use of false statistics be considered unethical because you are thus denied accurate and relevant information you need to make an intelligent decision for or against Jesus Christ? ********************* .* Adapted from Johannesen, R. L. (1983). Ethics in Human Communication. Waveland Press, pp. 140-141.
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Religious Freedom at Secular Schools John W. Alexander What should be the attitude of a secular school towards controversial issues in general and religious issues in particular? The answer depends first of all on the purposes of an educational institution. I submit that the purposes of a secular school should be: (1) To help each student develop his potential as an individual, and (2) to help such students participate in producing a better society. With such purposes to fulfill, how should a school proceed in handling controversial issues? I believe that the worst strategy is that which prohibits students and faculty from discussions and involvement in them. By such action, the school defaults on a trust If its purpose is to prepare students to face life, then it must help them learn to face controversy. Life is loaded with controversy. How can a school claim to be training students for decision-making in the arena of controversy if it prohibits their entering that arena? Students should be able to learn the rudiments of ―winnowing and sifting,‖ and a school owes them assistance in developing their abilities to do so. Prohibition is an unwise strategy for a school to adopt regardless of what controversy is under consideration. I) Now let’s focus on one of the thorniest of the controversies facing a secular college or university: religion on campus. There are at least three options before decision-makers. Authorities can choose to prohibit religious involvement at least in part. Where this occurs, the reason usually cited is ―separation of church and state.‖ I believe this is a poor option for a reputable college or university to take, for three reasons. First, "church‖ and ―state‖ are institutions. ―Religion‖ is a realm of thought. Separation between institutions is wise. It would be undesirable for the state to tell a church how to run its affairs; conversely, we do not want any church trying to run the state. But the college or university which prohibits members from explanation of and involvement in religion is constructing a fence around a valid portion of inquiry and posting a sign that says: "Keep out while on campus. You are prohibited from expressing ideas in this realm.‖ Religion is not an institution. It is a realm of ideas - a realm where most minds are interested in thinking, where there is information to be learned, wisdom to be acquired, decisions to be made, experience to be gained. At this point, a critic might say, ―But religion is the business of churches. If students want to study religion, let them go to church." This is analogous to telling a student who wants to study electricity that he should go to General Electric or Westinghouse and discuss the topic there. Prohibition intellectual it may not intellectual



is undesirable for a second reason: It is thought-control. It is a denial of freedom. If a college or university denies freedom to express religious ideas, be long before the arm of thought-control reaches into additional aspects of freedom.



Third, prohibition of religious freedom places the school on the anti-religion side of the controversy. Proponents may wish to ban religion so that the university will be ―neutral.‖ But this is impossible. To ban religious freedom is to take an anti-religion position.
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II) A second option is to ban religion during the class day but permit freedom before and after the regular daily schedule. This is better than total prohibition, but it too is unacceptable for intellectually free institutions. III) The third option is the one I wish to propose. Let’s call it responsible freedom. By ―freedom‖ I mean date things: 1. Students and faculty are free to study, discuss, and express themselves concerning the political and/or religious dimension of reality whenever these fit naturally into any class discussion. Whether or not time is devoted to it depends on the interest of the students and the discretion of the teacher. 2. Students and faculty are free to invite outside political and/or religious speakers to speak to any optional meeting, regardless of size and regardless of time, provided no other meeting is scheduled in the room 3. Students and faculty are free to assemble on campus to think, discuss, listen, speak, and express their ideas in any manner of their choice in any realm of thought, including politics and religion, with the only provision being that they use such freedom in a responsible manner. By ―responsible" I mean three things: 1. Where one side of a controversy is being presented, the other sides are free to express rebuttal by students, teachers, or outside speakers. 2. The freedom one person enjoys must not restrict another person’s freedom. Freedom without responsibility is license. My exercise of my freedom must not interfere with your exercise of yours. 3. Expressions must not advocate any action which would result in loss of freedom to other individuals. If the forgoing principles are valid, may I suggest the following guidelines for secular colleges and universities in the United States? 1.



The United States is rich in religious and cultural diversity. It should, therefore, seek ways to broaden, not stifle, educational experiences of students and faculty, helping them to understand and respect this pluralism.



2. The school as an institution should provide a neutral climate in which every student even a minority of one is encouraged to use his freedom in responsible fashion for exercising his conviction on every controversy, including politics and religion. 3. In such an atmosphere the school provides a golden opportunity for members to develop skiff in answering the two basic questions of every controversy: What do I believe? Why do I believe it? It is at this very point that evangelizing can play a valuable role. Members who are free to evangelize in a responsible manner can develop clear thinking in what they believe and why. The atheist, for example, enjoys freedom to challenge the Christian, and the Christian is free to reciprocate. Incidentally, is not this the same attitude we want the university to take in the realm of political truth and political controversy, namely that of responsible freedom? 4. School facilities may be used by any of its students for any political and/or religious purpose, provided that the facilities are not previously booked by some other group and are left in good condition.
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In conclusion, let us use controversy to stimulate the skins of students in handling controversial issues rather than to fence them out from the very experiences that, under wise teachers, can help youth develop those potentials. References Blum, L. (1973). Deceiving, Hurting, and Using. In A. Montefiore (Ed.), Philosophy and Personal Relations. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 34-61. Borman, E. G. (1981). Ethical Standards in Interpersonal/SUMU Group Communication. Communication, 6 (2), 267-286. Dupuis, A.M. (Summer 1957). Group Dynamics: Some Ethical Presuppositions. Harvard Educational Review, 27, 210-219. Harral, H.B. (Sept, 1979). An Interpersonal Communication Today, 2, 42-45.
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Of Cults and Evangelicals: Labeling and Lumping Ronald Enroth It has been said that one person’s cult is another person’s religion. In other words, there is little consensus as to what constitutes and defines a ―cult?‖ The lack of conceptual agreement about the term extends to the academic and professional communities as much as it does to journalists and the public at large. Members of controversial new religious movements decry what they view as the pejorative use of the word "cult.‖ For example, in a letter to the editor of a northern California newspaper, an adherent of an unconventional religious group complained about the bad press his organization had been receiving. ―It is a pity journalists ... hold so biased a stance toward spiritual heroes and religious cults. A cult is simply a group sharing a set of beliefs or values.‖ Clearly, such a view illustrates the often observed fact that whether one perceives a religious figure to be a ―spiritual hero‖ or an ―authoritarian cult leader‖ depends upon one’s frame of reference or, some might say, frame of mind. To identify a cult as "simply a group sharing a set of beliefs or values‖ is to cast the definitional net so wide as to preclude the exclusion of any religious group. When a member of a disparaged group adopts such a broad definition, he/she is engaging in what sociologists call the process of deviance neutralization a softening of terminology in order to appear more conventional. A well-known attorney for the Unification Church has offered the opinion that cult is a convenient word for those who do not think carefully.‖ Examples of heightened emotion evoked by the use of the word ―cult‖ are numerous. The June 2, 1982 edition of The Chronicle of Higher Education contained an article by two student development professionals who concluded that ―destructive cults‖ on university campuses ―appear to present serious threats to personal freedom and to student development‖ In a subsequent edition of The Chronicle (July 14, 1982) sociologist of religion Jeffrey Hadden expressed dismay that the word "cult‖ was used eleven times in the aforementioned article. He objected to the fact that ―seven times it is preceded by the adjective ―destructive;‖ on two other occasions it is used in a pejorative context.‖ As the semantic debate continues, critics claim that indiscriminate labeling leads to a ―lumping" process whereby all little-known controversial religious groups are automatically suspect and are placed into residual categories. Such uncritical and simplistic analysis, it is argued, should be avoided. At the least, descriptive labels and categories should be carefully defined. Problems of perception, definition, and labeling are not confined to the study of so-called ―new‖ religious movements, however. Much misinformation and uninformed writing also surrounds that large segment of American Protestantism known as evangelicalism. Stereotypes and distorted images abound both in the popular media and in scholarly writing. As James D. Hunter points out, ―Evangelicalism has for too long failed to receive open-minded treatment‖ (1983). An example of a prejudiced, if not hostile, attitude toward conservative evangelicals can be seen in this passage from the book, Religion May Be Hazardous to Your Health, by E.S. Chesen (1972): From my experience, I tend to look with a jaundiced eye at the more fundamental and/or evangelical Protestant faiths, and I directly question the conscious motives of many of their clergymen. They seem to preach the most hazardous brand of religion, Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 81



and for this reason I would start any checklist by rating these religious movements at the bottom. (pp. 125-126) Secular observers, while usually not given to such extreme value judgments, are nevertheless frequently guilty of not distinguishing the evangelical mainstream from the fundan3entatist fringe. Even writers and researchers who have impressive academic credentials sometimes fail to discern the incredible diversity that characterizes conservative Protestantism today. Billy Graham Jerry Falwell, Oral Roberts, and Jimmy Swaggart are all jumped together as ―TV evangelists" and no attempt is made to go beyond that surface label to discover the profound differences that separate these men. Fundamentalist and evangelical educational institutions are treated in monolithic, blanket fashion, overlooking the rich diversity that Christian higher education represents. All of this has implications for the cult-watching enterprise. One result of the sometimes sloppy and uninformed writing about cults is the tendency to make unjustified parallels between cultists and evangelicals because of certain surface similarities that seem to characterize the two camps. Cult conversion and Christian conversion are sometimes confused. Unwarranted generalizations about the conversion process are made by theologically naive social and behavioral scientists. Journalists and other secular observers seem unable (or unwilling) to distinguish between the proselytizing activities of evangelicals and the cults. The fact that Billy Graham regularly encourages those who make ―decisions for Christ" at his crusade to attend the ―church of your choice‖ is overlooked or obscured in a discussion of the alleged "emotional coercion" and ―manipulation‖ of the crowd. All fundamentalists/evangelicals are said to engage in a form of spiritual brainwashing akin to that used by extremist cults. Chuck Colson's ―born again‖ experience is seen as no different from the dramatic personality change attributed to the cult convert. Evangelical Christians acknowledge that converts to cults often do experience lifestyle and character changes. It may, therefore, be possible for some observers to confuse ideological and psychological conversion experiences with an authentic "born again‖ experience. Harold Bussell in his book, Unholy Devotion, (1983) addresses this question from a mainstream evangelical perspective: Many people undergo dramatic experiences as they are converted to est, an encounter group, a meditation group, Marxism, or a cultic religious community. All conversion experiences offer common psychological results. The discovery of a ―new life‖ or a new system for belief gives a fresh reason for living and an exciting focus for life ... But the new birth that is believed and known in the historic church is a result of the work of the Spirit of God who enables us to acknowledge our sins and confess Jesus Christ as Lord. The new birth is not based on feelings, but on our coming into union with the resurrected Christ not just any Christ, but He who is God and man at once (p.21). In addition to differentiating and explaining the authentic ―new birth" experiences on the primal spiritual/theological level, the evangelical is also concerned about differences identifiable at ethical and behavioral levels. Is the cult or Christian conversion the result of manipulative techniques or of taking advantage of human weaknesses? Does the cult or the Christian church encourage relationships and linkages with the larger society that are more than self-serving? LaVonne Neff (1983) suggests that when evaluating any religious group old or new it is important to consider the effects such groups have on individual members. ―What happens to members‖ personalities, relationships, job commitments, community involvement? Is the



Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 82



group’s overall effect on those who come in contact with it members and nonmembers positive or negative? Is it an agency of healing, restoration and reconciliation?‖ (p. 196) From the perspective of the evangelical Christian cult watcher, a primary example of insensitive and ill-informed writing about cults and their supposed similarity to evangelicalism can be seen in Conway and Siegelman’s book, Snapping (1978). Card carrying evangelicals shudder at some of the contents of that book, not because of a sense of threat or a feeling of being exposed, but because of the authors‖ inaccurate, if not sometimes ludicrous, portrayal of evangelical faith and behavior. As a result of reading Conway and Siegelman, many non-evangelicals receive a distorted image of what evangelicalism is all about and are led to make unwarranted linkages between cults and Christians. The book, perhaps more so than any other work dealing with new religious movements, exemplifies the danger of restricting analysis to superficial surface similarities and neglecting to fully research and understand the complex world of the evangelicals. It emphatically concludes that, ―unlike America’s other religious traditions, the Evangelical movement shares many characteristics with religious cults and mass therapies‖ (p. 44). Consider a few examples of how Conway and Siegelman's lack of knowledge of evangelicalism leads to gross errors of fact and interpretation in their widely-read book. First, and perhaps most disturbing, is the reliance on Marjoe Gortner for information about ―Born Again Christians." The authors identify Gortner as "America’s foremost Charismatic leader, Holy Roller, and faith healer retired,‖ a designation with which few, if any, evangelicals would agree. Most "born again‖ evangelicals have never heard of Marjoe Gortner. Yet Conway and Siegelman place him at ―the end of a long line of Evangelical ministers" (p. 46). Conway and Siegelman are not only inaccurate, but insulting to evangelicals and evangelical ministers when they state: ―Unlike many evangelical leaders, Marjoe has always held his congregations in high regard (p. 49).‖ In short, the authors convey an Elmer Gantry image of evangelicalism and give little evidence of infinite knowledge of the evangelical mainstream. The authors demonstrate their ignorance of American religious history by stating that "it was not until this century, with the emergence of American Evangelicalism and its extravagant Holy Rollers, that the experience of divine enlightenment reached out to touch great masses of people in the United States (p. 41)." Evangelical Protestantism was the dominant religious force in the United States during most of the 19th Century. Likewise, Conway and Siegelman conjure up an almost convincing cultic imagery by their reference to the ―surrender of the will‖ of the Christian convert who becomes a "new creature‖ in Christ and thereby abandons his family, his past and "society as a whole (p. 46).‖ ―These zealous ―born again‖ Christians are depicted as spending most of their time soliciting donations and recruiting new members, not unlike their cultic counterparts. All this is to say that significant differences between evangelical Christians and the religious ―cults‖ do exist There is a need for careful discrimination on the part of both secular and religious observers when making comparisons based on surface similarities. Recognition must be made of the wide diversity of emphases and practices within the boundaries of contemporary evangelicals, just as there must be recognition of the diversity which is manifested in the world of cults and new religious movements. Some evangelicals are committed to visible, aggressive street evangelicalism (e.g., Jews for Jesus). Some live communally and stress a simple lifestyle (e.g. Jesus People, U.S.A.). Some require graduate theological study as preparation for the ministry, others do not. Some practice speaking in tongues and/or faith healing, others do neither. Some Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 83



evangelicals worship in conventional church buildings, others meet in more informal settings. Some evangelical ministries conduct emotional "altar calls‖ for would-be converts as part of Sunday services, others do not. Some churches are supportive of Billy Graham revival crusades, others disdain that kind of ecumenism. In short, much of the existing popular and professional literature on religion reveals a superficial or limited understanding of contemporary evangelicalism and often fails to take into account the significance of the aforementioned diversity. This cognitive gap must be addressed if meaningful dialogue between evangelicals and nonevangelicals is to be significantly advanced. References Bussell, H. (1983). Unholy Devotion. Grand Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan Publishing House. Chesen, E. (1972). Religion May be Hazardous to Your Health. New York: Peter Wyden. Conway, F., & Siegelman, J. (1978). Snapping: America’s Epidemic of Sudden Personality Change. Philadelphia: Lippencott. Hunter, J. (1983). American Evangelicalism. New Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers University Press. Neff, L., ―Evaluating Cults and New Religions," in Enroth, R., et al. (1983), A Guide to Cults and New Religions. Downers Grove, Minois: InterVarsity Press. The Chronicle of Higher Education. June 2, 1982, The Chronicle of Higher Education. July 14, 1982. ********************** Ronald Enroth, Ph.D., member of the Cultic Studies Journal Editorial Board, is Professor and Chair of the Sociology Department of Westmont College in Santa Barbara, California. He is also author (with G. Gordon Melton) of Why the Cults Succeed When the Church Fails.
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Christian Evangelism and Social Responsibility: An Evangelical View Joseph M. Hopkins While I deplore labels as much as the next guy, it is nevertheless true that main- stream Christians today are divided into two camps -- the universalists, who believe that Jesus Christ is the Savior of all and the evangelicals, who believe that Jesus Christ is the Savior for all. The latter interpret the Bible as teaching that salvation is contingent upon individual response to the gospel -- the 'good news" of God’s redemptive act to save the world from sin and eternal punishment through the death and resurrection of Jesus. Within this second category are to be found a wide variety of attitudes and approaches toward "the unsaved.‖ At one extreme are the hard-sell evangelists who press for on-the-spot conversions and glibly relegate nonbelievers to the fires of hell. At the other end of the spectrum are the soft-sell evangelists who first try to 'win a hearing" by befriending prospective converts and then by a process of gentle persuasion encourage them to make a personal commitment to Christ and the Church. They do not presume to judge those who fail to respond, but rather leave their fate in the hands of the all- loving, all merciful – yet just and holy -- God. Christianity from its inception has been a missionary religion. The mandate for global evangelization was given by Jesus Himself just prior to His ascension: All authority in heaven and on earth has been given to me. Go therefore and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe all that I have commanded you; and Io, I am with you always, to the close of the age. (Matthew 28:18-20) The kerygma (preaching) of the apostolic church focused on Jesus Christ -- His fulfillment of prophecy, model life, atoning death, bodily resurrection, ascension to glory, continuing unseen presence through the Holy Spirit, and imminent re-turn to inaugurate a New Age of peace and righteousness. It was this message which inspired zealous apostles to carry the gospel to the ends of the earth as Christ's ambassadors (H Corinthians 5:20). Understandably, many non-Christians resist efforts to convert them -- and particularly their children -- to Christianity. But consider the Christian's rationale for so doing: (1) God is the Creator-Father of all human beings; (2) All human beings are alienated from God by sin; (3) God loved His human family so much that He sent His holy son Jesus to make a perfect sacrifice so that penitent sinners might qualify for eternal life through faith in Him; (4) Jesus sent His disciples into all the world to share this good news with everyone; (5) Eternal life is not only future but present. It is concerned not only with saving souls ("pie in the sky by and by') but with saving minds and bodies from misery and want. A Jewish student at the University of North Carolina, in a futile quest for happiness, pursued a life of debauchery. By his own admission, he became one of the biggest drug dealers in Chapel Hill. But his life was empty and unfulfilled. Then he met a man who distributed Christian tracts to university students. Through this concerned individual’s witness and counsel, he committed his messed-up life to Jesus Christ and was ―saved - not only from a future hell but from the bondage of those sins which were in the process of destroying his life in the here-and now. Today this young convert is pastoring a Christian church. This true story was presented recently on Chicago’s Pacific Garden Mission Unshackled radio broadcast. Every week a similar pilgrimage of faith is dramatized. Regular listeners are impressed with two things as they hear these real-life stories: (1) the power of sin to destroy, and (2) the power of Jesus Christ to save. Should those who have found deliverance, freedom, love, forgiveness, fulfillment, joy, and hope be faulted for sharing Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 85



these blessings with others? And should not their right to do so, in a free society, be defended? It is frequently objected that Christians have no right to enter Third World countries for the purpose of persuading nationals to abandon their tribal religions in favor of Christianity. This is like arguing that smallpox and polio vaccines should be denied nations where people are dying like flies from these diseases because they are trusting witch doctors instead of modern medical science. If Christians are persuaded that only the blood of Christ will atone for sin, they are morally obligated to share that life-saving knowledge with the world. This is not to imply that Christians -as well as advocates of other religions - are entitled to kidnap or attempt conversions at the point of a sword or to resort to any kind of coercion, manipulation, or deceit in their zeal to win converts. Such approaches are to be deplored by sensitive and responsible people of all religions or of none. Also to be deplored is the assumption that the "snapping‖ of someone of legal age into a religious commitment justifies whatever means are necessary to "unsnap‖ that individual. I would grieve were one of my children to forsake Christianity for another religion. But unless I were convinced that the conversion process involved fraud, manipulation, and exploitation, I hope I would have the grace to refrain from retaliating in kind in the effort to retrieve my adult child‖ from the clutches of what I perceived to be a pernicious cult. What would I do, then? As a Christian, I believe that only the Holy Spirit, ultimately, has the power to convict and convert (John 16:8). Therefore, my primary strategy would be prayer. But I would give the Holy Spirit an assist by words of refutation, instruction, and testimony my own and those of others (family members, friends, spiritual counselors, authors, excultists). I would do everything possible (short of physical abduction) to draw my son or daughter outside of the cult environment in order that he or she may have a greater opportunity for critical evaluation and valid personal choice. Above all, I would continue to love my child and keep lines of communication open.
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Religious Pluralism, Dialogue, and the Ethics of Social Influence Eugene C. Kreider Religious Pluralism: The Scope of a Problem Religious diversity is an acknowledged cultural and historical fact today. This diversity, however, does not consist of a variety of independent religious and faith systems existing side by side. Rather, it consists of a multiplicity of commitments, which constitutes the matrix of a broad religious pluralism Within this matrix different and often conflicting religious commitments struggle for identity as they coexist and strive to find a hermeneutical principle through which to interpret meaningfully the interrelationship of differing beliefs and life patterns. That pluralism has spawned many areas of interest. One area is diversity of impart upon the traditional religious enterprise. Another area is the appraisal of the truth-claims and religious exclusiveness represented in the differing religious experiences. Still another area of interest lies in evaluating differing views about God, the world, and the way of salvation. Also, there is an interest in the effect of pluralism upon the internal and external structures of individual religious systems. Underlying all these areas of interest, however, is a concern for the impact pluralism has on the questions of identity and the motivating of religious commitment. These interests have led to a variety of approaches and strategies for investigating the complexity of religious phenomena today (1). Such approaches and strategies range from descriptions of different sorts of independent religious experiences to suggestions about consensus within the differences. Nevertheless, in all approaches and strategies can be found either an intuitive urge or some recognized need that leads to a form of ―interfaith dialogue.‖ The stated purposes of interfaith dialogue vary according to those involved in this dialogue. In the main, however, there are five purposes, each of which has underlying or subpurposes supporting it. First, dialogue provides a way of understanding someone else’s religious commitment. This purpose helps to satisfy an informational interest. It allows one to give and receive information, to ―get the facts‖ and thereby to understand. Second, dialogue seeks consensus. With this purpose dialogue attempts to find common ground mutuality, if not agreement in the different religious groups. That common ground could be any number of elements within given religious systems. Third, dialogue invites conversation about differences in such a way that the integrity of all elements in the religious system can be established more firmly and the believer’s identity established more concretely. Fourth, dialogue affords opportunity for reconciliation among people and groups that have conflicting beliefs, lifestyles, and rituals. This purpose, like the second, may find expression both practically and theoretically in the conjunction of religious symbols and in their cultural expression. Fifth, dialogue assumes that a vital religious pluralism is the matrix in which truth is sought, claimed, and translated into historically and culturally defined beliefs and patterns of life. These purposes for dialogue between and among religious groups are not listed here in an order of priority, nor are they mutually exclusive in their functions. Nevertheless, each represents an emphasis and makes its own claim for usefulness.
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In this paper I will argue that it is the fifth purpose for dialogue that provides a way for understanding and dealing with problems about the ethics of social influence that have emerged and are continuing to emerge in contemporary society. In homogeneous settings where religious/cultural values are held in common, ethicality is primarily a question of the clarity of perception. In such settings, the clearer one perceives the determinants of lifestyle, die more ethical can one’s actions be in respect to self and others. In heterogeneous settings where pluralism describes the religious values, ethicality is more a matter of the sobriety of judgment. Clarity about the ethicality of any action may be severely limited or totally wanting. In either case, the course of action must be determined by the best judgments one can make. I view the concern about the ethics of social influence in a religiously plural society under discussion here to be essentially a hermeneutical matter bringing to bear the best judgments possible descriptively and prescriptively about the character and effect of religious forms of social influence. An Imbalance in the Tripartite Structure of Contemporary Religious Experience: The Focus of a Problem Religious experience is always characterized by a set of beliefs or teachings, rituals for expressing these beliefs in the community of faith, and lifestyle patterns for living out beliefs and rituals in the broader social community. Usually the beliefs are understood to come from the object of one’s religious orientation, a supreme being or value, and are described as a revelation. Rituals are the result of human ways of perceiving, organizing, and interpreting revelation, and thereby offer primary anthropological and sociological data for studying and knowing about the religious experience. The lifestyle patterns involve an intersection of the religious commitment of one community with society in general in such a way as to raise the question of norms for social intercourse broadly conceived. Such patterns describe the question of ethics. The inner vitality of any religious experience and the way it is viewed by society in general depend on how its beliefs, rituals, and lifestyles come together to give it character and definition. It is important that these three characteristics of religious experience be balanced and converge supportively, exercising corrective influence over each other. The psychosocial health of the religious community needs such balance, and adequate public discourse about religious experience depends upon a full account of its characteristics. Historically, an imbalance in attention to belief, ritual and lifestyle has produced distortion of the religious experience both in the inner circle of that experience and in the judgment society makes about that experience. When belief outweighs attention to ritual and lifestyle, the Holy War is often the result, or a mild form of it in aggressive tactics motivated by convictions of superiority. All is done for the sake of perceived dogmatic good. The doctrinal end justifies any ritual or ethical means available. When ethics outweighs attention to belief and ritual, uncritical or unreflective lifestyle patterns often emerge out of the peculiarities of the inner vitality of the religious experience usually dominated by forceful leadership. When ritual outweighs attention to belief and lifestyle, the practice of the religious experience often is the cause of its demise in the destruction of individuals and the religious system within the broader society. Any imbalance affects both the religious group itself and its social context. The contemporary religious movements that have achieved public visibility in the last two decades, and before, are examples of various imbalances in beliefs, rituals and lifestyles. The imbalance, especially in the late 1960s and early 1970s, was one of over-attention to lifestyle and ritual.
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The mid-sixties in America were the years that experienced a mushrooming of religious activity and fervor, producing many of the more recent contemporary religious movements and stimulating further growth in movements that had their beginnings earlier. That activity and fervor answered a need of the moment, namely, a way of renewal out of the bankruptcy of the hippie experiment in the decade of the 1960s. Public knowledge about the rise of the new movements and their activities depended largely upon what was available in the media and upon what could be gleaned from word-of-mouth reporting. It would be fair to say that more was learned about the activities and rituals of these movements than about what they taught or about what their devotees believed. Moreover, there is very little evidence in what we have learned about the groups emerging in the 1960s that beliefs played a critical role in the recruitment of members or in the overall development of the group. Furthermore, public knowledge seems to indicate that as the dominant fear of the new religions had to do with lifestyle matters, so the beliefs of the groups exercised little corrective influence, if any, over ethics and ritual. Interestingly, and appropriately, the public response to these early expressions of the new religions was an attempt to restore the critical and collective function of belief within the religious experience by challenging what were perceived as extremes in lifestyle and ritual and by calling attention to the content of belief and its importance in the whole religious experience. The public got to know this challenge best through voluntary and involuntary deprogramming and other forms of "exit counseling.‖ Aside from the judgment one might make about the appropriateness or inappropriateness of deprogramming and the questions of civil and religious liberties raised in the wake of this phenomenon, it is clear that those attempts to deal with ―the problem of the cults‖ were essentially attempts to give proper attention to the place of beliefs in a person’s experience and thereby to restore a balance between lifestyle, ritual and belief. Reactions to deprogramming were varied. Supporters, of course, claimed that such activity was a valid way to counter the alleged manipulative and fraudulent recruitment practices of some religious groups and the socialization techniques by which these groups controlled members, not to mention the extreme form of total control over individuals in the destructive cults. Those who opposed deprogramming claimed that this activity violated an individual’s religious liberty and the right of fine choice in respect to involvement in any religious organization or group. Moreover, those who championed the right of free choice in determining religious affiliation have interpreted such affiliation by the so-called ―role theory,‖ which focuses on how and not why people join new religious groups. This motivational model identifies a ―match‖ between the needs or motive of the new recruit and the offerings of the new religious group. Religious affiliation is, then, construed as ―a social process whereby the group functions to meet both the individual’s needs and to shape those needs" (2). In such a sociological perspective is further evidence of the imbalance of belief and lifestyle resulting from over-attention to lifestyle. Empirical evidence in a study of the Unification Church shows that ―the assumption of active membership most often led to dramatic changes in the new recruits behavior prior to belief changes and the development of commitment..‖ (3). Deprogramming emphasized the importance of beliefs in any religious system and the necessity of a balance between beliefs, lifestyle, and ritual. But the significant thing in this emphasis was the highlighting and use by deprogrammers of the former beliefs of those who became involved in the new religious movements. The corrective for what deprogrammers saw as aberrations in the lifestyle and ritual patterns of the new group was in no way constitutive of the beliefs of the new religions. In fact, the opposite was assumed, namely, that the beliefs of the new religions had little or nothing to do with the acceptance Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 89



of new lifestyles and rituals by devotees of the new groups and that those beliefs could not, therefore, be invoked as corrective influences for lifestyles and rituals. The approach in deprogramming activities has been to discredit the new beliefs and to call new lifestyle and ritual patterns into question by restoring the credibility of former beliefs. The assumption in this approach has been that the beliefs of the new religions, even when taken seriously by group members, could not stand the tests of rational analysis and public understanding. A Transitional Development: New Concern for Balance The public debate in support or denunciation of deprogramming, in addition to focusing upon the legality or illegality of this practice, produced a transitional development in the discussion of the new religious groups that has had an effect on the present-day concern about the ethics of social influence. That development came essentially as a result of the insistence that deprogramming was illegal and that the assumptions of the deprogrammers needed to be modified. That modification produced a different view of the new religious movements. For some who study the new religious movements today, the belief systems of those groups are important either because they have in fact helped determine and shape the lifestyle and ritual patterns of devotees and, therefore, could function as a corrective influence upon those patterns, or because their truth-claims have religious value in themselves that cannot be dismissed too quickly from the realm of public discussion. The result has been a shift in the perception of and attitudes toward the beliefs of the new religious movements issuing into a concern for finding new ways to generate public interest in these movements and new forms of public discussion about them. This shift has been accompanied by a growing literature defending the right of the new religious groups to exist and to be represented in the phenomenon of religious pluralism in this country without bias or prejudice, stereotype or reductionism (4). This literature argues for distinctions its authors claim need to be made between the so-called destructive cults that control the total environment of the devotee in the extreme and the other religious groups that respect the free choice and integrity of individuals who join them. Moreover, the debate in the literature surrounding this shift has been concerned with the pressing need to differentiate the continuum on which these groups lie and to seek language and concepts that can adequately describe the complexity of the religious experience itself and the multiplicity of the phenomenon of new religious groups. This shift in attitude toward the importance of religious belief vis-a-vis the cults, by the procult reaction in our society today, is the first dimension of this transitional development. It affirms the integrity of beliefs and seeks to give them fair exposure in the broad cultural religious conversation. ―Mere is, however, a second dimension in the transitional development It is represented by voices calling attention to a new imbalance, one in which there is an over-attention paid to belief to the neglect of lifestyle patterns and ritual, and to the way that imbalance is manifested within religious systems and in the interaction of religious groups. On the one hand, there is more than abundant evidence in the public press today that when beliefs are given more attention than lifestyle patterns and rituals, distortions and aberrations result internally. Witness, for example, the cases of child abuse in groups whose fundamentalist orientation toward the Bible takes precedence over any religious or humanitarian concerns that place high value on individual human life (5). On the other hand, there is a growing concern about the effect belief systems have upon ethics in the public arena. In a pluralistic society, religious systems inevitably affect each other, especially if they are involved in some form of public discourse and more especially if Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 90



they are conversionary in outlook and purpose. In such instances, overattention to beliefs may affect other religious groups adversely. When, for example, convictions about religious particularity or divine election are the primary motivations for conversionary religious groups, there is a high potential for distortion in the lifestyle relationships such groups have with other groups. There is a clear tendency among conversionary groups to teach their beliefs to other people and thus "win them over." That tendency in itself may represent open discussion in a free society and intend no ill effects or unjust treatment of others. But it may also be the source of interpersonal improbities in which any means used to convert another person are justified by the end, namely ―winning others over.‖ More often than not, such tendencies occur in religious groups whose heightened sense of commitment to beliefs overshadows judgments about lifestyle and ritual, producing perceived distortions within the style of the group itself and eventually an attitude of condescension on the part of such a group toward others. That attitude quickly engenders a ―we-they‖ mentality that can lead to a posture of superiority and its resultant devaluing of the other person’s position and right to that position. Today we are witnessing new activity among the conversionary or transformational groups represented by some fundamentalist and evangelical organizations to ―win others over‖ with apparent disregard for methods used in the process. The result has been a bungling outreach at best and interpersonal foul play and moral turpitude at worst. In light of this situation, the needed new balance in the pluralistically religious scene is twofold. it involves not only the former need to balance carefully and intentionally the belief, lifestyle, and ritual within the group’s own experience so that belief will not overshadow lifestyle and ritual or vice versa, but also the contemporary need to seek a carefully and intentionally balanced relationship in the intercourse of a plurality of religious groups. This is essentially a matter of social influence. Religious groups can no longer be satisfied to seek balance internally. They need to seek balance externally by the way they coincide or clash with other groups. This need for new balance, then, emerges as a concern for ethics, the ethics of social influence. The parameters of that concern are the public domain of beliefs in a pluralistic society and the expression of those beliefs in a lifestyle inevitably touching people of different religious commitments. The Context and Process for a New Balance: A Proposal The concern for a new balance emerges as an ethical issue in the relationship of religious groups, broadens the context for inquiring about the sanctions for ethics. Hence, the source of ethical sanctions is not limited to the internal structure of a religious system but is located in the interaction and social influence of one religious group upon another. Broadly speaking, ethical sanctions must come out of the context of human interaction and not out of the internally defined beliefs, lifestyle, and ritual patterns of any one group, if the Holy War mentality is to be avoided and something more than unthinking congeniality between different groups is to be achieved. Moreover, the process for seeking a new balance is defined by the potentialities of that interaction. One way of getting at this concern for a new balance is through the question: How do lifestyle and ritual inform the public domain of beliefs? This question implies the existence of correctives over beliefs through lifestyle and ritual activities, in the arena of human interaction. The question seeks answers to relational problems among religious groups in the nature of the interaction itself. The interaction reveals the human potential for finding a new balance and defines the process for reaching it. I would argue that, because the need for a new balance of beliefs, lifestyle, and ritual is both internal and external, the interaction of any given pair of religious groups defames a dialogical process for finding the new balance and a human Potential that is open to mutual Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 91



understanding and growth developing from the dialogue. The chief aim of " dialogical process is the recovery of conversation over beliefs in such a way that lifestyle patterns can be scrutinized and find further definition and appropriateness through mutual understanding and growth. ―This means that social influence in the public arena is always subject to correction for the sake of all parties and groups involved. The claim that dialogue is the answer to problems in interpersonal relations is easily made. What is not so easy is to understand is what constitutes dialogue and how dialogue functions to ameliorate interpersonal relations. Those who have studied dialogue and the way it functions as constitutive of human community have rightly insisted that dialogue means much more than language. Language is not a neutral or objective ingredient in human experience. It is a symbol system and, therefore, embodies layers of meaning that are not apparent in the words themselves or in the syntax that gives structured meaning to the words. Terminological congruence, for example, may embody wide semantic divergence and vice versa. "―Me language we use tends to build in to our analyses certain theories which become a priori premises‖ (6). Moreover, attitudes about the function of dialogue greatly affect the usefulness of dialogue in addressing problems in interpersonal relations. Dialogue is intended to be a creative process in which open discussion is the arena for mutual understanding and growth. And yet the opposite effect often results, and interpersonal problems intensify instead of improve, because of personal attitudes that are contrary to the mutuality of the dialogical process. Henri J. M. Nouwen illustrates the negative effect a discussion or dialogue can have because of the attitudes one has about the process involved. Quite often the process goes like this: A student enters into the discussion ... As soon as someone states an opinion, the most common reaction is not the internal question: ―How can I understand his opinion better?‖ but "What is my opinion?" So, too, does silence often mean more than an occasion to prepare an answer than to enter the train of thought of the other. And once two, three, or more opinions are stated the primary concern becomes defense of the chosen, even when it is hardly worth defending (7). A dialogical process that aims at recovering conversations over beliefs in such a way that lifestyle patterns are affected through mutual understanding and growth has several important characteristics. It involves the interaction of personal commitments with an openness on the part of individuals and groups to learn from each other without relinquishing the structures of meaning within their own commitments. This process calls into question any personal commitment that is viewed as either historically absolute or religiously unimportant in the presence of another’s commitment. Furthermore, this process is one that neither drives toward consensus in a pluralistic context nor allows that context to be designated as a multiplicity of religious options. This dialogical process describes a journey in faith. In that journey growth takes place in the interaction of beliefs, lifestyles, and rituals within religious systems and across religious lines. Those interactions are the context for social influence, but that influence is measurably different from the influence experienced in a setting in which religious absolutes preclude mutual learning and growth and where imbalances and their attendant distortions in one religious system adversely affect other religious systems. A person’s journey in faith is not so much a continual reaffirmation of commitment as it is a context in which one searches for the meaning of faith. It is an experience in which critical judgments come to bear upon the tradition in which one was nurtured. It is a journey of questioning and growing, of experimentation and risk. Because that is so, the journey is a way of knowing even before it becomes the content of commitment. Faith is a disposition of the heart, the perception by which we experience God. It is an awareness of the grace of God that helps a person see and understand the world in a faithful way (8). Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 92



An example of the dialogical process I describe is the interfaith experience of Franz Rosenzweig, a Jew, and Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy, a Christian (9). They call dialogue ―speech "king,‖ a process by which truth is revealed through speech that expresses the intercommunication of one mind with another. It is conversation, speech set against speech, that was the method wherein they discovered their respective identities and a common framework. Of the method, Rosenzweig noted: "In the course of dialogue he who happens to be listening also speaks, but he does not speak merely when he is uttering words, nor even mainly when he is uttering words, but just as much when through his eager attention, through the assent or dissent expressed in his glances, he conjures words to his lips and the lips of the current speaker‖ (10). Rosenstock-Huessy's motto was: ―I respond although I will be changed." By that he meant that as he spoke and another spoke, in his response he opened himself up to change. This mono captures "the element of risk to each partner that is involved when two people place themselves under the spell of speech that is, when a truly dialogical relationship develops‖ (11). This kind of dialogue suggests that the important thing is not what is in the individual speakers in the dialogue but what together they find between them. Such dialogue further suggests that individuals do not find self-understanding and self-identity in themselves but in the dialogical process. When people place themselves under the "spell of speech,‖ they discover who they are. Individuals discover their self-understanding and self-identity in the process of talking about themselves to each other. Meaning emerges through this kind of dialogue, the kind I suggested above that assumes the vitality of religious pluralism as the matrix in which truth is sought, claimed and translated into historically and culturally defined beliefs and patterns of life. Such dialogue supports Goethe's claim: Zwischen uns sei Wahrheit (between us is truth). ―This is not to deny that truth can be spoken about or that the truth-claims of individuals and groups can be documented in writings from which others can learn. But it is to assert that religious truth is not limited to, nor primarily, a body of belief statements or propositions to which individuals and groups give assent. The meaning of religious truth is never exhausted until it comes alive in the faithfulness by which believers seek it in dialogue with each other. When dialogue is understood this way it is an intentional human activity aiming at the recovery of conversation over beliefs and thereby offering individuals and groups an understanding of religious commitment as affirmation of identity within a multiple faith experience. Furthermore, such affirmation of identity is never just one option among others but one that has attained its value as a faith-claim because of the interaction of different experiences. It is an affirmation coming from the kind of growth that is essentially qualitative and that results in new personal dimensions in the journey in faith. Bernard Loomer, formerly of the theological faculty at the University of Chicago, says that such growth can best be understood as a category of largeness or size. He explains: By size I mean the stature of a person’s soul, the range and depth of his love, his capacity for relationships. I mean the volume of life you can take into your being and still maintain your integrity and individuality, the intensity and variety of outlook you can entertain in the unity of your being without feeling defensive or insecure. I mean the strength of your spirit to encourage others to become freer in the development of their diversity and uniqueness. I mean the power to sustain more complex and enriching tensions, I mean the magnanimity of concern to provide conditions that enable others to increase in stature (12).
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Dialogue as I speak of it here is an experience that can lead one to make a religious claim for absolutes instead of making absolute claims historically and culturally in the improbities of social influence among religious groups. Understood this way, dialogue can lead from a description of the contemporary religious scene to a prescriptive response to that scene by framing the question of the ethics of social influence in the balance of beliefs, lifestyles, and rituals within a religious system and among religious groups. That framing provides for the continuing discussion about contemporary religious groups toward an ever-unfolding definition of their interaction in a religiously pluralistic society. References 1. Coward, H.G. ―Panikkar's Approach to Interreligious Dialogue," Cross Currents, 29 (Summer 1979): 183-189; Coward, H.G. Pluralism: Challenge to World Religions (Maryknoll: Orbis, 1985); Hick, J. Truth and Dialogue in World Religions: Conflicting Truth-Claims (Philadelphia: Wesminster, 1974); Knitter, P. F. No Other Name?: A Critical Survey of Christian Attitudes Toward the World Religions, American Society of Missionary Series, no. 7 (Maryknoll: Orbis, 1985); Panikkar, R. ―Response to Howard Coward,‖ Cross Currents, 29 (Summer 1979): 190-192; Raschke, C.A. ―Religious Pluralism and Truth: From Theology to a Hermeneutical Dialogy,‖ Journal of the American Academy of Religion , 50 (March 1982): 3548; Smith, W.C. Religious Diversity, ed. Willard G. Ostoby (New York: Crossroad, 1982). 2. Kilbourne, B.K., and Richardson, J.T. ―Cult Versus Families: A Case of Misattribution of Cause?" Cults and the Family, Marriage & Family Review, vol. 4, nos. 3/4 (New York: Haworth, 1982), p. 85. 3. Ibid. 4. Bromley, D.G., and Shupe, A.S. Jr., Strange Gods: The Great American Cult Scare (Boston: Beacon, 198 1) and Melton, J.G., and Moom R.L. The Cult Experience: Respondng to the New Religious Pluralism (New York: Pilgrim, 1982). 5. See articles in American Family Foundation: Cultic Studies Newsletter, 2 (March 1983 & December 1983) and articles in Cultic Studies Journal, I (May 1984 & Fall/Winter 1984). 6. Robbins, T. ―Cults, Coercion, and Dialogue,‖ Cultic Studies Newsletter, 2 (March 1983): 3. 7. Creative Ministry (Garden City: Doubleday, 1971), p. 7. 8. Kreider, E.G. "A Triangle of Affections: ―Me Shaping of Commitment in Contemporary Religious Experience,‖ WORD & WORLD, 4 (Summer 1984): 297. 9. Rosenstock-Huessy, E., ed. Judaism Despite Christianity: The "Letters on Christianity and Judaism" between Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy and Franz Rosenzweig (University, Ala.: University of Alabama, 1969). 10. Glatzer, N.N. Franz Rosenzweig: His Life and Thought (New York: Shocken, 1953), p. 308. 11. Rosenstock-Huessy, Judaism Despite Christianity pp. 4-5. 12. ―S-I-Z-E,‖ Criterion, 13 (Spring 1974): 6. *****************
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Evangelization and Freedom in the Catholic Church James LeBar Twenty years ago October 28, 1965, to be exact the Catholic Bishops of the work in the final section of the Second Vatican Council, promulgated a document that revolutionized the attitude of Catholics toward other religions. Known by its first words in Latin, Nostra Aetate (―In our age‖), this document has provided the basis for dialogue and collaboration among the non-Christian religions. During the year 1985 the Jewish community throughout the world joined with the Catholic Church to mark the anniversary of this document and the progress in understanding and brotherhood that has been achieved over the past twenty years. There were interfaith meetings at the Vatican in the spring and fall, and the Thanksgiving Square Foundation sponsored a symposium in Dallas, Texas, at which the President of the Vatican Secretariat for non-Christians, Francis Cardinal Arinze, was the principal participant. After a day of discussions, a banquet was held during which leaders of seven world religions expressed thanksgiving to God and to the Catholic Church for this document. Less than two months after the release of Nostra Aetate, on December 7, 1965, this same Vatican Council issued the decrees ―Dignitatis Humanae (of Human Dignity) and ―Ad Gentes Divinitus‖ (Divinity Sent to the Nations). The first is usually called the Decree on Religious Liberty and the second is the Decree on Missionary Activity of the Church. These two documents, coupled with Nostra Aetate, provide the schema for missionary activity of the Catholic Church at the present time. The Founders of the Second Vatican Council could scarcely have known, twenty years ago, how different the missionary scene would be in the 1980‖s, with the rise of the cults, gurus, and self-proclaimed messiahs in the United States and other countries. Although fundamentalism did exist at that time, its rapid expansion, often in the form of cult-like groups, could not have been predicted. In the midst of its own efforts at renewal the Catholic Church experienced both positive and negative reactions to the many changes decreed by the Vatican Council. Many could not understand the new relationship of openness and dialogue with other Christian Churches, with Jewish leaders, and with other non-Christian groups. At the same time that the cults and gurus were increasing their influence, society found itself in a very materialistic period. In reaction to this materialism, many persons began to seek goodness, peace and God; however, they looked outside the framework of the Churches, Catholic and otherwise. They were ripe for the cult leaders and the gurus. Other enterprising people saw the Bible as a drawing card for followers, and many biblically oriented cultic groups arose. Nevertheless, there were then, and are now, many biblically based churches and other organizations that are not cults, even though they do not resemble traditional churches. Many Catholics have become involved with such groups, and the Church, although concerned about their departure, respects this choice. The Decree on Religious Liberty states: The Vatican Council declares that the human person has a right to religious freedom. Freedom of this kind means that all men should be immune from coercion on die part of individuals, social groups and every human power so that, within due limits, nobody is forced to act against his convictions in religious matters in private or in public, alone or in associations with others. The Council further declares that the
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right to religious freedom is based on the very dignity of the human person as known by the revealed word of God and by reason itself. ―This particular idea is repeated in the Decree on Missionary Activity with a different emphasis: The Church strictly forbids that anyone should be forced to accept the faith, or be induced or enticed by unworthy devices; as it likewise strongly defends the right that no one should be frightened away from the faith by unjust persecutions. The Church does object, however, when it becomes obvious that many of its members are deceitfully enticed away from the Church of their heritage without the individual person making a conscious, free choice to move to a new religious group. With the above concepts in mind, let us examine a problem that has become prevalent in the present time: the excessively aggressive missionary activities of some religious groups and the problems they cause for themselves and for other groups who seek to exercise freedom of religion and freedom of speech. There are many factors to consider whenever one discusses religion and freedom especially in America. Americans are particularly sensitive to their First Amendment freedoms and will tolerate no intrusions in this area. Americans are used to making choices, and they resent any group or individual who places restrictions on their ability to do so. In addition, Americans have developed a sense of fair play and mutual respect even in areas of intense competition. Thus, while we may witness a fierce political campaign, when it is over we all accept the results of the election, and respect and honor are given to the elected officials, even by members of the opposition party. However, when matters of religion and faith are concerned, all these influences converge with a tenacity that defies explanation. For the Christian, Catholic or otherwise, the impetus for missionary activity comes from the Gospel, from the words of Jesus himself. Sometimes called the ―Great Commission,‖ these three passages are significant: Thus it is written that the Messiah must suffer and rise from the dead on the third day. In his name, penance for the remission of sins is to be preached to all the nations, beginning at Jerusalem. (Luke 24:46-47) Jesus came forward and addressed them in these words: ―Full authority has been given me both in heaven and earth; go therefore and make disciples of all the nations. Baptize them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit Teach them to carry out everything I have commanded you.‖ (Matthew 28:1820a) Then he told them: ―Go into the whole world and proclaim the good news to all creation. The man who believes in it and accepts baptism will be saved; the man who refuses to believe in it will be condemned.‖ (Mark 16:15-16) Concentrating on the early Christians for the moment, we note that the Apostles did follow this Great Commission and saw to it that the Gospel the Good News was proclaimed and preached to the whole world. Ancient secular history attests to the fact that the followers of Jesus, first called Christians at Antioch, were quite enthusiastic about their faith, and as such converted many to this "new way. In later centuries the Church continued to expand through missionary activity, more formalized and organized than in the days of primitive Christianity. Great men such as SL Patrick in Ireland, Saints Cyril and Methodius in the Slavic lands, and Saint Boniface in Germany appeared on the scene to spearhead missionary efforts. Religious communities were also formed to bring the message of Christ to foreign lands through health care,
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education, and pastoral care. For the most part, Christianity prospered and spread far and wide. Opposition to the spread of Christianity was not long in coming, however. The Romans persecuted the Christians, for example, by throwing them to the lions. Later, Islam took a fanatical, warlike position that saw the Moslems and Christians engaged in fierce wars for many years, particularly over the custody of the holy shrines in Jerusalem. For the most part however, the spread of Christianity and opposition to it operated well within the realm of proper social influence and custom. There were influences, to be sure, sometimes even intimidation, but the causes that influenced decision-making All this may seem to be a rather long way to the heart of the problems caused by groups which use high-pressure methods to proclaim the Good News. But it is a necessary preamble if one is to understand the dangers in these groups. It is not difficult to recognize the more prominent cult leaders and their followers. But when a particular group purports to use the Bible as its source of information and authority, and has a leader who is energetic, enthusiastic, and motivating, the true value of the group is more difficult to ascertain. Today’s society has a large number of self-appointed people who seek to fulfill the Great Commission according to their own designs, without recourse to any higher human authority. Sometimes their enthusiasm slips from proper boundaries and a problem ensues. Many missionary groups have centered their activities on college campuses, and utilize high-pressure tactics to secure recruits. Such methods are quite successful because so many students today lack a basic religious education of whatever faith group and either do not know how to counter the efforts or, perhaps, not having had true religious experiences in the past are open to whatever is suggested. Furthermore, they are not aware of the manipulation of their freedom of choice and their power to evaluate ideas properly. Joseph Cardinal Bernadin, Archbishop of Chicago, in an address to the opening session of the then newly-founded National Council for Catholic Evangelization on June 12, 1983, defined true evangelization in these words: So as not to spend all my time explaining what evangelization is not, allow me to make a few positive statements about what I believe it to be. In the Scriptures, Jesus never evangelized through coercion. Rather, he did it by invitation. Jesus evangelized by inviting people to embrace several realities ... all of which are connected and interrelated .. Let me summarize. Evangelization is always an invitation to the Kingdom, to conversion, to discipleship. Jesus evangelized through word and deed. At times, his very presence evangelized. When Jesus evangelized, he offered meaning to people. He joined words and meanings to gestures of healing ... Evangelization is not just a piece of the Church’s educational ministries. It is surely that, but it is much more. It is the integrating force and thrust of all the church’s ministries. How different this attitude is from groups which thrust the Bible or biblical verses at people so fast that they scarcely have time to think before an answer is required. ―Me Catholic Church does indeed recognize the evangelism of other religious groups, and in many instances cooperates to some extent in areas where it is possible. But when any individual or group exceeds the boundaries of proper behavior, the Church is concerned, not because some of its members may be lost, but rather because the recruits for such a group, be they from the Catholic Church or any other Church, have no opportunity to make a free decision in the matter.
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To determine whether a particular biblical group is helpful or harmful, several questions need to be addressed. 1. Is excessive pressure put on a recruit to become a member immediately? 2. Are members allowed to evaluate the teaching of the group with other groups, or with their own present church? 3. Are biblical texts used in persuasion quoted accurately and in context? 4. What are the purposes of the group? Can the recruit observe these purposes in action? 5. Who are the leaders of the group and where do they get their guidance, instruction, and leadership responsibility? 6. Regarding the group itself, what category of student is being recruited: the unchurched, the unbeliever, the alienated, the members of other churches? 7. What relationship does the group have with other religious groups on campus, citywide, or nationally? Does it participate in ecumenical activities? 8. How does the particular group regard members of other denominations with regard to salvation? If, for example, a particular group on a college campus or elsewhere, for that matter transforms a recruit into a ―born-again Christian‖ overnight, talks against the previous faith of the recruit, and wants nothing to do with any other group, claiming they have the only way to salvation, then there is a high degree of probability that the group is a dangerous one. Nor is there assurance that established churches are immune from such unethical behavior. An isolated small congregation might have a manipulative pastor who leads the flock astray. Within the Catholic Church, for example, there have been problems with Charismatic groups that have become too authoritarian and have refused to listen to the authority of the Bishop. (The Bishop of Cleveland and the Archbishop of Newark have recently had to take action in this regard.) The very traditional and loyal Opus Dei organization has been criticized as well, and in Great Britain, Basil Cardinal Hume issued guidelines for the group in his Archdiocese. Thus, the Catholic Church’s hierarchical system permits such abuses to be corrected when detected. Two additional instances, one recent, the other from a century ago, can serve as examples of this process: A year or two ago in the Archdiocese of Miami, Florida, the Archbishop rescinded the baptism of a Jewish child. The baptism had been done during a child custody case, against the will of the parents. His reasoning for the action was that the parents had indicated a desire to raise the child as a Jew, and thus the baptism, done at the instigation of an outside party, was improper, unwarranted and invalid. In the nineteenth century, Theodore Ratisbonne, after a rather stormy early life, converted from Judaism to Catholicism and in 1830 became a priest. He had a rather renowned life as a priest, gaining fame for his preaching, scholarship, and evangelization, specializing in the con- version of the Jews. In this latter capacity, two scandals occurred which involved Abbe Ratisbonne and damaged his reputation considerably. One of them was clearly a case of excessive proselytization. A Jewish child, whose mother died in childbirth, was raised with the consent of the father by a Jewish foster family who had her educated in Catholic Schools. When her foster parents died, her father claimed her guardian- ship, and the girl, by now eighteen years of age, claimed she had been pressured to become Catholic. The civil government and the Church both stepped in to rectify this situation, though this was not always the case. Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 99



In both these instances, the civil and/or the ecclesiastical authorities stepped in to rectify a situation gone astray. Religious groups which recognize no authority but their own, on the other hand, can easily fall into excessive practices that violate moral and ethical codes. If there is no safeguard through accountability, an individual leader can be mesmerized by success, adulation of the community, or other factors and use more and more controlling means to rule the flock. Proselytizing has been a part of society since the beginning of the Christian era, if not before. Our concern here is not proper use of this tool, but its inordinate application coupled with other psychological and psychosocial techniques. No one can realistically prohibit or place restrictions on proselytizing without being accused of restricting of freedom. In a pluralistic society such as ours in America, groups have the right to seek new members, but they have no right to use deception, high pressure, and guilt to force the decision of an individual. True evangelization (evangelism) is done according to the norms that Jesus used. He invited. He invited people to hear his message, to decide to follow Him, and then to do so. The choice to stay or depart must be up to the individual. When Jesus taught a difficult doctrine, he saw many walk away, so many in fact that he asked his disciples, 'Will you also go away?' (John 7:66-69) Any group wishing to be faithful to the Great Commission must do likewise. As a final thought, the example of Mother Teresa and the Missionary Sisters of Charity comes to mind. Here is a woman who wanted the religious life as a Catholic Sister. She left her homeland of Yugoslavia and went to India where she was so moved by the extreme poverty of the 'unwashed' that she received permission to work with these people. Eventually she left the teaching order she had joined, and after other young women joined her, some from the order she had left, she founded her own community dedicated to the service of the poor. And today, more than fifty years later, the community prospers, and has more applicants than it can handle. In October, 1984, Mother Teresa, at the invitation of Pope John Paul II, addressed the international priests' retreat at the Vatican, at which I was present. There I heard her give what I consider to be the most perfect example of evangelization. No pressure, no compulsion, no deception - just the life of a good person and the desire of a good ruler to help his people. Transcribed excerpts from her talk follow. I remember sometime ago, some years back, when the President of Yemen asked for our Sisters to come to Yemen. And I was told that for so many, many years there has been no public chapel, public Mass, or publicly known fact that a person is a priest. So I told the President 'I am willing to give you the Sisters, but without a priest, without Jesus, we don't go.' Then, they must have had a consultation between them and they decided, 'Yes.' (And something struck me so much.) And the priest came. There was the altar. There was the tabernacle, there was Jesus. And only he (the priest) could bring Jesus there. After that the government built the building for us when we went there to take care of the street people, the dying, and the destitute; and they built a convent for us also. And then the governor who had sponsored the building - (Sister asked him, 'Kindly make sure that one room be beautifully done because Jesus is going to be there") - built our chapel. And this governor asked Sister, 'Sister, show me how to build the Roman Catholic Church right here." (He meant the little chapel, and instead of saying chapel, he said 'Roman Catholic Church right here!') And they built that chapel so beautifully, and it is there today, and the Sisters are there. Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 100



And then they asked us to open [a center] - they gave us a whole mountain - to rehabilitate the lepers, the many, many lepers. So, we went to see the place, and I saw there an open grave. The smell, the awfulness of the bodies.. I cannot express what I saw. And I was thinking, 'Jesus, how, how can we leave you like that?' And then, I accepted that place. And if you went now, you would see quite a different place. And then I asked - they were all Muslims, not a single Catholic there - one of the rich men ... I said, ―These are all Muslim people. They need to pray. Kindly build a Mosque for them that they can pray." And the man was surprised that I, a Catholic Sister, would ask such a thing, but he built a most beautiful Mosque for the people. And you see those lepers, crawling, crawling, going there to pray. And then, when that Mosque was completely open, he turned to me and he said, "I give you my word. The next thing I will build here is the Catholic Church for the Sisters.' These are beautiful examples of the hunger of people, of our poorest of the poor: the ignorant, the unwanted, the unloved, the rejected, the forgotten ... yes, their hunger for God. If only all missionaries could follow this model, this world in which we live would be a different place. Evangelicals, Protestants, Catholics, and others would be truly fulfilling the Great Commission, which after all is to preach the commandment of love: "Love one another. such as my love has been for you, so must your love be for each other. This is how all will know you for my disciples: your love for one another.' (John 13:34-35) Father James LeBar is Catholic Chaplain of the Hudson River Psychiatric Center and is on the staff of the Office of Communications of the Roman Catholic Archdiocese of New York, which he serves as a consultant on religious cults.
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A Catholic Viewpoint on Christian Evangelizers James E. McGuire My purpose in the following article is to address some of the specific concerns that I hear Roman Catholic clergymen, parents, and young people express with respect to ―Christian‖ evangelizers who seem more concerned with winning converts to their particular group than with witnessing to Christ. It is not my intention at this time to focus on the more global and discursive point of guaranteed religious freedom in the United States today. The first amendment guarantees of religious belief and practices, so often discussed in general terms, are not usually at the heart of the matter when Christians and non-Christians discuss controversial evangelizing or proselytizing activities. People are usually more caught up in the impact that sudden conversions have on an individual’s inner peace and previous religious commitment, as well as the family’s reaction to a member’s sudden conversion to ―Christianity.‖ Personal Faith and Religious Anthropology Four years ago, an eighteen-year-old friend of mine, a graduate of twelve years of traditional Roman Catholic education, went South to begin her college education. Having chosen a small Baptist school in South Carolina, Kim suddenly found herself rooming with a Baptist student who ―witnessed‖ constantly, reading from the Bible and questioning Kim’s commitment to Christ almost daily. Kim called me several times, deeply upset and agitated that her fundamental structure of personal faith and confessional experience were under constant attack. I advised her to make the statement, ―Yes, I am saved. As a Roman Catholic, I have encountered Jesus as my personal Savior, and the Holy Spirit is in my life.‖ My reasons for this counsel were twofold: first, I am genuinely convinced that Kim did then and still does believe in Jesus as her Lord, and second, her present vocation as a radiologist is a definite manifestation of the inner goodness and Christian concern that was observable in her life four years ago. Unfortunately for Kim, my suggestion had little impact on her roommate, who then shifted her questioning to such Roman Catholic doctrines as devotion to Mary Mother of the Lord, the sacraments, the office of the Papacy, and the centrality of the Eucharist; Why? ―That’s what Kim and I both answer that question as concerns the school after one semester percent certain that the context of mental and physical well-being.



wanted to know at the time. I am sure that we will never this particular case, because Kim had to withdraw from and one roommate later. We were both one hundred this particular campus was not conducive to her spiritual,



This case, while not absolutely paradigmatic, is typical of such encounters as experienced by both Catholic and non-Christian young people, especially those of the Jewish faith. The main reason that such persistent proselytizing occurs, in my view, is that the proselytizers or evangelists assume that Kim and others like her ―need to be saved.‖ When a proselytizer’s opening question is a direct and penetrating ―Have you accepted Jesus as your personal Savior?‖ delivered without qualifications or regard for the other person’s readiness to answer, that is too heavy a burden for a stranger to place on a young person. Shouldn’t the question be a little more protracted in order to include the necessary nuances? How about this instead. ―Given your Roman Catholic background and my Baptist
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background, do you feel as I do that we have a common ground to discuss and share one another’s understanding of and commandment to the person of Jesus Christ?‖ Such wording respects what I feel is the pivotal point in this entire context: the recognition that every Christian is the sum total of each person and experience that he or she has met along the way in his or her family, church, school, and community. In other words, a person’s individual, family, and religious history and church experience - his or her Christian anthropology - must be acknowledged and respected from the start. The love, sweat, tears, and faith experiences of our home front - parents, friends, neighbors, parishioners, priest, minister, or rabbi - are sacred memories, constitutive of our being who we are, and should never be taken for granted or casually dismissed as no longer important, or, worse, as mistaken. Herein lies my greatest worry, and the root of some degree of resentment of the young, zealous Christian proselytizers and/or evangelists who are taking off after the ―unsaved‖ of this world. With little or no study of or interest in the theologies and practices of other Christian denominations or non-Christian religions, with a limited perspective on the psychological, emotional, and rational dimensions of how a person’s faith is formed and develops, and with very little sensitivity to where a person ―has been‖ in his or her quest for God, their encounters with the ―unsaved‖ most often take place in a religious, social, cultural and psychological vacuum. The zealot doesn’t seem concerned with the family turmoil which may result from a young person’s rejection of former ways; the mandate to save must take precedent. My objection is not to this centrality of achieving salvation from the Lord, but the manner, the modus agendi, the over-enthusiastic and even fanatical tendencies of some proselytizers and evangelizers. Hierarchy of Persons and Teachings The dilemma that these overly enthusiastic and somewhat fanatical evangelizers presents to the evangelical church is truly ironic. The primacy given through the centuries to the Bible’s authority over all human authorities is now theologically troublesome to evangelical Protestantism. How can you temper over-enthused or fanatical disciples without some measure of church authority and a fundamental listing of gospel teachings? But whose authority and whose list of teachings? A tradition of private interpretation of biblical truth seems to clash with the contemporary need of the evangelical churches to respect other people’s God-given and constitutionally guaranteed freedom to think, to decide, and to act religiously and responsibly. Whose evangelical voice is the ―most‖ correct? Will authority rest with Billy Graham, Jimmy Swaggart Jerry Falwell, Oral Roberts, the Inter-Varsity Fellowship, the Fellowship of Christian Athletes? Therein lies the dilemma for this one Roman Catholic priest. Who is to speak authoritatively and decisively for the Christian evangelical churches? Who will be recognized as the voice of fairness, equity, and genuine Christian truth in the larger dialogue of evangelical Christianity with ―mainstream‖ Protestant churches, Roman and Orthodox churches, Judaism, Islam, Hinduism, Buddhism, and a hundred other confessional bodies? If the pluralism of American religious experience is to be respected, American Evangelical Christians face the serious challenge of evolving external church structures that embody authority, discipline, and doctrine. Evangelical Christians must also accept the central challenge presented by the advances in ecumenism and interdenominational dialogue. These absolutely necessary conditions must be met if mutual witnessing and evangelization are to occur without mistrust and misunderstanding.
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My spirit and intent in this article has been polemical not in the manner of provocation and disunity, but intellectually polemical; more, I trust, in the manner of a Christian apologist. The issue needing our immediate attention is the discomfort, unhappiness, and, at times, resentment felt by many Christians and non-Christians towards what they perceive as the unwholesome and troubling activities of Christian evangelicals who choose not to recognize and respect an individual’s previous religious history, but act from some self-proclaimed divine mandate to save us guys out here in the chaos. Rev. James E. McGuire, S.T.D., is Principal of St. Pius X High School in Pottstown, Pennsylvania. This article is an electronic version of an article originally published in Cultic Studies Journal, 1985, Volume 2, Number 2, pages 348-350. Please keep in mind that the pagination of this electronic reprint differs from that of the bound volume. This fact could affect how you enter bibliographic information in papers that you may write.
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Ethics in Proselytizing - A Jewish View Ralph D. Mecklenburger Within the last decade there has been increased discussion in certain segments of the American Jewish community about the desirability of seeking converts to Judaism from among the ―unchurched‖ of our society. That no major efforts in that direction have resulted is not surprising. Jews, resentful of being specifically targeted by some proselytizers, have hesitated to do unto others what we resent being done unto us. The inertia of our tradition is against missionizing, as well. Throughout most of post-biblical history Jews were prevented from proselytizing by religious and secular authorities and by fears of arousing anti-Semitism. Judaism has in the past, and does today, accept converts who are willing to study our ways and pledge their loyalty to Judaism and Jewry. However, our attitude has been, and overwhelmingly remains, that we accept individuals who come to us, but do not actively recruit would-be converts. If I had my ―druthers,‖ other religious groups would take the same approach, providing religious instruction for those who seek it, rather than aggressively proselytizing. Jews recognize, however, that spreading the ―good news‖ is an essential component of many faith groups. Often this is done for idealistic reasons, and if done in a proper manner need not be unethical. This goes doubly in a pluralistic society where we have reason to be proud of our ―free marketplace of ideas.‖ But free markets need rules to be fair markets. One question I would address, then, is what constitutes ethical proselytizing? I shall attempt to answer that from a Jewish - and I dare say Judeo-Christian—ethical perspective. Humanity’s moral greatness derives from our God-given free will, our potential to think and do the right (which of course means we also have the capacity to think and do the wrong). God wants us to choose rightly, but the choice is ours. As the Torah puts it, ―life and death I place before you, the blessing and the curse; therefore choose life.‖ (Deuteronomy 30:19.) Based on the premise that God wants us to exercise free will, it is immoral, an offense against God, to undermine a person’s free will. Proselytizing may be ethical in so far as it opens choices to people, provided that they are entirely free to accept or reject what is offered them. Violating this moral principle is the most obvious sin of the cults in their proselytizing. Sleep-deprivation, extreme peer pressure, separating recruits from familiar people and places, and other forms of psychological coercion are designed to undermine individuals’ free will, and are thus immoral. ―Truth is the seal of God.‖ (Shabbat 55.) This Talmudic statement, felicitously phrased particularly where religious truth-telling is at issue, is grounded in any number of biblical passages. All but self-evident for our secular as well as our religious traditions is the proposition that truth-telling and integrity are moral, lying and deceiving are immoral. Here again the cults are notorious offenders, lying about the nature of the faith and the nature of the life adherents live. The Unification Church goes so far as to speak of ―heavenly deception.‖ Ethical proselytizing requires that people be told the truth up front and then be given full, honest answers to whatever questions they may have as time goes on. I hasten to add that I am not suggesting that it is immoral to preach a ―false religion.‖ It would be immoral to do so if one knowingly preached falsehood. Yet the definition of ―heresy,‖ as ―the other fellow’s religion‖ should be borne in mind. It is moral to preach a religion with which you or I may disagree. What is immoral is knowingly to lie or distort. Such dishonesty is no less obnoxious when the proselytizer distorts faiths other than his own. Jews, for instance, are annoyed and offended by self-styled ―Hebrew Christians,‖ ―Jews for Jesus,‖ and the like. An individual is free to choose to be a Christian rather than a Jew. If
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he then says that he has not left the Jewish fold, and uses his former Jewish status to woo Jews, he is distorting both Christianity and Judaism, each of which is a distinct and separate religion. The two principles I have suggested as the litmus test for ethical proselytizing, respecting free will and telling the truth, are both compromised by what we might simply call false and misleading advertising. So-called psychological cults often promote themselves as philosophies which will help people take control of their own lives, whereas their real intent is to create dependency upon the group. Similarly, I know of young people who have signed up to participate in a ski weekend, and found only after arriving that Christian missionizing was part of the agenda. It is not unethical for a proselytizer to take people on a retreat; it is wrong to do so under false pretenses. In sum, I do not believe anyone has a monopoly on truth. I do believe that all—even those who drink they have a monopoly on truth! -- have the right to preach their beliefs and accept converts. But it is ethical to do that if, and only if, people have as much right to reject as to accept the message; if, and only if, psychological coercion is not used; if, and only if, the proselytizer is honest about what he is doing, refusing to lie about or distort either his own faith or that of others. Rabbi Ralph D. Mecklenburger serves the Beth-El Congregation, Fort Worth, Texas.
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Evangelicals and Cults Marcia R. Rudin It was 1945 or 1946. I was five or six years old, and I had just started going to religious school at the small reform temple in my Midwestern hometown of Champaign, Illinois. One day the young rabbi gathered us children together and told us about the Jews who suffered and were killed in Hitler’s concentration camps. I think the world was just finding out what had transpired in the camps, and we kids were probably hearing about it for the first time. I remember exactly where we were standing, and even though that building no longer exists today I can conjure up the entire scene in my memory, can still hear the shock in the rabbi’s voice. Jews were disappearing, I was to hear then and many times later in my youth. We were dying out. So much intermarriage and so many conversions, my parents and their friends moaned! It was easy to believe because we were only a tiny number in that state, except for far-away Chicago. It did seem to me then that there just weren’t enough of us to withstand the onslaught of Hitlers and the seduction of the attractive, ―normal‖ Christian culture (which I never identified as Christian, it was just the way things were in my peaceful little world). Growing up in a predominantly Christian world never really bothered me. It was sort of a schizophrenic existence, as I look back on it. I had my Christian friends at school and my Jewish friends at religious school; I dated Christian boys at high school and Jewish boys during our youth group weekends twice a year. I sang in the Christmas pageants in elementary school, careful to never pronounce the actual words "Jesus Christ.‖ It never occurred to me to object or not participate, although it was in my town at about that time that a friend of my mother’s -- considered highly eccentric by everyone -- instigated the Supreme Court case protesting religion in the public schools. I cheerfully attended Christmas Eve services with my Methodist friends as a social event, went Christmas caroling through hospitals with my French class, and sang with my high school chorus every year at the graduation Baccalaureate ceremony a moving rendition of ―Beautiful Savior." To supplement my father’s meager college instructor’s income, when I was very young we rented space in our large backyard to people with trailers, until the neighbors objected and forced us to stop. We had room for two or three small mobile homes. The people who lived in them came into our house frequently to chat, and one of the couples was Baptist. I had never met Baptists before. There were probably many up in the "North End‖ of our town, where the blacks, called ―Negroes" in those days, lived but I don’t remember any in our neighborhood or among our friends. The woman’s name was Marjorie. She was very nice. Marjorie was frequently in tears out in her little trailer in our big backyard, sobbing because the "nice Jewish family‖ that she had come to know and love -- us -- was going to go straight to hell. She constantly tried to "save" us, pleaded with us to see the light. Thirty-five or forty years have passed since Marjorie sat in her stuffy trailer agonizing over our lost souls. Since then, of course, I’ve known many Baptists and Evangelicals and other emotionally-committed Christians, even welcomed Jimmy Carter as our president. And in that time-span Judaism hasn’t disappeared as those midwestern Cassandras predicted. But we’re still worried about it. We have even more cause to worry today because of the breakdown of family and traditional religious institutions, and because of the every-higher rate of intermarriage and a birthrate for Jews so low we aren’t replacing ourselves. And
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there is evidence that today some Christian groups are having substantial success in converting us. Many Christians will always try to convert Jews. It is an important part of their theology, and we Jews have to respect that. We just ask that it be done ethically, openly, and aboveboard so that we know what is happening and have freedom of choice about it. For example, Hebrew Christians, groups who claim you can believe in Jesus as the Messiah and still be Jewish, that in fact accepting Jesus completes and fulfills one’s Judaism, should not be either morally or financially supported by the rest of the Christian community. They are deceptive and duplistic in their conversionary tactics because while they claim Jews don’t have to give up their religion to become Hebrew Christians, in reality they are converting to Christianity. One cannot accept Jesus as the Messiah and still be Jewish. You cannot be Christian and Jewish at the same time. Hebrew Christianity is an affront to the integrity of both Christianity and JudaisnL And we ask that conversion not be attempted in Israel, either openly or surreptitiously. Many groups -- regular Christians as well as the hybrid Hebrew Christians -- are stepping up proselytizing activity in Israel to coincide with the end of the Millennium, only fifteen years away. Israel should be off-limits for conversionary activity. I think those millions of Jews who suffered and died in the Holocaust that I found out about that day forty years ago in religious school deserve that. Today ifs interesting to look back at my childhood Baptist trailer-tenant’s enthusiastic and hard-sell conversion attempts through the perspective of my work many years later in the counter-cult movement. Was the approach Marjorie used to try to convert us ―lost‖ and ―doomed‖ Jews any different from those used by cults today? Are some Christian Fundamentalist groups similar to cults in the psychological -- and sometimes physical -- harm inflicted on their believers? If they are different, then why? What makes them different? Are cults really only extreme examples of the psychological coercion that is an inherent factor in ALL religions, as critics of the counter-cult movement maintain? Last April representatives from a new self-help networking support group called Fundamentalists Anonymous appeared on ―Donahue.‖ From this TV show and other media exposure they have been deluged with thousands of telephone calls and letters from people who believe they’ve been harmed by their Fundamentalist Christian religious experience and who had thought they were alone and isolated in their suffering. Possessing no other material, in its first newsletter the founders wrote about the negative cult experience as a model for the kind of psychological harm inflicted by some Fundamentalist groups, and they expected disabused Fundamentalists to object to this comparison. To date nobody has objected. Does this mean that cults should be excused or ignored because some of the same abuses can apparently be found among ―legitimate‖ Christian Fundamentalist groups? Abuses can be found in all religions. Disillusioned believers from all faiths complain they were manipulated by guilt. Some parents of new converts to Hassidism claim their children have been encouraged to cut off contact with them. Worried friends or relatives of Jews recruited in Israel by extremist Orthodox groups telephone counter-cult organizations to ask if their loved one is in a cult. Prospective nuns entering the cloistered convents of pre-Vatican Council H Catholicism -- and some still exist -- underwent a psychological withdrawal and intentional isolation from the world, from friends and families, past careers, and schooling that cult critics say the cults employ to ensure the child-like psychological dependence of their members. Christian Scientists as well as some cult members reject medical treatment, which results in many needless deaths. Child- and woman-abuse exist in many bible-based
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Christian groups as well as in cults. Sexual abuse is, sadly, to be found among religious leaders of all persuasions. Does all this mean we should forget about the abuses of what we’ve been calling cults because similar things go on in other religions? Do two wrongs make a right? I don’t believe so. Furthermore, if long-established ―mainline‖ religions are guilty of abuses then they should come under public scrutiny and criticism also. Several years ago at a session on cults at a large interfaith conference several nuns burst into tears because they felt I was describing the Catholic Church. They voiced pain and bitterness that they had been manipulated. I tried to reassure them by pointing out the differences. First of all, they were not misled or deceived. A prospective nun or monk knows from the beginning what is expected of him and her. The applicant goes through several stages of commitment, so that it takes years to work up to the final vows. (It takes nine years for a woman to become a full member of Mother Teresa’s order.) And even after one has made the "final" commitment, one can get out of it, the difficult decision admittedly no doubt accompanied by a great deal of guilt and anguish. And, finally, the Catholic Church, and other ―mainstream‖ religions have built-in systems of ―checks and balances‖ whereby they monitor themselves. Nuns themselves instigated and contributed heavily to changes in the old-time authoritarian structure ruling their lives. The Church itself convened the modernizing Vatican Council II and followed up on its radical changes. Judaism has a complex system of interpreting its strict laws to fit modern life so it can respond to its members’ needs. Religious cults often do not have these self-monitoring devices, since they exist with little public scrutiny generally in non-democratic governing structures. The Rajneesh Foundation, for example, certainly did not ―clean up its act‖ on its own. Rajneesh’s recent expulsion from the United States and the breakup of the authoritarian commune in Oregon and dispersal of its members came not from internal reform but because of outside criticism from outraged Oregon residents and the media, which finally resulted in legal prosecution of Rajneesh for immigration violations. I believe some changes made by the Unification Church -- allowing their members to see their outside families more often, for example -- have come about as a response to public criticism, about which they are highly sensitive. Therefore, to cease or blunt public criticism as opponents of the counter-cult movement desire, is to remove one of the major forces that is bringing about positive change, such as it is, in these groups. And, it simply is not accurate to place these destructive cults in the same category as other religions or other persuasive organizations such as the Marines or Madison Avenue advertising agencies. However much one tries to fit them into a large social and historical perspective, one must in the end see that cults are different, a unique phenomenon. If one examines the empirical evidence, one rationally has to conclude that there are some authoritarian religious groups -- no matter what we call them -- that deliberately employ sophisticated behavior control techniques, abuse their members physically, psychologically, and sometimes sexually, undermine the family, deceive both their members and the general public, often break civil and criminal laws, and operate in an atmosphere of actual or Potential violence, to a greater extent than other religions, groups, or social institutions. In short even though there are similarities one must at some point draw a line and simply somewhere make a distinction between cults and other groups. Could one claim, for example, that because there are many of the same characteristics in victimless white collar crime as there are in the crime of murder, murder is therefore no worse than the other crimes? By widening one’s frame of reference and criteria endlessly one finally does away with all meaningful distinctions, and that can lead to a paralyzing moral relativism.
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Such moral judgments about cults are not based on dislike of new movements. Just because a religion is new doesn’t make it a cult; if older religions act like cults, then they should be cited also. The counter-cult movement is not critical of cults because they am theologically heretical (except for a few overtly Christian-based counter-cult groups, and they are always clear about their perspective. And simply being against heresy doesn’t explain why Jews, for example, who have no stake in correctness of Christian theology, are against cults. Besides, some cults are flawlessly orthodox in their Christian beliefs. The Cult Awareness Network and American Family Foundation are concerned with human pain and psychological harm, not with religious matters. Most counter-cultists are unhappy with the cults’ actions, not their beliefs. It is a question of deed, not creed. Critics of the counter-cult movement claim we have no right to make such moral judgments, and that in fact, in so doing, we are bigots. I believe we do have a right and in fact a moral duty to criticize others. Did sweet Marjorie, living in a small trailer in our spacious midwestern backyard forty years ago belong to a cult? Is there a difference between Rajneesh’s control over his followers and her devotion and allegiance to her clergyman, whoever he was? We have no way of knowing. These are complex and important questions we should address. But in doing so we must not lose sight of the harm being done by some groups, and we must continue to educate the public about their dangers and to press for improvement in the lives of the victims. *********************



Marcia R. Rudin, co-author of Prison or Paradise? The New Religious Cults, is a free-lance writer and lecturer. She formerly taught philosophy and religion at William Paterson College. This article is an electronic version of an article originally published in Cultic Studies Journal, 1985, Volume 2, Number 2, pages 353-357. Please keep in mind that the pagination of this electronic reprint differs from that of the bound volume. This fact could affect how you enter bibliographic information in papers that you may write.
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Objectionable Aspects of “Cults”: Rhetoric and Reality Thomas Robbins I am in sympathy with the aim, expressed in the introduction to this issue, of zeroing in on what is really objectionable about ―cults‖ and distinguishing it from other attributes of movements which are sometimes disturbing, but are more tolerable. I acknowledge that cults have sometimes egregiously violated the ―rules of interpersonal fair play.‖ Nevertheless, I think that the Editor’s comment that ―to the chagrin of ―ideologues of the underdog‖ it is this lack of interpersonal fair play rather than heresy, minority status, or unusual behavior which is at the heart of the concerns of parents and others about cults, is really somewhat of a half-truth. I think that the existence of interpersonal foul-play is sometimes inferred from unusual behavior. I think that violation of the rules of interpersonal fairplay, under which the Editor includes ―disrupting members’ life-pursuits‖ and ―interfering in family relations,‖ is often simply equated with its posited consequences (e.g., someone dropping out of dental school or leaving the family faith) or else it is assumed to have occurred when these troublesome consequences arise. I think repugnance for heresy has been a factor in evangelical antipathy to Unificationism. I think that the perception that educated young persons are holding .preposterous‖ beliefs in the sanctity of a Hindu idol or a Korean businessman has sometimes been the basis for inferring interpersonal fouls, as have ―unusual behavior‖ such as speaking in tongues, ―excessive Bible reading,‖ repetitive chanting, or being obedient to spiritual ―elders.‖ Too often interpersonal inauthenticity tends to be inferred from or equated with its posited disruptive consequences. Disruptive or nonconformist consequences presumably related to interpersonal influence can be directly observed (e.g., persons performing weird rituals, talking strangely, leaving school) by concerned persons. In contrast, the latter are more likely to find out second hand (from ex-devotees and ―experts‖) about the violation of interpersonal rules, which have allegedly produced the observed disruptive and nonconformist consequences. The testimonies of the experts and ex-devotees may often provide socially acceptable rationales for ―principled‖ opposition to something which is objectionable on other grounds. Deception What is interpersonal foul-play? Certainly extreme deception such as concealment of the identity of a recruiting group and its membership requirements (as practiced by the Moonies at Booneville) would qualify. But lesser degrees of deception are nearly ubiquitous. I was recently interviewed for an academic position; I neglected to discuss some problems in my teaching methods of which I was aware. Was l being dishonest or just ―putting my best foot forward?‖ Was it reprehensibly deceptive that the Mormon proselytizers who came to my house to give me the introductory lecture on Mormonism did not discuss the lost tribes, the tablets, Joseph Smith, and the Angel Moroni; but rather emphasized ―Mormon attitudes toward Christ: and by implication the continuity of Mormonism with broader Christian traditions? Some evangelicals have indeed complained bitterly about ―deceptive‖ Mormon advertising, which stresses pro-family themes and plays down theological doctrine such that new converts think they are joining a traditionalist church and end up affirming doctrinal error and risking perdition. Where should the line be drawn? And if a meaningful and realistic line is drawn which does not make too much of ubiquitous ―petit deception‖ (see Robbins, 1984a), what will the implications be for the critique of cults, which has sometimes been grounded in a wild generalization of the Moonist-Booneville scenario to cultist proselytizing per se (Robbins, 1984b)? The longer we participate in a movement the more we learn about it. We may learn that the kindly, saintly guru is power-hungry or horny, or that the group’s activities are dominated by the imperative of fundraising. Our disillusionment doesn’t automatically mean that we have been reprehensibly deceived. Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 111



Emotional Manipulation Emotional manipulation in religion is nothing new. The early Methodist preachers, John Wesley, Charles Wesley, and George Whitefield, ―improvised their sermons and aimed at generating violent emotions in their listeners, at filling them with terror of hell or, more precisely, with dread of sin, which is true hen. Their great talent (which, they prided themselves, was much more than a clever stratagem) was to produce, in the breasts of those who heard them, a crisis of despair followed by a sudden relaxation and a mood of blissful peace. They performed genuine wonders. They inspired sudden fits of fainting, convulsions‖ (Halevy, 1971:35-36). Indeed, revivalism has generally been viewed as primarily a technique of manipulated emotional catharsis. ―Whatever technical device he may employ, the revivalist never commits the error of reasoning. No logical argument comes from his platforn4 no reasoned appear (Godwin, 1950:24). According to sociologists John Lofland and L.N. Skonovd (1983), the Moonies and a few other contemporary ―new religions‖ have essentially revived the revivalist ―conversion motif‖ of manipulated ecstatic experiences in a group or crowd context. This motif has been central to American history but has declined in significance since the early 20th century, although it is central to religious and conversion dynamics in many areas of the world today. Because it has been relatively scarce in modem America, scholars and intellectuals, embracing a parochial rationalism, have perceived the revived revivalism of new movements as a totally new and horrendous monster which they have confused with true ―brainwashing,‖ which Lofland and Skonovd see as something rather different and extremely rare (Lofland and Skonovd, 1983:14-20). John Wesley et. al produced their frenetic conversions ―In the semibarbaric provinces, which no one had thought of either civilizing or Christianizing since the Reformation, in the industrial regions in which an ever-denser population, lacking schools and churches, was crowding...‖ (Halevy, 1971:37). Revivalism has often been directed toward undisciplined, disorganized masses (e.g., first generation urban proletariats) who were disciplined and controlled as well as psychologically compensated for their travails through fervent evangelical religion. Emotional religion: pentecostalism, revivalism and faith healing, was all right for ―them:‖ the lower classes, the rural yokels, the people of Dixie, etc. When fervent emotionalist religion spreads among educated middle class youth it becomes illegitimate ―brainwashing.‖ The attack against intense religion, which is now alleged to be insidiously infiltrating respectable denominations (Robbins, 1985b), reflects a secularist premise that only a deracinated intellectualist religion which does not control one’s practical activities is legitimate. Intense involvements with highly generalized symbolic realities which cannot be verified by rational-empirical criteria but which have empirical consequences for controlling behavior are interpreted as evidence for an induced neuro-pathological syndrome, e. g., ―information disease‖ (Conway and Siegelman, 1978; see also Robbins et. al., 1983). But any emotionally fervent religion will be susceptible to the charge of emotional manipulation, since rituals and meanings evoking emotions will be socially organized. What is being demanded is really an emotionless and/or totally privatized religion. Autonomy and Coercion A wonderful Jules Feiffer cartoon depicts a young boy and girl growing up listening to parents, teachers, an Army sergeant, politicians, and the media tell them what to think and whom to hate. Finally, the now elderly couple watches a TV documentary which exposes a new and sinister menace: Cults and the Threat of Mind Control! We are more ready to doubt the autonomy of persons whose ideas and behavior are unusual than that of conformists. This disposition could be viewed as strange, since the
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forces of social conformity are so strong that it might be expected that nonconformists are more autonomous than others. Are ―cults‖ particularly ―coercive?‖ In Coercive Persuasion, Edgar Schein (1961) makes it clear that he regards coercive persuasion as transpiring in a variety of culturally valued contexts, e.g., religious orders, the army, fraternities, and mental hospitals. The process tends to be evaluated in terms of its goals, i.e., it is OK to mold a marine but sinister to produce a commie or a Moonie. Ebaugh (1977) notes the close parallels between social control processes in a respectable cloistered religious order and Robert Lifton’s model of thought reform. In the 1983 annual meeting of the Society for the Scientific Study of Religion, Thomas Dunn gave a provocative paper, ―Religious Monopoly: The Co-Optation Of The Family As a Conversion Tool.‖ Dr. Dunn argues that in terms of producing closed minds, the most effective mind control is associated with the pattern in which ―two or more institutions collaborate for the purpose of instilling a particular ideology... The family and the church routinely enter into covenants designed to ensure the religious conversion of a family member(s). As such, a religious mindopoly, which uses the family in the conversion process, is a vastly superior technique to the most effective form of brainwashing.‖ Critics of this paper may want to challenge the implicit equation of ―most effective‖ with .more objectionable,‖ yet this is precisely the latent premise of those who have argued that insidious cultist brainwashing is ―worse‖ than brainwashing in P.O.W. camps or other physically coercive contexts. As I have argued elsewhere (Robbins, 1984b), the critique of ―coercive‖ cultist indoctrination tends to entail a broad and relatively unbounded concept of ―coercion.‖ Repetitive chanting, repetitive tasks, radiating warmth towards new converts (―lovebombing‖), and teaching devotees about sin, guilt and retribution have all been transvalued as ―coercive‖ techniques which destroy autonomy. We return here to the topic of ―emotional manipulation.‖ Religions have been evoking anxiety and remorse over sins and the threat of retribution for centuries. It would seem ludicrous to assume that persons who have experienced such warnings, who (like most of humanity) work at repetitious tasks, and who chant repetitively have thereby lost personal responsibility. Breaking Up Families ―If any man come to me, and hate not his own father and mother, and wife and children, and brethren, and sisters yea and his own life also, he cannot be my disciple‖ (Luke, 14:26). Members of the Children of God and other sects are ―- posed to this and similar biblical texts (e.g., Matthew 10:35-36) to justify the shifting of devotees’ loyalty from biological relatives to spiritual brethren (Rosenzweig, 1979). However, there is evidence that many religious sects throughout history, including first and second century Christianity, had a divisive impact on the families of converts. This accusation was made against Christianity by Celsus, a second century Platonist who saw in Christianity ―an attempt to subvert society, to destroy family life‖ (Frend, 1982:63). Christian proselytizers would not dare to say a word in the presence of respectable adults, ―But, when they get hold of the children in private, and silly women with them, they are wonderfully eloquent, to the effect that the children must not listen to their father, but believe them, and be taught by them‖ (quoted in Frend, 1982:63). Deception was also implicated in Christian ―anti-family‖ missionary propaganda. Christian teachings were concealed from the parents and masters of youthful potential recruits, who would be told that the missionaries did not feel comfortable in the presence of wicked and benighted parents and school teachers; but the youngsters, ―should leave father and their school masters and go along with the women and little children who are their playfellows in the wooldresser’s shop, that they may learn perfection. And by saying this, they persuade them’ (quoted in Africa, 1965: 187).
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―There was more than an element of truth in Celsus’s remarks,‖ comments a contemporary church historian. ―In times of stress, families were driven apart and the women members who were Christian sometimes found their worst enemies in husbands, fathers, and brothers who had been shamed by their action‖ (Frend, 1982:65). Tertullian affirmed that spouses who hindered their wives’ Christian involvements were doing the devil’s work (Pagels, 1982). Messianic movements operating in an initially hostile or indifferent environment tend to be divisive in their impact on the existing families of converts and potential converts. This is the sociological truth underlying Matthew 10:35, ―For I have come to part asunder a man from his father, and a daughter from her mother...‖ Ultimately, the anathematizing of this divisiveness entails the view that there ought not be messianic movements! Yet our Judaeo-Christian Culture,‖ which some want to defend against intolerant sects, is in part the product of a messianic movement! Rigorous control and minimization of new members’ familial contacts has also been customary in respectable monasteries and cloisters, according to one sociologist, who also noted the close parallels between a respectable order’ s social control patterns and Robert Lifton’s model of thought reform (Ebaugh, 1977). The proper ethical question must ultimately be: what tactics have been employed to transfer the allegiance of a young person to the ―spiritual brethren‖ from the .mere fleshly kindred?‖ Given a messianic movement, I would view some elements of ―emotional manipulation‖ and ―petit deception‖ as well as such staples as repetitive chanting to be unremarkable. But there are abuses which should at least be exposed and protested. Recently I saw a Canadian (CBC) documentary on the right-wing Catholic order, Opus Dei. Young devotees are allegedly isolated from parents who lose substantial contact with them. This might be expected in a disciplined religious order; however, it is also alleged that teenagers are lured to summer camps and retreats without the participants or the parents being informed of the religious tie-in and the proselytizing goal. Teenage participants are alleged to be urged to keep certain things about the experience secret from their parents. These allegations, which seem to echo Celsus‖ complaints, are more serious. Yet His Holiness, John Paul II, smiles beneficently on Opus Dei and has freed its operations from any accountability to local diocesan authorities, which precludes parental complaints from having any institutional effect. But then His Holiness may be applying a spiritual insight unavailable to the more fallible detractors of Opus Dei! The God Makers is a 55-ininute film being shown in some North Carolina churches to counter a perceived Mormon recruitment drive. ―The film contends that the Mormon church is a dangerous cult that contributes to the breakup of families, has weird rituals, and is based on false doctrine (Green, 1984:20A). In the film ―Several husbands and wives say the church encouraged them to dissolve their marriages after failing to win over non-believing spouses to the teachings of Mormonism.‖ A church spokesperson denies this, but if it were true, it would hardly be remarkable. It is not clear from the newspaper account of the film and its general portmanteau assault on Mormonism (which includes allegations about strange undergarments worn by Mormons, as well as affirmations of the frequency of suicide and psychopathology among Mormons) that the tactics whereby families are allegedly being rent are egregious. Too often complaints about cults ―breaking up families‖ refer primarily to the mere fact of children or spouses being converted and the consequent familial strife and loss. ―The mere conversion of a family member to a Messianic sect is viewed as objectionable, and unethical conduct is assumed. Evangelical proselytizing of Jews is deeply resented by the Jewish community, and it is assumed to be an inherently underhanded enterprise. Such conversions produce great pain. A colleague recently told me about having been approached by members of a settled Divine Light Mission community who inquired if he knew where they could get hold of a deprogrammer who could retrieve a Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 114



member of their faith who had suddenly decamped with a bizarre Jesus sect which wanders from town to town in vans. Perhaps these bereaved DLM members will soon be joining the CFF! The Heresy Factor Little needs to be said here. I think one of the many reasons why Rev. Moon’ s Unification Church is the most detested of the cults is that he is believed by his followers to be the ―Lord of the Second Advent‖ who is heir to the mandate of Jesus and comes to complete the latter’s unfinished work - a classical ―new prophecy‖ Christian heresy. As a guest on Cable News Network’s Freeman Reports., Marcia Rudin noted that the Unification Church was surely not the most destructive of today’s cults since it hasn’t been involved in the death of children (unlike various several fundamentalist or faith-healing groups). Yet a survey of cult critics, many of whom were evangelicals, reported recently in The Cult Observer, indicated the U.C. was rated by respondents as the most dangerous contemporary cult. It was observed by respondents that the Moonies were following the Mormon path of trying to gain respectability, although this might be expected to lead to actual behavioral ―moderation‖ and thus should perhaps be welcomed. Parenthetically, cults are often put in a double-bind whereby any apparent moderation on their part is perceived as rendering them even more dangerous and deceptive, as their surface moderation conceals their ultimate depravity, which is an immutable essence. Is there a ―heresy factor‖ in the stigmatizing of certain groups? Many indictments of disfavored groups combine allegations of interpersonal fouls with attacks on heresies, e.g., the anti-Mormon movie, The God Makers, uses cartoon figures to illustrate the alleged Mormon belief that Jesus had three wives. There is, indeed, a whole hoary tradition of evangelical fulmination against ―cults.‖ Two decades ago the celebrated volume by Walter Martin, an evangelical scholar, The Kingdom of the Cults (1968) excoriated the ―cults‖ of the 60s: Bahai, Christian Science, Mormonism, Watchtower, Nation of Islam etc. Most of these groups were dissident or heretical ―Christian‖ groups. Like today’s crusaders against ―mind control,‖ the evangelical scholar sought to embellish his indictment with the prestige of scientific psychology, in this case with Dr. Milton Rokeach’s work on ―dogmatism‖ as a personality variable related to religious and political extremism. The author never considered the possibility that. in so much as dogmatism is a cognitive factor linked to religious systems, it could be partly rooted in the ―One-Way‖ dogmatism and intolerance of evangelicals, which more esoteric authoritarian groups more or less extrapolate. Heretics are often more detested than unbelievers, e.g., Bahai is persecuted more fiercely by the Shiites of Iran than am Jews. The Mormons and Moonies may be linked in the minds of some evangelicals for other reasons besides their drive for respectability. Defending Our Culture Michael Langone (1985) and others complain that ―alien and intolerant‖ groups undermine Judaeo-Christian culture and provoke the ―valid cultural outrage‖ of some persons, whose reactions and countermeasures may sometimes be too extreme. The view is widely held that the legal system should explore moderate ways to incline toward defense of the culture rather than the intolerant anticultural sects. It is interesting that throughout western history the view ―that uncompromisingly affirms the sole authority of Christ over the Christian and resolutely rejects culture’s claim to loyalty‖ has been a fundamental motif which has appeared many times and ―is widely held to be the typical attitude of the first Christians‖ (Neibuhr, 1951:45). Implicit in the beliefs of early Christians was ―the thought that whatever does not belong to the commonwealth of Christ is under the rule of evil‖ (Neibuhr, 1951:50). Thus, the line was sharply drawn between the ―new people‖ and the old society.
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Apart from New Testament writers, the outstanding ―Christ-against-culture‖ figure in the early church was Tertullian. ―We turn our back on the institutions of our ancestors‖ Tertullian wrote in 197. For Tertullian, ―Service to Christ .. demanded rejection of the world which belonged to Satan‖ (Frend, 1982:80). His attitude toward the dominant hellenic culture of the Mediterranean world was expressed in his famous question, ―What indeed has Athens to do with Jerusalem?‖ But not all Christians of Tertullian’s time were so uncompromising. Christian Gnostics claimed ―that Christian perfection had no need of an exclusive attitude toward the world, or a Church organization‖ (Frend, 1982:64). Some of the Martyrdoms of Christians during the Roman persecutions were in varying degrees ―voluntary‖ and some Christians appeared to be pathologically overeager for glorious martyrdom (Pagels, 1981). Orthodox Christians were more receptive to martyrdom than Gnostic Christians because the latter viewed the crucifixion of Christ as an inner spiritual and symbolic apotheosis while the orthodox saw the crucifixion as a unique historical and physical event. It followed from the latter interpretation that a Christian who endured martyrdom was imitating Christ and was thereby saved and exalted. Some orthodox Christians seemed to thirst for execution so that they could be ―witnesses,‖ and they vehemently criticized Gnostic Christians whose subjectivism called into question the value of martyrdom (Pagels, 198 1: 100). The notion of apotheosis through martyrdom alien to Gnosticism, has figured in pre-Jonestown mass suicides such as the Phrygian Montanists and the Russian Old Believers (Robbins, 1980). I mention the ―moderation‖ of the Gnostics because it seems currently fashionable among cult critics to disparage thenl They are viewed as having in common with ―New Age religiotherapeutic movements such as EST or Scientology a tendency toward ―solopsism‖ and subjectivist epistemological perversions (Langone, 1985). A sweeping condemnation of ―Monism‖ and the mystical view of the illusory quality of the phenomenal world generally ensues. It may surprise some cult critics at AFF that persons with commitments to some version of monistic or New Age worldview have been giving substantial thought to its consequences and egoistic perversions (Anthony, et. al., in press). Let me propose some theses about culture: 1) Culture has origins which are sometimes radically sectarian. There wouldn’t be a JudaeoChristian culture to defend without the alien, intolerant, and apocalyptic early Christians. What would American culture have been without the intolerant Puritans, who also created a Harvard. A week or so before America celebrates Thanksgiving to commemorate the ―Pilgrim Fathers,‖ some anti-cult group usually holds a silent vigil to remind us of Jonestown. The temporal propinquity of these two commemorations is rather fitting because the pilgrims, like the Jonesians, fled the dominant society and culture, which they anathematized and from which they feared persecution, and attempted to build a new utopian society in the wilderness. 2) Culture change and despised sects have made positive contributions to these changes. The Methodist revivals were, as we have seen, emotionally manipulative, and were widely excoriated; but from them came forth a great church and, according to some experts, a disciplined, sober, and non-revolutionary working class. From the wild American revivals of the early 1800s came not only the Shakers and the Mormons, but also the Antislavery and Temperance Movements and the Seventh Day Adventist Church. Sociologist Bryan Wilson (1976) and his student Roy Wallis (1984) argue that today’s cults lack the capacity to exercise the transformative influence on modem society which the Methodists did on Eighteenth Century England. The bureaucratized control structure of modern society is said to be impervious to sectarian influence. The cults are thus doomed to marginality and to ineffectual protest against overpowering secularization; yet the issue is surely open to debate (Robbins and Anthony, 1978).
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3) Culture, spiritual worldviews, and the interaction of the two are very complex. There are many varieties of ―Monism‖ and their consequences vary. My colleague, Dick Anthony distinguishes between the ―univocal‖ Monism of Scientology and EST and more subtle multivocal or symbolicist Monism. The issue here is whether by virtue of having been ―trained‖ one can actually experience the world as illusory or whether this can only be experienced by rare ―old souls‖ who have evolved higher consciousness over many incarnations, such that for nearly all devotees the world is only ultimately illusory and must be coped with as if it were real (see Anthony et. al., in press). Tipton (1981) distinguishes between ―hard Zen‖ and commercialized ―soft Zen.‖ The philosophy of the Bhagavad Gita affirms the illusory nature of the phenomenal world and might be expected to produce an antinomian rejection of (illusory) social institutions; yet this ―subjectivism‖ is extrapolated in the Gita in a conformist pro-caste direction. The subjectivism of EST is also extrapolated (for better or worse) in a direction which legitimates careerist conformism and converges with the dominant American value of utilitarian individualism (Tipton, 1981). On the other hand, since culture is complex, radical sects are likely to be congruent with some but not other dominant cultural elements. The collectivism of Sun Myung Moon is alien to American traditions, but his Manichean, messianic anti-communism is very ―American‖ (Anthony and Robbins, 1982). Thus, the Washington Times, published by Bo IR Pak, is said to be widely read among White House cadres. The critique of Moon’s ideology should perhaps lead to a critique of certain elements of ―Americanism‖ (Robbins, 1983). 4) Finally, sects change over Um and usually accommodate to the culture. There are exceptions; many disappear and a very few explode (e.g., Jonestown). Most of our churches had sectarian origins (apart from the sectarian features of early Christianity). In the United States there has been a continual accommodation of apocalyptic and intolerant religions to the American ―religion of civility‖ whereby religious faiths have shed their apocalyptic and intolerant elements such that they would henceforth give ―no offense‖ (Cuddihy, 1978). Perhaps this process should be encouraged, and the AFF and its publications do too little to publicize and encourage accommodative shifts (which tend rather to elicit suspicion). On the other hand, something may be lost in terms of deep, orienting belief when Catholics cease to believe that they are the ―One True Church‖ or Jews water down the notion that they are the Chosen People. Tolerance, said G.K. Chesterton, is the virtue of people who believe in nothing. Conclusion: “Cult” In my view it is 6nw to stop thinking about various issues (e.g., unscientific healing, child abuse, deceptive proselytization, stressful or intensive indoctrination, absolutist and intolerant doctrines, or abuses in financial and commercial diversification) as primarily ―cult issues‖ insofar as they relate to religion. It is also time to stop dividing up the religious groups into O.K. Churches and noxious cults, the latter being the exclusive repository of objectionable destructiveness. When this division is made, the ―cult‖ category always ends up encompassing an extremely variegated and diverse array of groups and collectivities, which have practically nothing in common except some sort of controversiality and a lack of traditional familiarity (i.e., a ―cult‖ is not the Methodist church). The creation of an ill-defined, poorly bounded quasi-residual ―cult‖ category may serve certain ideological, political, and organizational purposes. If a bunch of teenydruggers in Northport, NY New York, kill one of their members, or a bunch of persons (many of them familiarly related) in a Memphis ghetto follow a man with religious visions and shoot it out with the police, these entities are immediately labeled ―cults‖ and thus placed in the same category as the nationally and somewhat hierarchically organized, ascetic, and strongly anti-drug Unification Church and Hare Krishna. These latter groups, plus several others, are
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the standard ―cults‖ (or ―destructive cults‖), which have stimulated the growth of anticult organizations. So what we sometimes seem to have is a game of ―round up the usual suspects‖ whereby atrocities perpetrated by a disparate collection of varied groups are indirectly utilized to mobilize opposition to the ―usual suspects‖ in their Krishna robes, etc. In a sense, Rev. Moon and the other usual suspects were blamed for the Jonestown holocaust, its actual mastermind having gone beyond the realm of earthly chastisement. If we are concerned with the rejection of modern medicine and consequent harm to children and others, I think we have to look at Christian Science (when I went to summer camp, one of my cabin mates, a Christian Scientist, told me that he had never been to a doctor) as well as excoriated groups such as the Faith Assembly. If we are concerned with corporal punishment and the consequent harm to children, I think we will find that numerous fundamentalist churches perceive a scriptural sanction for corporal punishment A teacher in a reputable Christian school in North Carolina (the school was affiliated with a Baptist group) was recently convicted of misdemeanor child abuse for a hard spanking that he administered, and I believe I have heard of a few similar cases. To conclude, I think it is mystifying to lump together all sorts of issues as ―cult issues.‖ Instead of lumping these issues together in the pseudo-topic of ―cults,‖ we should discuss each issue (e.g., dangerous healing methods, child abuse) separately. Many of these issues really pertain to churches, some of which are presently involved in various controversial activities, including unscientific healing, promotion of corporal punishment manipulative proselytization, heavy-handed indoctrination, intolerant absolutist ideas, innovative financing, extreme political activism, and exploitative or otherwise crass commercialism. The current diversification of church activities, which partly reverses ―secularlizing‖ and ―privatizing‖ trends of the 20th century, goes far beyond the rise of totalistic ―cults‖ (Robbins, 1985). It includes, for example, the growth of ―Christian Schools,‖ which are engaged in various legal conflicts involving certification, racial discrimination, corporal punishment, etc. The present diversification of ―religious‖ activities is clashing directly with another current trend, the expansion of the authority and apparatus of the state and its regulatory mandate to enforce public accountability on organizations. Churches are privileged enclaves partly insulated from this trend. This generates resentment against religious organizations, which is enhanced by the expansion of their activities and attempts to expand the scope of their authority. The result of these antithetical trends is the present proliferation of legal conflicts over ―church autonomy‖ (Robbins, 1985). Some of these issues focus on ―mind control‖ and thus on the subtle nuances of intrapsychic consciousness. Psychopathology and loss of free will often seem to be inferred in effect from the seeming irrationality of someone’s conversion. In contrast, there are conflicts over financial and commercial operations in which what is really imputed to a religious operation is secular rationality such that regulation is deemed appropriate, as it is appropriate to regulate businesses (e.g., ―Rev. Moon is just a businessman‖). Since private religious faith does not have to be rational to have absolute legal protection, it is my view that the area of the financial-commercial diversification of religious movements is a more appropriate realm in which to confront alleged abuses legally than the murky realm of subjective consciousness and ―mental coercion.‖ However, the coercive and manipulative practices of some groups should be subjected to vigorous criticism; but care should be taken in defining ―coercion‖ to avoid confusing interpersonal fouls with their disvalued nonconformist consequences. I would reject a critique which implicitly anathematizes radical sectarianism and revivalism as illegitimate per se. Finally, we should realize that we are witnessing a period of what sociologist Robert Wuthnow (1978) has called ―religious populism,‖ one aspect of which is the diffusion of religious patterns such as fundamentalism, glossolalia (speaking in tongues), and faithCultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 118
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Cults, Evangelicals, and the Ethics of Social Influence Michael D. Langone I submit this essay with enthusiasm and trepidation. The topic interests me because the ethics of how we influence one another in religious contexts is at the heart of the controversy cults have engendered. Yet I shy away from ―wrapping up‖ this special issue because my study of the thoughtful submissions and re- prints of others, as well as supplementary material collected by the Inter-Varsity group, has filled my head with more ideas than I can tie together. Hence, I’ll impose order on my confusion by building the essay around the three key questions listed in the introduction. I won’t be able to say all I’d like, but perhaps what I do say will be reasonably coherent. What is the Proper Place of Proselytizing in an Open, Pluralistic Society? Discussion of Terms It would be misleading to answer this question without attempting to clarify the two key terms, ―pluralism‖ and ―proselytize.‖ In contemporary American culture, ―Pluralism‖ (as applied to religion) seems to have different meanings, which can be grouped under three categories: truth-denying pluralism, truth-obscuring pluralism, and truth-affirming pluralism. Truth-denying pluralism. The truth-denying pluralist believes that all religious claims are equally unprovable and, as McClosky relates, a mere matter of taste. Some truth-denying pluralists are tolerant people, not believing in anyone’s religious claims, but not opposing their attempts to convince others of their ―truth‖ (provided that these attempts do not ultimately aim to suppress expression of any but the ―established‖ truth). Such truthdenying pluralists may, for instance, view religious claims as dispensable, though possibly useful, myths. There is, however, another kind of truth-denying pluralist, who is the object of McCloskey’s criticism- These truth-denying pluralists are intolerant relativists. They not only deny the epistemological integrity of religious claims, but seek to .outlaw‖ them from the public arena, not necessarily through legislation, but through ridicule and selective influence within educational, legal and other social institutions. This pluralism is, in a sense, deceitful. It officially tolerates religious claims, but unofficially underlines their expression, trivializes them and implicitly puts forth relativism as the ―king of equals.‖ Thus, intolerant relativists, in their zeal to save us from unseemly metaphysical claims, may, like the gentleman McCloskey referred to, find themselves blurting that ―the right not to hear and not to be bothered takes precedence over the right to hear.‖ (Perhaps such silliness reflects the difficulty— impossibility even—of sustaining a culture which denies the possibility of obtaining even fallible answers to life’s fundamental philosophical and religious questions.) Although I endorse McCloskey’s critique of intolerant relativists, I believe he and many other evangelicals make a mistake in identifying pluralism with that particular subgroup of pluralists. Their error is analogous to the error Enroth criticizes in his article ―Of Cults and Evangelicals: Labeling and Lumping.‖ They classify disparate groups under one label. McCloskey calls them pluralists, a term which I am here trying to differentiate. Many evangelicals, however, would probably lump McCloskey’s pluralists in with a variety of secularists and liberal Christians or Jews, all excoriated as ―secular humanists.‖ Now, secular humanists exist (Free Inquiry, for example, is a publication of the Council for Democratic and Secular Humanism). And some secular humanists are intolerant relativists. But not all.
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Such ―labeling-and-lumping‖ efforts occur because, in part, negative experiences are readily remembered. Hence, even if only ten percent, to use an arbitrary figure, of people worship the ―right not to hear,‖ the evangelical burnt by this ten percent will remember them much more vividly than those who take his literature and walk away. The evangelist will, consequently, tend to overestimate the prevalence of intolerant relativists in the general population. The result can be a siege mentality and a counter-response of persuasive evangelizing that seems unnecessarily aggressive to the ninety percent who aren’t intolerant relativists. Thus, when they overreact, evangelicals may undermine their own cause and stimulate overreactive responses from secularists and sectarians who do not distinguish among evangelicals. On the other hand, some (e.g., Cuddihy, cited by McCloskey) argue that intolerant relativists constitute a majority in our culture, at least among intellectuals and academicians, even though their influence may be on the wane. If this position is true (a question that could be investigated through social scientific methods), aggressive evangelizing may be an understandable survival mechanism in a world of hostile relativists. If, however, the position is inaccurate or if relativism is losing favor, aggressively persuasive evangelicals would be advised to reevaluate their attitudes toward pluralism by considering, for example, the kinds of pluralists discussed in the next two sections. They may discover that the world is not as hostile as they fear. Truth-obscuring pluralism. Truth obscuring pluralists do not deny the possibility of knowing religious truths. But they conceive of such knowing as so difficult, uncertain, abstract or complex that they recoil from the confident truth-proclaiming of evangelicals. For truth-obscuring pluralists, truth is a form of ―becoming,‖ of mystical syncretism. It cannot be neatly packaged and bounded in a Nicene Creed. I call these pluralists ―truth obscuring‖ because their concept of Truth is so encompassing or ineffable that it is either indistinguishable from falsehood or so utterly beyond our ken as to be unknowable to all but an elect. Because their own vision of truth is so admittedly obscure, abstract, or mystical, truthobscuring pluralists will often tolerate religious truth claims. In order to maintain their epistemological integrity they must cultivate humility, openness, tolerance, and a spirit of reconciliation. Nevertheless, they may fear that their open-ended posture toward truth could be proscribed by an evangelical resurgence that would lead to a reestablishment of religious absolutism, and a consequent end to pluralism. Very few of us, including truthobscuring pluralists, are so tolerant that we will passively submit to the destruction of our psychological identities (which is why guile and coercion are the preferred methods of absolutists). Truth-obscuring pluralists, then, will tend to look uneasily on aggressive evangelicals, while simultaneously feeling obligated to defend their right to preach and seek converts. In its positive form, truth-obscuring pluralism can facilitate dialogue and encourage people to pursue the truth as they see it. The mutivocal monists referred to by Robbins are examples. They see the ―truths‖ of all belief systems as maya, or illusion. Yet because they believe that all paths ultimately lead to enlightenment and because they recognize that the vast majority of us must live our lives as though maya were real, they are respectful toward and tolerant of the diverse strivings of individuals. The swamis heading the Vedanta Societies in many American cities axe, with some exceptions perhaps, representative of this constructive form of truth-obscuring pluralism. Truth-obscuring pluralism, however, can also be destructive. It may, for example, become so ―openminded‖ that, to paraphrase Gary Scharff’s professor, its proponents’ brains fall out. Or, it may become so obsessed with the limits of reason that it becomes an antirational ideology, as has happened to many humanistic psychology groups. The
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―becomingness‖ or ―experiential‖ nature of truth may serve as an alibi for never having to say (while operating in the main world of the mere mortal multitudes) that one is wrong, or never having to confront another with one’s belief that he is wrong, even when the thinking of either or both borders on the magical or is out-and-out bizarre. Such an attitude can make for a mush of non-thinking agreeableness (―You do your thing and III do my thing and isn’t it beautiful!‖) which, although initially analgesic, can lead to heightened suggestibility and serious conflict with the non-magical world. Many cultic horror stories come out of this tradition. Truth-affirming pluralism. Truth-affirming pluralists recognize that the necessity to act demands the assertion of belief commitments, even if with varying degrees of confidence and sources of motivation (e.g., pragmatic necessity, faithbound duty). Truth-affirming pluralists acknowledge the value of their freedom and rationality, as well as their fallibility and propensity for self-deception. They also respect the freedom reason, fallibility, and capacity for self-deception of others. Hence, they accept disagreements persuasion, debate, and self-correction as essential aspects of an open, tolerant society. However, they also maintain that an open society must have ethical rules and systems of accountability to guide social influence interactions; otherwise, the society’s intolerant ―true believers‖ would suppress those with whom they disagree. Most members of mainstream religions, as well as some atheists (e.g., Ayn Rand Objectivists), are truth-affirming pluralists. They advocate the truth as they see it, but also endorse a high level of tolerance and a balance between listening and speaking, between changing and being changed. This balance is the essence of dialogue: ―dialogue ... means openness, welcome, listening, knowledge of the other, collaboration, discussion, exchange‖ (Arinze, 1985, p. 118). However, the balance of dialogue is always threatened by the opposing forces of nonthinking agreeableness and intolerance. The tension between the missionary thrust of Christianity and the call to respect the religious views of others can lead some Christians into untenable positions. Some can come dangerously near to holding that all religions are essentially the same, that everybody is an anonymous Christian, that every religion is equally a way to salvation and that the era of missionary work and conversion should now give way to a new emphasis: that of respectful dialogue and fraternal co-existence of an religions. Others are tempted to the other extreme: not to see much good in non-Christian religions and to regard interreligious dialogue as a marginal exercise which busy bishops and priests cannot afford. (Arinze, 1985, p. 131) I believe that the tension sometimes observed between evangelicals and liberal Christians or secularists reflects in part the pull of the two tendencies described by Cardinal Arinze, with secularists and liberal Christians leaning toward the former, truth-obscuring tendency, evangelicals toward the latter, non-pluralist tendency. Thus, even though many evangelicals make obvious attempts at dialogue (such as those in this special issue), they may still find themselves the object of suspicion, similar to that encountered by Christians seeking dialogue with non-Christians: Some non-Christians are not sure of the Christian motives of dialogue. They fear that it is conversion. They are afraid that dialogue is a trojan horse which Christians want to bring into the fortified cities of the non-Christians. They need assurance that dialogue, although not opposed to conversion, does not aim at conversion, but at mutual exchange and enrichmen4 deepening of one’s faith, and greater fidelity to God and openness to His action. (Arinze, 1985, p. 132)
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The challenge for evangelicals and all other truth-affirming Pluralists is to find ways of assuring others that truth-affirmation occurs in a context of sincere dialogue, and is not a trojan horse, a mere tactical maneuver in a campaign to foist a religious, philosophical, or political belief on others. Clearly defining the ethical boundaries of religious influence processes and developing accountability mechanisms to keep one’s fellows in line will contribute a great deal toward the establishment of such assurance. Proselytize. Prior to undertaking this special issue, I did not realize that .proselytize had taken on such a negative connotation that evangelicals would reject the word as a description of their work. In the prologue to the lnter-Varsity collection, Dietrich Gruen says: ―The task force agreed that the term ―proselytizing,‖ with all its current pejorative connotations, was not a word whose original positive denotation (―the effort to persuade‖) we could redeem and claim for ourselves. It seems ―proselytizing‖ is almost always used in an adversarial sense, as something done by ―the bad guys on the other side.‖ In deference to the Inter-Varsity team’s knowledge of this area, I will not use ―proselytize‖ to describe evangelism. On the other hand, I’m not convinced that Rev. Lewis’ distinction between ethical evangelism and unethical proselytizing is quite accurate. Evangelism, if practiced according to Christian tenets, should be ethical. And proselytizing (which Webster, 1960, defines as ―to make a convert of) often is unethical, e.g., Moonie recruitment that makes liberal use of ―heavenly deception.‖ However, what word do we use to describe the actions of a Meher Baba devotee (a benign cult, cf., Robbins & Anthony, 1972) who praises Meher Baba, whom he considers God incarnate, ―with a view to persuading people to come to Him personally and be reconciled to God‖ (quote from the Lausanne Covenant—see McCloskey’s ―What is Evangelism‖ in this issue)? The Baba devotee’s goals and methods may be quite similar to those implied in the Lausanne Covenant, with the very important difference that the Baba devotee is proclaiming his faith in Meher Baba, rather than Jesus Christ. We certainly cannot say that the Baba devotee is evangelizing, i.e., spreading the ―good news‖ of the Gospel. Yet if he is behaving ethically, we shouldn’t use ―proselytize‖ either, according to Rev. Lewis. When confronted by such dilemmas, I turn to Rogeft’s Thesaurus (1977). Unfortunately, Roget isn’t much help here. Under the heading ―conversion,‖ we find the following: ―convince, persuade, wean, bring over, win over; proselyte, proselytize, evangelize.‖ (145.16) It seems, then, that the propagandists who sullied the reputation of ―proselytize have put a crimp on our linguistic freedom. I want to say that the ethical Baba devotee ―proselytizes‖ when he convinces or seeks to convince others to follow Meher Baba. But I guess I must say he ―proselytizes (nonpejorative connotation).‖ For the reasons just discussed, I retained the word ―proselytize‖ in the three central questions posed in the introduction. Evangelize. Fortunately, the integrity of the word ―evangelize‖ has thus far survived the propagandists. McCloskey cites the Lausanne Covenant in his attempt to define evangelism: To evangelize is to spread the good news that Jesus Christ died for our sins and was raised from the dead according to the scriptures, and that as reigning Lord, He now offers the forgiveness of sins and the liberating gift of the Holy Spirit to all who repent and believe. It is the proclamation of the historical, biblical Christ as Savior and Lord with a view to persuading people to come to Him personally and so be reconciled to God.
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In his citation of the Lausanne Covenant, McCloskey italicized the last phrase, ―with a view to persuading people to come to Him personally and so be reconciled to God.‖ His emphasis reflects what appears to be a point of disagreement among evangelicals, as well as other Christians. Rev. Litfin and Rev. LeBar, for example, both describe ―evangelization‖ as ―invitation,‖ and warn about the perils of persuasion. Even the Lausanne Covenant, as I read it, sees persuasion as a desideratum (―with a view to persuading‖), not an injunction (e.g., ―with a goal of persuading‖). Furthermore, ―persuasion enters the definition only toward the end. The heart of the Lausanne Covenant seems to be to ―spread the good news‖ and to proclaim the ―historical, biblical Christ.‖ These seem to be the Christian’s obligations, not to ―persuade,‖ which is merely a hoped-for outcome. McCloskey’s inference that persuasion is central to evangelizing (―The Christian communicator, then is an unashamed and conscientious persuader‖), despite his qualification (―Our persuasive efforts are grounded in humility and integrity.‖), strikes me as more imposed on than derived from the Lausanne Covenant. My opinion on this matter certainly doesn’t carry the weight of theological authority. However, if McCloskey’s interpretation is incorrect (a word that has meaning to a truthaffirming pluralist, which McCloskey seems to be), he and those who subscribe to his view may not be quite as ethical as they may think. An example of a questionably persuasive approach to evangelism, in my view, is a poster used at Rice University in Houston. Tie flashy poster announced.- ―Does Josh know everything about sex? NO. But what he does know will keep you talking for days. MAXIMUM SEX. That’s Josh!‖ Josh is Josh McDowell, an evangelist who, for all I know, may be a sincere and ethical Christian. But is that kind of Madison-Avenue hype (which is probably quite effective in ―gaining the desired response,‖ a preaching goal criticized by Litfin) appropriate and consistent with the Lausanne Covenant? Or does it reflect well-meaning, but undisciplined enthusiasm? (Recall the ex-Maranatha member’s quote in Bjornstad et al: ―We were the most dynamic, exciting young people for God they had ever seen... God’s Green Berets!‖) If the latter, it could generate what psychologists call ―cognitive dissonance,‖ the tendency to maintain consistency between our beliefs and actions. Undisciplined enthusiasm may lead a well-meaning evangelist to use hype in an attempt to persuade others to follow Christ. He then will experience a tendency to modify certain beliefs (i.e., what constitutes ethical evangelism) in order to make them consistent with his behavior. Thus, without sufficient self-scrutiny and discipline, lapses from ethical behavior can, through cognitive dissonance, erode the ethical beliefs that prohibited the behavior in the first place. As the domain of the permissible expands, the viability of ethics diminishes. Many persuasion-oriented evangelicals would probably agree that this process characterized the growth of sexual permissiveness. Perhaps they should examine the process’s influence on their own behavior and beliefs. Conclusions As should be obvious by now, I cast my vote with the truth-affirming pluralists. Individuals have the right to proclaim their view of the truth with a view to converting others. As with all rights, however, this right carries responsibilities. Proselytizers (nonpejorative connotation) ought to respect the freedom integrity, and rationality of those they seek to influence. Furthermore, they ought not overlook the capacity for error and self-deception of all men, especially themselves. I believe this is the position of most thoughtful Christians, Jews, multivocal monists, and sincerely tolerant secularists. Furthermore, I suspect that truth-affirming pluralism could be
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shown to be a positive evolutionary development of the Judaeo-Christian tradition, rather than a rare compromise with an unbelieving world. If, for example, 99% of the world became Christians, those Christians, if they remained true to their Christian ethics, should show as much respect for the one percent of unbelievers in that hypothetical Christian society as they do for the multitudes of unbelievers in this secular society. Obviously, many observers do not believe this would occur; they would expect a resurgence of oldtime ―Christian‖ intolerance. Given Christianity’s history (or that of most other religious or political belief systems), this is not an unreasonable expectation. Hence, it is the Christian’s responsibility to show that this is not the case, that Christian dialogue is not a trojan horse. Although it is easy to see that the proselytizer has ethical obligations in a pluralistic society, it is not so easy to recognize that the proselytizer’ s targets also have responsibilities. If, as the Vatican Declaration on Religious Freedom states, all men are ―privileged to bear personal responsibility,‖ they should not demand that the freedom of proselytizers be restricted merely to spare the target the discomfort of asserting himself. To do so is to suggest that the ―right‖ not to hear outweighs the right to free speech, a position which implies that the goal of life is the pursuit of pleasant feelings, rather than the pursuit of truth in a context of personal responsibility. If proselytizers’ targets have responsibilities in regard to proselytizers, the religious as well as secular teaching authorities of those targets should prepare them for the ―marketplace of ideas.‖ Rev. Dr. Ross Miller’s article, ―How to talk to People Who Are Trying to Save You,‖ can be a useful resource in this endeavor. However, much more effort should be devoted to teaching young people how they can be manipulated by individuals and groups. Churches and schools have too long neglected this area. What Are or Should Be the Ethical Boundaries of Proselytizing? The Continuum of Influence. A Proposal Figure I conceptualizes psychological influence as a continuum On one extreme of the continuum lie nondirective techniques, such as reflection and clarification. On the other extreme we find physical restraint and punishment. The specific techniques listed in the figure have been grouped under four methods of influence: educative, advisory, persuasive, and coercive (adapted from unpublished ideas of Margaret T. Singer, Ph.D.). Further, educative and advisory methods of influence are classified under the choice-respecting mode of influence, which emphasizes effectively communicating one’s message, while persuasive and coercive methods are classified under the ―compliance-gaining‖ mode, which emphasizes obtaining the desired response from the influences. According to this schema, a particular social influence interaction may be categorized with varying levels of precision, e.g., compliance-gaining mode, persuasive method, foot-in-thedoor technique. Furthermore, a particular environment may be evaluated according to the frequency with which social influence techniques occurring in that environment fall under the particular modes or methods of influence. If, for example, researchers developed a method for classifying discrete social influence interactions according to this schema, they could observe an environment over time (e.g., a Moonie three-day workshop at Booneville, a Young Life meeting) and develop a profile on that environment (Figure 2 illustrates a hypothetical profile). One could speak, then, of ―climates of influence‖ and could say, for instance, that a coercive climate of influence characterized Jonestown. Influencer Goals and the Influence Continuum Obviously, to some extent the ethical propriety of a particular influence mode, method, or technique will depend upon the goals of the influencer. Figure 3 joins the influence
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continuum with an ―intent continuum‖ reflecting the extremes of influencer-centered goals and influencee-centered goals. These two continua form four quadrants, which may be considered influence attitudes. When the influencer’s mode of influence is choice-respecting, he may have an inspirational attitude (seeking self-sacrificing action from influencees while carefully respecting their right and capacity to choose to accept or reject his appeal) or a self-development attitude (which characterizes, for example, ethical psychotherapists) toward influencees. If, on the other hand, the influencer’s mode is compliance-gaining, he may possess a caretaker or an exploitative attitude toward influencees, depending upon whether he uses compliance-gaining tactics for their benefit or his.
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Figure I: The Influence Continuum Increasing Levels of Influence Modes of Influence
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Techniques -Reflection -Clarification -Discussion -Information-giving -Directed questioning -Creative expression -Commenting on problem or alternate solutions -Suggesting ideas or solutions -Recommending solutions -Rational argument: message oriented -Rational argument: compliance oriented -Emotional appeals -Compliance tactics (see Cialdini book review in this issue -Gross deceptions



Compliance Gaining (emphasis on response)



Coercive



-Denigration of critical thinking -Dissociative states to suppress doubt and critical thinking -Severe threats of spiritual or physical harm -Guilt-induction to gain control -Establishment of enforced dependency -Debilitation -Physical restraint/punishment



Note: Increasing Levels of Influence go from the top of the chart to the bottom
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Figure 2: Hypothetical Influence Climates Profile
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Figure 3: Influencer Goals and the Influence Continuum Choice Respecting
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An exploitative attitude toward influencees will nearly always be considered unethical (an exception being undercover police work), while the ethics of a caretaker attitude will depend upon the influencee’s capacity to make responsible choices. It is acceptable, for example, to take a caretaker attitude toward a young child or a mentally retarded adult, but not toward a reasonably well functioning adult in psychotherapy. Inspirational and self-development attitudes will nearly always be ethical, although exceptions exist, e.g., naively accepting a psychotically depressed person’s wish to jump off a bridge. As with the influence continuum, the four attitudes of the influence-intent coordinate system could theoretically be operationalized into influencer attitude profiles, although the difficulty of measuring intent would make this an onerous task. Ethical Implications Controversy and confusion regarding the relationship of cults and evangelicals occur because so much cultic and evangelical behavior is persuasively oriented. Thus, some cult defenders will point to the persuasive behavior of evangelicals (whether contemporary or historical) and say in essence, ―Cults are Eke evangelicals, so they can’t be that bad.‖ Some cult watchers, on the other hand, will point to the persuasive behavior of evangelicals and say in essence, ―Evangelicals are like cults and, therefore, must be bad too.‖ Both positions are incorrect, for neither is sufficiently discriminating. First of all, many, perhaps most, evangelicals are not persuasion oriented. Secondly, persuasive techniques fall on a continuum, with some techniques being more focused on compliance than others. Thirdly, the occasional use of persuasive techniques does not make for a persuasive climate of influence. Although the ―Maximum sex‖ hype of the Josh McDowell advertisement may be a persuasive technique (an improper technique in the view of many), McDowell’s talk itself may have used little persuasion. Its influence climate profile, in other words, may show a much weaker persuasion orientation than, say, a Moonie three-day workshop at Booneville, which is carefully orchestrated to try to produce the desired response (see Gary Scharff’s article in this issue). Fourthly, most excoriated cults use the full range of persuasive techniques and many coercive techniques as well. Although there will be much variation even among these cults, their influence profiles will, I submit, be much more skewed toward the persuasive and coercive modes than would those of evangelicals. The enthusiastic response received by Inter-Varsity when it contacted over 100 evangelicals about the possibility of drafting an ethical code attests to evangelicals‖ concern that they consider the ethical aspects of their behavior. McCloskey’s persuasive evangelism, for example, categorically rejects coercive techniques and the more controlling persuasive techniques. Whatever one may think about the propriety of McCloskey’s emphasis on persuasion, sincere pluralists must, I believe, respect his eagerness to address the ethical aspects of his position. I believe the Inter-Varsity wants draft ethical code is an important and courageous start in defining the ethical boundaries of proselytizing (nonpejorative sense) in a truth-affirming pluralistic society. Thee code affirms Christians’ right—obligation even—to proclaim the truth as they see it. It affirms Christians’ duty to respect the freedom, integrity, rationality, and vulnerabilities of those whom they hope to influence. And it condemns deception and persuasive appeals that, however noble the goal, assault these values. I believe the major defect in the code, as currently drafted, lies in item five, which states: We believe the ―rightness‖ or ―wrongness‖ of persuasive means is determined largely from the way they are used in context and from the intent of the speaker. For example, the so-called ―testimonial‖ device, the ―card-stacking‖ device, the ―bandwagon‖ device, the use of suggestion and pathos, and the
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appeal to recognized authorities and personal needs may all be decidedly ethical depending on how they are used. I fear that without further explanation, this item may cause many observers to sense a ―trojan horse.‖ As I have argued earlier, the ethical propriety of an influence interaction depends partly upon the context and intent of the influencer. So I agree with the InterVarsity team on the general principal enunciated in item five. However, I also believe that if evangelicals are to respect the views of those, including other Christians, who look upon evangelicals with some suspicion (―Love thy enemies‖), they should take care to open any box suspected of carrying a trojan horse. Therefore, I believe Item Five requires revision. What is Needed In order to put substance into an ethical code for evangelists, specific accountability mechanisms are obviously needed; otherwise the code will be a mere piece of paper. The next section will address this issue. In this subsection, however, I would like to offer five suggestions on how the ethical boundaries of proselytizing (nonpejorative sense) can be spelled out more clearly: 1. The ideas advanced in this special issue should be discussed further. The CSJ will remain open to comments and future articles on this topic. However, I believe that discussion-oriented conferences are needed as well, especially conferences that will bring together authorities from various religious denominations, experts in communication ethics, and cult watchers. 2. These discussions should also investigate a topic not addressed in ― special issue, that is, the influence of political ideology on the perception of ethical influence within the religious arena. I suspect, for instance, that much hostility directed toward evangelicals stems more from a distaste of the political views of certain of their members, e.g., Jerry Falwell, than from a concern about the proper place of evangelizing in a pluralistic society. I also suspect that advocacy of pluralism is often used as a political weapon, e.g., on Monday praising the Catholic Bishops for a pastoral letter on the economy, then on Tuesday accusing Catholic Bishops who oppose abortion of trying to ―impose their values on others‖ (or vice versa). This kind of ideological warfare replaces propaganda with argument and corrupts our language and thinking. It destroys perfectly fine words, such as ―proselytize.‖ 3. Participants in the discussions advocated in (1) should appoint or form a committee to develop a casebook on the ethics of proselytizing (nonpejorative sense). Former members of religious cults, cult critics, evangelists, and college students who have been approached by evangelicals and/or cults ought to be consulted. In time a large collection of religious influence scenarios can be collected and analyzed according to various ethical criteria. Collecting and analyzing specific examples will enhance revisions of the ethical code and assist in developing curricula to teach people how to abide by it. 4. The steps described above will apply Christian beliefs to the development of guidelines on Christian behavior in religious influence settings. Using Dr. Kreider’s notion of the tripartite structure of religious experience, I believe an argument could be made to add an element of ritual to this process. Therefore, I suggest that someday someone write a prayer that will take the dryness out of the ethical code and replace it with some feeling. 5. As should be clear, I support Rev. Litfin’s concerns about the perils of persuasive preaching. However, I do not agree with him because I oppose persuasion. On the contrary, I don’t think an open, pluralistic society could exist without accepting certain persuasive forms of influence. But I do believe that the more people trust a Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 131



certain class of people, the more obligated is that class to eschew persuasive modes. Not to do so is to use ―St to enforce compliance. Recent Gallup surveys have found that organized religion is the most trusted institution in America. Therefore, clergymen, if they are to live up to and maintain that trust, should avoid the compliance-gaining mode of influence, which includes persuasion. One last point: Recall the intent-influence diagram (Figure 3). It should be obvious that psychologists who lose their ethical moorings can slide into inappropriate caretaker roles with patients who aren’t showing sufficient improvement This skid is often due to nothing more than the common human failings of pride—none of us likes to fail—and self-deception—none of us likes to face his failures. Evangelicals, who are influencers like psychologists, can also falter ethically. I suggest then to evangelicals that if they find themselves using persuasive techniques, they ask themselves the following: ―Is the use of this technique in this situation consistent with Christian ethics? Or am I using it because I don’t want to admit that I have failed to inspire others?‖ Accountability Ethics and the Law To the best of my knowledge, every profession that seeks to change people has an ethical code to guide the behavior of its members. Physicians, psychologists, social workers, rehabilitation specialists, lawyers, accountants, advertisers: all have ethical codes. The ethical codes protect the professions as well as the consumer. I don’t say this cynically. I disagree with those who accuse professions of being more concerned about protecting their turf than helping the consumer, although I don’t question that professions do obviously watch out for their own interests. What critics of professions often overlook is that the ―business‖ side of professional organizations rests upon established ethical codes concerning behavior toward the profession’s client group. Given, for example, that most members of the American Medical Association abide by that organization’s ethical code, the AMA is able to advance the interests of the medical profession, because its members are trusted and credible. Ethical codes, then, help consumers by protecting them against shady practices and help professions by maintaining their credibility in the public eye, even as they ethically look after the profession’s business interests. If the profession becomes sloppy in its enforcement of professional ethics, the public outcry that will eventually arise may bring about legal restrictions that are not in the profession’s or the consumer’s best interests. If, for example, scandals within the journalism profession occurred with increasing regularity, the public’s respect for journalists would diminish and the possibility of congressional action to deal with abuses would increase. In a free society, congressional correction of journalistic abuses would be a tragedy, not a ―problem solved.‖ A robust ethical code, then, protects a profession’s client group, maximizes the responsible freedom of a profession’s members, and minimizes legal regulation. I believe that the keen interest evangelists have shown in the ethical code being developed by the Inter-Varsity team reflects their perception that mounting abuses perpetrated ―in the name of the Lord‖ (whether Christian, Hindu, or whatever) could lead to legal actions that would interfere with the freedom of responsible evangelists. The growth of cultism, the opportunities that televangelism has created for religious charlatans (cf., Randi, 1986), the public’s habitual lack of discernment, and the media’s unavoidable penchant for bad news combine to cast a frightening shadow over the responsible evangelists whether on television or on campus. Evangelists may no longer be able to depend on the public’s historically high regard for religious persons. They may have to find more effective ways of distinguishing themselves from fanatics and phonies. Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 132



They have apparently achieved some success in the financial arena. In a scathing critique of the televangelist W. V. Grant, magician James Randi (in Free Inquiry, which is published by the Council for Democratic and Secular Humanism) writes approvingly of the Evangelical Council for Financial Accountability (ECFA): Most of us, but not all, are required to account for our income and pay appropriate taxes for our share of the financial burden of government. Religious organizations are not required to. Though the laws of the United States do not specify that churches are exempt from taxation, the First Amendment has been taken to mean just that. Many churches and religious organizations register with the Internal Revenue Service as nonprofit organizations, though they are not required to do so. Many evangelists, such as Billy Graham and the Wycliffe Bible Translators, have joined the Evangelical Council for Financial Accountability, a Protestant group that publishes the financial statements of its 305 members for public scrutiny. But W. V. Grant is not a member, nor is his corporation registered as a nonprofit organization. If it were, we would have some way of knowing just how much money goes into the wastebaskets carried about by his ushers at revival meetings and how much is deposited by the mailmen at all the post-office boxes and street addresses he uses for his mail-order business (Randi 1986, p. 12). In his prologue to the Inter-Varsity team’s articles, Dietrich Gruen suggested that consideration be given to an ―Evangelical Council for Accountability in Ministry,‖ which would address the interpersonal ethics of evangelism, much as the ECFA deals with its financial ethics. Unless the abuses associated with cultic groups subside significantly (which I doubt), I suspect that the creation of an organization such as that advocated by Rev. Gruen is inevitable. By doing a better job of policing themselves, evangelicals (and other religious persons who join them) will decrease the likelihood of restrictive legislation that would not discriminate sufficiently between those who exercise freedom responsibly and those who abuse it. Accountability Methods Individuals and groups which violate or tend to violate society’s ethical norm can be restrained by encouraging their participation in a pluralistic community, criticizing them (publicly and privately), educating influencees, and taking appropriate legal actions. Participation in a pluralistic community. A truth-affirming pluralistic community is open to the flow of information. It generates respectful dialogue, which can include disagreement and debate. By participating in such a community, we expose ourselves to corrective influences. By avoiding an open flow of information, as extremist cults do, we run the risk of persevering in unethical and destructive behaviors. It should be noted that some purportedly ―evangelical‖ groups appear to have a strong tendency to avoid participation in a pluralistic community, frequently because evil spirits are thought to dominate the world outside the group. (They act as though God is a former boxing champion trying, against heavy odds, to regain the tide that Satan took away from him.) Such groups build psychological walls around themselves and their members (e.g., if members doubt the group’s doctrine, they are advised to speak in tongues in order to get rid of the tempting spirits, rather than critically examine their doubts, which may have some substance). This tendency is dangerous. It leads, as Harold Bussell notes, to mistaking uniformity for unity. It also seems to de-Christianize Christianity. While counseling a former member of Maranatha, for example, I was struck by the amount of fear she experienced while in the group. I kept asking the question, ―Where was the love?‖ I’ve always thought that ―Love thy neighbor‖ was Christ’s fundamental message, not ―Fear thy neighbor.‖ Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 133



Criticism. Criticism is probably the single most important corrective influence in a truthaffirming pluralistic society. A pluralistic society can be open as the skies. But if there is a tacit agreement not to criticize one another (a state of affairs that characterizes some subgroups within our society), the society becomes pseudo-pluralistic: we are all different, but we behave in ways that enable all of us to act as though everyone else believed as we do. Instead of correcting our errors, we pat ourselves on the back. Hence, if we want to promote ethical behavior in ourselves and others, we ought to be able to give and to take criticism, within ethical boundaries. Because totalist cults reject pluralism, they reject the interpersonal ethics that sustain it, and tend not to initiate self-corrective measures without outside pressure. ―Therefore,‖ as Marcia Rudin says, ―to cease or blunt public criticism as opponents of the counter-cult movement desire, is to remove one of the major forces that is bringing about positive change, such as it is, in these groups.‖ Such criticism does not negate the totalist group’s right to exist; it merely affirms an open society’s need to keep non-pluralistic groups in line. Not to do so would be cultural suicide. If a group violates the law or society’s ethics, observers should not shy away from publicly criticizing the group; otherwise the group learns that ―crime pays.‖ To actively defend a group or individual that has done wrong (e.g., to march in defense of Rev. Moon after he was convicted of tax-evasion) because one fears governmental interference in religious affairs is even worse than merely remaining quiet. Not only does the group learn that ―crime pays,‖ it also gains ―allies‖ who will either have to defend the group’s future ―crimes‖ or admit that they had erred in defending it in the first place. Ironically, defending a violator in the name of religious freedom will, in the long run, increase the likelihood of governmental interference. The more violators are protected by ―allies‖ who fear the government, the more likely are they to continue their violations. Eventually, their abuses of freedom will reach a critical level that will overwhelm the protective capacity of their by then discredited ―allies‖ and will lead to harsher public action than might initially have been called for. The death penalty probably would not have returned to the American scene had so many murderers not been allowed to roam the streets in the name of ―civil liberty.― Supplementing public criticism is private criticism. Private criticism occurs within a group, or between sympathetic groups. Frequently, this is the most effective form of criticism, for it comes from a respected source. Thus, Inter-Varsity, which maintains a cordial relationship with many groups that cult watchers have criticized, is likely to have much more constructive influence over ―fringe‖ groups than would distant critics, such as myself. Education. Although monitoring socially destructive groups is vital to a pluralistic society’s remaining open, it is far from sufficient. The ―totalist impulse is inextricably linked to human irrationality, which can thrive in a pluralistic society that shirks its responsibility to educate and socialize its members. If young people are not socialized into viable religious or philosophical value systems and are not taught the ethical rules that govern social influence in a truth-affirming pluralistic society, serious problems will arise. First of all, their religiousphilosophical vacuum will render them susceptible to modern-day sophists selling irrational, even magical world views. Secondly, because irrationality is vulnerable to feedback from the wider society, irrational persons and groups will tend to close themselves off to outside influences and enforce a rigid internal conformity to the irrational belief system i.e., become totalist. Thirdly, ignorance of the ethics of social influence will cause people to be insensitive to those they might want to influence. Lastly, those who lack a religious/philosophical base and do not know the rules of social influence in an open society will have no reason to respect and conserve the pluralistic society into which they were born.
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Educational authorities (sectarian and secular) should teach young people for whom they are responsible how to affirm a particular heritage, A (whether A be evangelical Christianity, Greek Orthodoxy, Judaism, secular humanism or whatever), while respectfully listening to and disagreeing with people who affirm B, C, and D. They should also inculcate youth with an understanding and appreciation of the rules that prevent such dialogue from degenerating into mere power struggles. Legal Action. When necessary, the legal system can restrain violators. Obviously, the legal system isn’t appropriate for dealing with what Dr. Robbins calls ―petit deceptions.‖ These must be responded to by criticizing the deceivers and teaching their prospective targets to recognize deception. On the other hand, beating a child to death because one believes that Satan possesses his body is an abuse that the legal system should deal with. These two examples mark the extremes in a continuum of abuses. Determining precisely where on this continuum legal action should begin is no easy matter. Legal scholars will probably debate this subject for many years. It should be remembered, however, that such debate is part of the process through which society determines the proper scope of the law, not a sign of failure to deal with an issue. Fortunately, our constitutional system, despite its failings, has an admirable track record for ultimately resolving social conflicts that impinge on the legal sphere. I am confident that in time the legal system will find its way through the cult thicket as well— provided that those of us who defend and criticize cultic groups abide by the rules that for over two hundred years have enabled us to disagree and live together at the same time. References Arinze, Francis A. (1985). Prospects of evangelization, with reference to the arm of the non Christian religions, twenty years after Vatican H. Bulletin: Secretaiatus pro non Christianis, 20, 111-140. Gallup, George, Jr. (1985). Religion in America - 50 years: 1935-1985. The Gallup Report, No. 236. Princeton Religious Research Center. (1985). Emerging Trends. Randi, James. (1986). ―Be healed in the name of God.‖ Free Inquiry, 6, 8-19. Robbins, T., & Anthony, D. (1978). Getting straight with Meher Baba: A study of mysticism, drug rehabilitation, and postadolescent role conflict. Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion, 2, 1-27. Roget’s International Thesaurus (Fourth Edition). (1977). New York. Thomas Y. Crowell. Michael D. Langone, Ph.D., is Director of Research for The American Family Foundation and Editor of The Cultic Studies Journal.
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Book Review Influence: The New Psychology of Modern Persuasion Robert B. Cialdini Reviewed by Steve Wolodkin, Published by Quill, the paperback division of William Morrow of New York, 1984,$7.95. While gathering research data in preparation for writing Influence, Dr. Cialdini, Professor of Psychology at Arizona State University, realized that if he was to fully understand the psychology of compliance experimental work alone would not be sufficient; it would be necessary to ―systematically immerse‖ himself into the world of compliance professionals. Cialdini found participant observation, in which he became a spy of sorts with ―disguised identity and intent,‖ to be the most useful investigative tactic. He found it highly instructive to infiltrate business organizations involving the sale of such items as vacuum cleaners or encyclopedias by posing as a sales trainee, thereby assuring himself an unbiased account of that company’s compliance tactics. After a three-year period of participant observation, Cialdini concluded that the thousands of techniques employed by compliance practitioners fall within six basic categories: consistency, reciprocation, social proof, authority, liking, and scarcity. Each of these six categories, he found, is governed by a basic psychological principle known to direct human behavior, thus supplying power to the tactics used. Cialdini discusses each principle in term of its function in society and its ability to elicit ―automatic, mindless compliance.‖ The power that these six principles have to trigger this kind of unthinking willingness to comply is, he says, what attracts compliance professionals to their use. However, he also makes it clear that nobody should be held above suspicion: friends, neighbors, lovers, and offspring are all equally guilty of possession of ―weapons of influence.‖ The weapons of influence Cialdini describes all have a powerful yet subtle ability to act on each and every person’s inherent ―trigger feature.‖ The idea behind this feature is adopted from ethnological studies showing the instinctual response patterns between mothers and offspring in the animal world. Results from such studies have shown that all animals possess a mechanism that, when triggered, elicits an automatic response to a particular stimulus. Cialdini contends that such a mechanism is responsible for the automaticity with which humans are influenced. For example, just as a mother turkey instinctively responds with affection to the ―cheep-cheep‖ sounds of her offspring, we humans possess preprogrammed tapes, so to speak, that lead us into predictably automatic behavior. This analogy demonstrates what Cialdini believes to be a fundamental ingredient in compliance behavior: the ―click, whirr!‖ phenomenon. As Cialdini describes it: ―click,‖ and the appropriate tape is activated; ―whirr,‖ and out rolls the standard sequence of behaviors.‖ This notion raises an interesting question. Is such automaticity only harmful to the organism, or could there be a need for such a mechanism in animal behavior? Cialdini reveals many advantages in possessing an automatic response mechanism. Whether they outweigh the disadvantages cannot be determined, but it does appear that such automaticity provides a means of saving us time and energy by freeing us from having to scrutinize every person, event, and situation that we encounter on any given day. This ―shortcut‖ method, claims Cialdini, is necessary in coping with the ever-increasing complexity of present-day environmental stimuli. Without such ―rules of thumb‖ or stereotypical judgments to help us classify things in our environment, we would be overloaded with time- and effort- consuming analyses. Again, whether these advantages outweigh the disadvantages is unknown, but at least we can take comfort from the
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knowledge that there are some beneficial reasons for possessing a potentially dangerous response mechanism. If, however, we were to rest too comfortably, we would be likely to increase the effectiveness of compliance tactics. The secret to their effectiveness, says Cialdini lies in their ability to manipulate human behavior without the ―appearance‖ of manipulation. In other words, if a compliance professional wants to convince you of something, he will be most successful if he can appear to be exerting a minimal amount of effort. Cialdini likens this ability to the principles involved in mastering the Japanese martial-an of jujitsu. Just as a jujitsu expert uses the inherent forces of gravity, leverage, momentum, and inertia to exert control over his opponent, the compliance professional exploits those forces of influence that exist naturally in humans and in the environment to exert control over our decisions. An example of these forces can be found in human perception. A principle governing all modes of sensation and perception - sight, touch, etc, - affects the way we perceive the differences between two things that are presented consecutively. If the second item is different from the first, we will most likely judge the second one as being much more different than it actually is. For example, if you are at a party and you begin talking with a member of the opposite sex whom you have judged to be moderately attractive, it is very likely that your initial assessment of this person will decrease when a ―beautiful‖ girl or guy walks over to join the conversation. Obviously, the first person did not actually become physically different, only comparatively less appealing when smothered in the shadow cast by the ―beautiful‖ person. This very powerful force in human nature is commonly exploited by compliance experts, and is chosen because it is virtually undetectable by the victim. Clothing salespersons, for example, often use this technique. They always begin by displaying the most expensive garments first, then follow with proportionately less-expensive items, because they know that a $50 sweater will appear much less outrageous when suggested after the purchase of a $300 SUIL Such clever use of the perceptual contrast principle was discovered by Cialdini during his field work to exist in almost every ―contrast‖ technique applied by compliance practitioners, some involving very large-scale negotiations where there was much more at stake than a $300 suit. Reciprocation The same kind of inconspicuous ―leverage‖ used by compliance professionals in the aforementioned examples is found at the heart of another principle of influence. As explained by Cialdini, the common ―law‖ of obligation among humans, whether generated out of courtesy or not, is the hidden force behind what he calls the principle of ―Reciprocation‖ or the ―Reciprocity Rule.‖ Simply stated, in most societies people respond to favors, invitations, gifts, and the like with the implicit understanding that recipients of such recognition will be obligated to future repayment. Those who do not adhere to the rule are labeled greedy, selfish, and ungrateful. Cialdini offers some very humorous examples of how the mechanism of automaticity is switched on by the Reciprocity Rule. In one instance, a university professor sent out several Christmas cards to perfect strangers. Although expecting some response, he did not anticipate that a majority of these strangers would respond by sending a holiday card to him. What’s more, most did not even inquire into the unknown professor’s identity! During his many field observations, Cialdini uncovered the secret of the Hare Krishnas’ success: their use of the Reciprocity Rule. Having realized that they were having no success at obtaining contributions while they banded together in groups waiting for contributors to approach them, the Krishnas discovered that they could dramatically increase their income
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by employing the method of reciprocation. They began approaching potential contributors individually and, above all, doing small favors for them, such as pinning flowers to their lapels. By so doing, the Krishnas triggered their targets’ reciprocity mechanisms, and their victims were obligated to reciprocate by making a contribution. For those of us who do not feel that simply being aware of such compliance tactics is defense enough, Cialdini empathizes with our need for additional knowledge. As I emphasized at the beginning of my review, I think of Influence as a sort of handbook, serving as a guide not only to the nature of the problems, but to their solutions as well. In particular, the ―How to Say No‖ sections of the book offer what I believe to be very valuable suggestions in helping us to defend against the thousands of compliance tactics. Commitment and Consistency How many of us would care to appear ―wishy-washy‖ or ―flighty?‖ Not many, I presume. This is the driving force behind Cialdini’s assertion that there is a weapon of influence that lies deep within our social conscience and ―directs our actions with quiet power. It is, quite simply, our nearly obsessive desire to be - and to appear - consistent with what we have already done.‖ This desire is reinforced by the personal and interpersonal pressures that we encounter once we have taken a stand on something. An example cited by Cialdini illustrates this phenomenon. Two Canadian psychologists discovered that bettors at a racetrack become much more confident about their choices just after placing their bets, while only thirty seconds before putting down their money they are usually apprehensive and unsure. However, once that final decision has been made and the ticket has been bought, the need to feel consistent influences the bettor to bring his beliefs into line with what he has already done. Psychologists who recognize the social importance of ―consistent behavior in a historical perspective take a broad view of society and culture in acknowledging the ―adaptive value‖ of appearing consistent That is, a person whose words, beliefs, and actions are viewed as consistent with one another will be thought of as intelligent, stable, and honest. Those whose actions, words, and beliefs do not coincide, however, will be labeled flighty, twofaced, scatterbrained, and sometimes even mentally ill. With this in mind, one can easily see how compliance professionals use this inbred drive to their own advantage. While such automatic consistency may be helpful in allowing us the ―luxury‖ of not having to ―sift through the blizzard of information we encounter every day to identify relevant facts,‖ it also leaves us more vulnerable to those wishing to exploit such automaticity for their own profit. Those who do not want us to think in response to their requests, says Cialdini, will ―structure their interactions with us so that our own need to be consistent will lead directly to their benefit.‖ The consistency principle becomes especially powerful when the influenced individual has made a prior commitment. In the mid-1960’s, psychologists Jonathan Freedman and Scott Fraser instructed one of their researchers to pose as a volunteer worker, go door-to-door in a residential neighborhood, and make an absurd request of the residents: would they allow a very large public-service billboard reading ―DRIVE CAREFULLY‖ to be erected on their front lawns? Surprisingly, seventy-six percent of them complied! These subjects weren’t stupid, nor was the volunteer worker especially persuasive. The main reason for their exaggerated sense of public-spiritedness lies in what had happened two weeks earlier. These same residents had made a smaller commitment: they allowed another ―volunteer worker‖ to leave with each of them a three-inch-square sign reading ―BE A SAFE DRIVER,‖ which they agreed to display in their windows. Since it was such a trivial request, nearly all had complied. But the effect that this small commitment had on their perceptions of themselves as ―concerned citizens‖ was overwhelming. Not wanting to appear inconsistent in their display of civic-mindedness, 76% of them later complied with the ridiculous second request. Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 138



This example illustrates the enormous power of what social psychologists have called the ―foot-in-the-door‖ method of persuasion. The secret behind this technique lies in getting a person to agree to an initial small favor that will nevertheless be perceived as a form of commitment. Later, the requester ―cashes in‖ on this small commitment when making a larger request, the latter being the one with which the requester really wants the person to comply. With the forces of consistency working in favor of the requester, the unsuspecting victim will most likely fall into the trap. Social Proof The next principle of influence concerns overdependence on the observations of others’ behavior in determining our own ―appropriate‖ behavior in a given situation. Before going any further, I want to emphasize that Dr. Cialdini stresses that although the desire to look at the actions of others to see how we should act can result in some very serious consequences, most of the time it serves a very useful function. ―Usually,‖ he notes, ―when a lot of people are doing something, it is the right thing to do,‖ and moreover, ―we will make fewer mistakes by acting in accord with social evidence than contrary to it.‖ The use of canned laughter on television is an example of social proof. Even knowing that every television viewer is aware of the artificiality of this ―mechanical laughter,‖ television producers still use it. Why? Because all the evidence shows that it works! People are more likely to perceive something as funny, and to laugh longer, if such canned laughter is present. A far more serious result of seeking out ―social proof‖ is the phenomenon of ―bystander inaction,‖ which Cialdini defines as ―the failure of entire groups of bystanders to aid victims in agonizing need of help.‖ According to Cialdini, this frightening event is the result of a phenomenon called ―pluralistic ignorance,‖ and often develops in a crisis situation when everyone is looking at one another to see what everybody else is doing. More often than not, this results in nobody providing aid. What drives people to such insensitivity? Social psychologists have found, through experimentally-induced pluralistic ignorance, that people do not want to risk embarrassment by intervening in a situation where there is not an actual emergency. Therefore, the more ambiguous the ―emergency‖ situation, the more likely it is that others will choose not to intervene. Furthermore, because people in an ambiguous emergency situation do not want to appear overreactive, they become passive. With everybody standing around trying to look calm, nobody perceives the situation as an actual emergency and the victim goes unaided. Liking I was not surprised to learn that we are more likely to say yes to the requests of a friend, or at least someone we know and like, but what did surprise me was learning that this simple rule is often exploited by total strangers to get us to comply with their requests. How, you may ask, could a stranger ever make himself likable enough to evoke the trust of a critical customer? Social psychologists have identified several factors known to cause one person to like another. Cialdini describes those which he believes to be the most effective. The first one is obvious: physical attractiveness. Cialdini explains the power of this quality with his ―click, whirr‖ model of automatic responses. The ―whirr,‖ or response, is actually an example of a ―halo effect.‖ When one positive characteristic, physical attractiveness in this case, dominates the way a person is viewed by others, a halo effect occurs in which other qualities are automatically also deemed positive. Therefore, it is no surprise, says Cialdini, ―that the halo of physical attractiveness is regularly exploited by compliance professionals.‖
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For the unattractive compliance professional, the next best thing is similarity. Research has shown that we are more likely to like someone who is similar, rather than dissimilar, to ourselves. Compliance practitioners wishing to exploit this fact may dress like us, or even talk of having the same background and interests as we do. Another device a compliance professional may use is flattery in the for-in of compliments. Cialdini points out that we all have a ―click, whirr‖ mechanism set to go off whenever we are the object of flattery. Yet another reason why one person may come to like another may be due to the fact that the latter person is familiar to the former. The way that familiarity affects liking, says Cialdini, is mostly unconscious. Thus, we often aren’t aware that our attitude towards something may have been affected by the number of times we came into contact with it in the past. For example, in an experiment cited by Cialdini, college students were asked to concentrate on performing a single task while a variety of melodies played in the background. Later, when given a recognition test of the melodies, none of them sounded familiar, apparently because the students had ―blocked‖ them out in order to concentrate. But when these same melodies were rated against previously unheard melodies, those that had played before were liked best. The direction a person’s attitude will take toward another person often depends on what the latter is associated with. If a person becomes associated with a positive event, says Cialdini, he or she will typically be liked. But if the same person should happen to be associated with a negative event, he or she will be disliked. Both conditions are independent of the individual’s personality characteristics. How could reasonably intelligent people form such irrational opinions of other individuals who they know are not really responsible for the situation in question? Because, says Cialdini, nobody is immune to the effects of classical conditioning. Whether coincidental or intentional, if a person should happen to be associated with an unpleasant stimulus, such as bad news, he or she will invariably be regarded in a similarly unpleasant manner. On the other hand, the person associated with some positive event or stimulus will be seen in an unrealistically favorable light. The same associative process is also applied to objects including objects for sale. If you’ve ever witnessed a television commercial wherein a seductive young woman was used to get your attention, or if you’ve heard a celebrity endorsing a product, you’ve been exposed to the association principle. What I find most disturbing about such advertising is Cialdini’s suggestion that its effectiveness is merely a function of how positive the association is and not how logical it is. Authority As empirically observed by Stanley Milgram, ―obedience to authority‖ is virtually boundless. Upon witnessing the extent to which subjects would be willing to obey the ―authoritative‖ experimenter in delivering painful shocks to another individual, Milgram concluded that such inordinate obedience was representative of the ingrained sense of duty to authority present in us all. In the Milgram experiments, the wishes of the experimenter dominated the subjects own desires to do what he knew was right. Delivering shocks known to be fatal, while agonizing empathetically with the recipient, most of the subjects still could not bring themselves to disobey the orders of the authoritative experimenter. In consideration of human social organization, Cialdini points out that while there may be dangerous disadvantages to such implicit obedience, we cannot lose sight of the practical advantages. ―Information from a recognized authority can provide us [with] a valuable shortcut for deciding how to act in a situation.‖ The automaticity with which obedience to authority occurs suggests to Cialdini that it, too, is triggered in a ―click, whirr‖ fashion. Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 140



―Whenever our behaviors are governed in such an unthinking manner, we can be confident that there will be compliance professionals trying to take advantage,‖ says Cialdini. For example, commercial advertisers will frequently employ television actors who play authoritative figures, such as doctors, to endorse their products - not as celebrities, but as the characters they play. We all know how Sanka brand decaffeinated coffee keeps us calm because Dr. Welby - alias Robert Young - says it does. Many of us have accepted that opinion not from a legitimate authority, but from someone who pretends to be. Cialdini has identified three major kinds of symbols he believes are used by compliance professionals to ―trigger our compliance in the absence of the genuine substance of authority.‖ For example, a compliance professional may introduce himself with an assumed tide. Adopting an illegitimate tide, says Cialdini, is one of the easiest ways to acquire authority status, and one of the most effective methods of triggering the ―click, whirr‖ mechanism. Another way a practitioner might attempt to trigger our mechanical compliance would be to don clothing symbolic of authority. The power of wearing ―authoritative‖ clothes was demonstrated in a study by social psychologist Leonard Bickman. Passersby on a street were asked to comply with an unusual request - picking up a discarded paper bag, or standing on the other side of a bus-stop sign - by either a man dressed in street clothes or another man dressed in a security guard’s uniform. As you might have expected, many more people obeyed the man in the guards uniform. A third, more general, type, of symbolic authority conies from the possession of statusoriented trappings, such as fine jewelry, luxury cars, large homes, and the like. These symbols of authority serve more of an ―ornamental‖ purpose, says Cialdini, but they also work very forcefully on our trigger mechanisms. Since in the majority of instances our obedience is to a legitimate authority, Cialdini advises that the safest approach to ―Saying No‖ is to begin by asking yourself a simple question: ―Is this authority truly an expert?‖ Cialdini claims that such a question will help us to focus our attention on the two most crucial issues: the authority’s credentials and the ―relevance of those credentials to the topic at hand.‖ Once convinced of the legitimacy of the requestor’s authority status, Cialdini suggests that we ask ourselves a second question: ―How truthful can we expect the expert to be here?‖ An additional defense shield will be constructed if we keep in mind what personal benefits an expert win stand to gain by getting us to comply with his requests. Scarcity The last principle of influence I will discuss is based on the cliché, ―It’s now or never.‖ Commonly used by compliance professionals, from shoe salesmen to car dealers, the scarcity principle gives the illusion that an opportunity or an item is much more valuable when its availability to us is limited. For instance, the ―limited-number‖ tactic so frequently used in advertising campaigns is designed to give the consumer the false notion that the produces demand is much greater than its supply. Therefore, what remains in supply is seen as all that much more valuable because it will soon be unavailable. Another tactic which produces the same sort of illusion is the ―deadline‖ technique. Upon hearing that you only have a certain amount of time to purchase a particular product, you may be slightly panicked into making a rush decision. Compliance professionals using this tactic know that the hasty decision will usually be in favor of buying the product ―before it’s too late!‖ While the reasons given for the deadline may vary, they are aimed at making the consumer believe that the ―now or never‖ clock is ticking. For example, a company may
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claim it is going out of business, or that it is losing money selling its product at such a ―ridiculously-low‖ price that it will not be able to continue offering the product at that low price any longer. Cialdini suggests that the scarcity principle gets its power from two major sources. The first is familiar- ―Like the other weapons of influence,‖ says Cialdini, ―the scarcity principle trades on our weakness for shortcuts.‖ Since we have learned to gauge an object’s value on how easy it is to possess, says Cialdini, we often resort to evaluating an item’s availability to make a fast determination of its value and quality. Since such an assessment method is usually accurate, we rarely question it, leaving us vulnerable to fakery. The second source of power behind the scarcity principle is more subtle. Cialdini reminds us that one of our deepest fears is losing the freedoms we already have. Social psychologist Jack Brehm claims that the human desire to preserve established privileges is what leads us to retaliate when our personal control is threatened. Often this sort of response, says Cialdini, is not accompanied by a logical reason and all we know is that we want the item more now. To justify this unclaimed desire, we will usually assign the item positive qualities that it probably doesn’t deserve in an attempt to rational our desires. As with the other weapons of influence, Cialdini believes there are optimal conditions which can make the scarcity principle function most effectively. He cites an experiment by social psychologist Stephen Worchel, in which participants in a ―consumer-preference study‖ were asked to rate the taste of chocolate-chip cookies presented to them in cookie jars. Half the participants were presented with a cookie jar containing 10 cookies, and the other half with ajar that had only two cookies in it. As expected, the cookies in the two-cookie jar were rated higher than those from the 10-cookie jar. But the most interesting results were obtained from a variation on the previous experiment. Half the participants still received ajar with two cookies in it, but the other half was first presented with a 10-coolde jar that was taken away before they had a chance to sample one of the cookies, then replaced by a jar with only two cookies in it. The results showed that those who saw an abundant supply of cookies reduced to a ―scarce‖ supply rated the cookies in the second jar much higher than the other half of the participants rated their cookies from the two- cookie jar that was always in front of them. This ―newly-experienced‖ scarcity, says Cialdini, is one such optimal condition capable of amplifying the effectiveness of the scarcity principle. Another variation of the Worchel experiments pointed out a second optimal condition: social demand. In another study, participants were told that their cookies were being taken away to be given to other raters to meet the demand for cookies in the study. Another group was told that their number of cookies would be reduced because the researcher had made a ―mistake‖ in giving them too many. Results from this study showed that those who had seen their number of cookies reduced because of social demand liked them significantly more than those whose supply had been reduced as the result of a ―mistake.‖ Even when an individual is properly warned of the scarcity principle, Cialdini claims that it is still very difficult to defend oneself against it. He believes part of the problem is that the usual reaction, one of physical unrest and visceral arousal, actually hinders our thought processes. As our physiological responses increase, our ability to think rationally decreases. Cialdini’s advice to us when we find ourselves in such a situation is to be more aware of our internal reactions and accept them as legitimate warning signs. ―By learning to flag the experience of heightening arousal in a compliance situation,‖ he says, it is possible to make ourselves more alert to the use of scarcity tactics. But merely being able to read the signals provided by our visceral reactions will not always be enough to enable us to make a proper decision, says Cialdini. We must make the Cultic Studies Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2 1986 Page 142



distinction between wanting something for the joy of ―experiencing‖ it or just to ―possess‖ it. Cialdini believes that there are things we genuinely want for their psychological, social or economic benefits, and others that we want for the sole purpose of owning them, i.e., for their ―utility value.‖ Cialdini reminds us that scarce things are not necessarily of better quality than easily-obtained things, but that our failure to perceive this fact often leads us into irrational compliance when we feel our freedom being threatened by the diminishing availability of something. Before reading Influence I never gave much thought to how and why people agree to things. But, having read it, I now catch myself analyzing television commercials, using Cialdini’s advice on ―How to Say No‖ to compliance professionals, and simply being more aware of the use of such subtle devices. If asked what I thought stood out the most in Influence, I would have to think back to those passages that made me laugh the most. Though the entire book is very funny, I thought Dr. Cialdini’s personal experiences were the most enjoyable. Maybe it was satisfying to know that even a ―Doctor of Psychology‖ can be vulnerable to compliance tactics. I have already strongly recommended Influence to several friends, assuring them that it is not just for psychology enthusiasts but for anybody interested in why people say ―yes‖ to a request I do have a terrible fear, however, about this book falling into the wrong hands; it could provide the ―enemy‖ with a lot of additional ammunition. Steve Wolodkin is a psychology student at Arizona State University, Tempe, Arizona. This is an electronic version: Wolodkin, S. , Book Review - Cialdini, Robert, Influence: The New Psychology of Modern Persuasion. Cultic Studies Journal, 1986, 2(2), 389-398.
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