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I n t r o d u c t i o n 

Herbert Richardson 

JLhe essays in this volume were prepared in conjunction with confer

ences of the N e w Ecumenical Research Association (New ERA), This 

association promotes the development of theology which can unite 

Christian churches and other religions within the one family of God. 

Because this is the goal ofthe N e w ERA conferences, the essays were 

originally presented in a dialogue and discussion setting, They are 

intended to generate response from other theological and religious 

positions. Since this original setting cannot be included within this 

volume, the reader is urged to offer his o w n thoughtful response. 

Until a response is given, his reading will not be complete. 

The N e w E R A purpose is similar to that of the Unification 

Church: to unify Christianity as a basis and example for establishing 

unity among the religions of the world. The image of this unity, w e 

propose, is that of one family of religions. Within this family, the 

differences among religions are not destroyed. Rather, within this 

family, religions learn to respect and cooperate with one another in a 

natural way. Like Lessing, Sun M y u n g M o o n considers Judaism, 

Christianity, and Islam to be brother and sister religions. M o o n has also 

described the Unification Church as a "younger brother" to Christianity. 

The use of the word "brother" allows us to think of the Unification 

Church as different from other Christian churches, but still part ofthe 

same family. 

The Unification Church, on this view ofthe matter, is our young 

Asian brother. Its leader, and many ofhis followers, have yellow skins. 
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Their religion presupposes Asian conceptions of reality, Asian family 

patterns, and Asian political concerns, Christian churches have learned 

h o w to accept the Germanic Christmas tree as not inconsistent with 

the Christchild; the question today is whether a Korean notion such as 

"God's Birthday" or the "arranged marriage" can also be recognized as 

legitimate cultural concomitants to true Christian faith.* 

Generally speaking, all of the essayists in this volume approach 

the Unification Church in a friendly way. That is, they are willing to 

respect its o w n claims to be a "younger brother" to the Christian 

churches. But what that might mean for the Christian family—a n e w 

child arriving on the scene just as the older siblings (Protestant, 

Catholic and Orthodox) were learning to get along with each other— 

remains to be seen. It is one of the more ironic aspects of N e w E R A 

conferences that Catholic, Protestant and other theologians w h o 

previously would never have cooperated theologically n o w sit amic

ably side by side discussing the legitimacy of their young Moonie 

brothers. But it is not surprising that theologians w h o have been 

deeply affected by the recent Catholic-Protestant rapprochement 

would also be inclined to consider, patiently and charitably, Unific

ation claims to be Christian, too. 

In this volume, three ofthe essayists are Roman Catholic and one 

is a Jew (Clark, Flinn, M c G o w a n and Rubenstein), The other essayists 

are Protestants from both sides ofthe schism; liberal and evangelical. 

They all are interested in the origins, implications and identity of the 

Unification Church. In some cases, they ask whether that n e w younger 

brother is truly legitimate; but in no case is there willingness to throw 

him out of the household. Rather, their goal is—respecting the 

Parenthood of God over all peoples, no matter h o w strange—to try 

to understand the n e w arrival. 

Here he comes n o w — o u r n e w Unification brother—with Bible 

in hand and proclaiming a n e w interpretation; the "Divine Principle." 

Actually it was an Australian Pentecostalist w h o suggested to the first 

Korean followers of M o o n that the best English translation for his 

*In this volume the essays by Richard Rubenstein and T James Kodera directly 
address the issue of Asian Christianity and the problems of cultural accommodation. 



teaching should be "Divine." Moon's teaching is called in Korea, "the 

Principle," an expression which resonates with the ancient Confucian 

teaching that a just m a n is ruled by a right knowledge called the Yi 

(principle). There is no insinuation of "Divine-ness" implied in the 

Korean word; only the conviction that a human being must live 

according to what is best and highest if he is to be just. 

W h e r e does M o o n find this "Principle" which guides human life 

toward maturity? In the Bible! Confucius proclaimed "the Principle," 

but M o o n believes "the Principle" is embodied in the biblical story 

which finds its concrete perfection in Jesus Christ. This very Korean 

way of thinking about the Bible raises questions. If the Biblical revela

tion is thought of as the "Principle," if m a n is primarily a family being, 

if the power of the resurrection is the restoration of perfection 

to h u m a n life (all Asian presuppositions), then are w e still dealing 

with "Christianity"? Tertullian asked "What has Athens to do 

with Jerusalem?" Today the question is "What has Jerusalem to 

do with Pyongyang?" 

The strongest opponents of the Unification Church today are 

the continuing Tertullianists. Those w h o still oppose the ancient 

Hellenization of Christianity are, quite consistently, the most vocal 

opponents of its contemporary Asianization, Those w h o deny that 

Jesus is the logos also will deny that Jesus is the yi. Those Tertullianists 

believe that the uniqueness of Christianity is what sets it in stark 

contrast to other religions rather than what gives it the power to 

unite them all in itself. 

Early theologians saw in Christianity not merely another reli

gion, but another religion of another type. It was a "meta-religion," 

one which could include other religions in itself by raising them to a 

higher level, For example, Athanasius interpreted the Trinity as a way 

of affirming the truth of both Greek polytheism and Hebrew mono

theism, while uniting both on a higher level. Standing in this same 

tradition, the Unification Church sees Christianity as a religion to unite 

all religions,* The very Asian elements in Unification evidence, its 

*Lonnie Kliever, in this volume, also argues that the Unification Church takes a 
"Metainstitutional" form. 
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proponents argue, that it is a version of Christianity which is effectively 

accomplishing Christianity's highest task: restoring the unity of reli

gions as the basis for restoring the unity of the human race. 

For those w h o are already convinced "Hellenists," the Unification 

understanding is a happy development. To unite Pyongyang, the 

"Jerusalem of Asia," with the Jerusalem of the West is to initiate a 

great stage in Christian missions. But what does this undertaking mean 

for Christian theology? W h a t does it mean for specific theological 

topics? Several of the essays in this volume address the doctrinal 

questions specifically (Sontag on God, Richardson on man, Clark on 

sin, Foster on Christ, M c G o w a n on the Christian life). These essays are 

here published not as definitive statements but as opening gambits in 

a discussion on doctrinal development that, w e are convinced, will 

continue for many decades. The discussion between Christianity 

and Asia, and between Asian Christianity and Western Christianity, 

has just begun. 

Every western theologian w h o visits Asia is sure to be impressed 

by the lack of indigenous originality among Asian theologians. Stu

dents in Tokyo or Seoul or Taipei study Barth, Tillich, Temple, and 

Niebuhr. In fact, w h e n the late Carl Michadson wrote his }apanest 

Contributions to Modern Theology he had to ignore (and thereby insult) the 

entire Japanese theological establishment. The theological establish

ment in Asia, noted Michadson, has made no original contribution 

to Christian theology. It has only reiterated what the original 

missionaries taught. 

But as generations pass, reiterative mentality gives way to origi

native mentality Can anyone be surprised that, in second and third 

generations, Asian Christians abandon Kantian and Aristotelian expres

sions of Christianity and begin to rethink the Bible in terms of their 

o w n philosophical and cultural traditions? Can anyone be surprised 

that this project is n o w most fully advanced in Korea—which is the 

only Asian country in which the nineteenth-century mission move

ment managed to succeed? Any visitor to Korea sees, in the churches, 

everywhere the evidence that this is a Christian country—the only 

Christian country in Asia (except for the Philippines). From this small 
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Asian Christian country comes the first Asian Christian church which 

establishes a strong missionary movement to the West! This is why in 

my judgment, the Unification Church is so worthy of study—and is 

such an encouragement for Christian hope. 

I myself, for these and many other reasons, have learned much 

from Divine Principle. M y own essay in this volume expresses a clarified 

conception of sin and freedom which I have developed in close 

conversation with this text. I do not, however, wish to drape the 

other contributors in this volume with the same "Moonie Supporter" 

sash I myself parade. The other contributors, though all amiably and 

generously ecumenical, wear their own several sashes: "Moonie 

Admonisher," "Moonie Explainer," "Moonies—Separated Brother," 

"Moonie Psychoanalyzer," "Moonie Comparer," and "Ex Oriente Lux." 

The sole thing we several authors have in common is to have dined 

with Moonies, as their guests, and enjoyed the after-dinner conversa

tion. What follows, in this volume, is a very small selection from 

among our memories of those happy times. 

The preparation of a multi-author volume such as this always 

involves many more contributors than those whose names appear on 

the cover. There are several theologians whose essays, for reasons of 

space and time, must be postponed to a later volume, Copyediting 

and proofreading were done by Sylvia Grahn, Jack Kiburz, Jaime 

Sheeran, John Sonneborn, and Sarah Witt. Lynn Musgrave supervised 

production. I thank them all for their part in this production. 

xm 
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L e t t e r t o t h e F a c u l t y , 

P e r k i n s S c h o o l o f T h e o l o g y 

Frederick Carney 



Within the last nine months my wife and I have attended two 

major conferences of the Unification movement as guests of that 

movement, The first was the Ninth International Conference on the 

Unity of the Sciences (ICUS) sponsored by the International Cultural 

Foundation and held November 26-29,1980, (Thanksgiving weekend) at 

Miami Beach. The second was a Conference on Unification Theology 

sponsored by the N e w Ecumenical Research Association (New ERA) 

and held August 1-9,1981, in the Canary Islands. It occurs to m e that you 

might find my observations and reflections on these two conferences 

of some use to you in forming your own judgment concerning the 

Unification Church and the larger movement it has spawned. There

fore I take this opportunity to report to you. 

The first conference (the Ninth ICUS) was less revealing of the 

thought and practice of the Unification movement than the second, 

so I shall comment quite briefly on the first and devote most of this 

communication to the second. The first was typical of the various 

ICUS's in that it was attended by several hundred scientists and 

humanists from many countries, that it addressed various issues about 

the relation of values to the sciences under this year's general rubric of 

"Absolute Values and the Search for the Peace of Mankind," and that 

its sponsor did not appear to inject any particular message or point of 

view into the conference (except, of course, for the sponsor's generally-

announced interest in working toward the unification ofthe sciences 

and in relating values to them). Rev. Sun Myung Moon addressed an 
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opening plenary session on the topic of the conference, arguing (not 

very well, I thought) from general philosophical grounds rather than 

from Unification theology as such. And at the dosing banquet a 

Unification musical group performed. Otherwise one was not particu

larly aware of the sponsoring movement, and the addresses and 

discussions were conducted in a completely free and open spirit. 

The sessions I personally attended were, for the most part, 

quite good, better than those of most professiond meetings in 

which I have been involved. These induded a philosophical address 

by a Vice-President and Dean of Graduate Studies at a major uni

versity in Texas on "Happiness and the Good Life," another by 

the holder of a Chair in Philosophy at a major university in Arizona 

on "Protecting a Way of Life," a session on "Military Technology 

and the Individud" at which a remarkably good address was delivered 

by a consultant in international relations, who was dso the wife 

of a TV persondity—who was a conference participant as well, 

and a truly exciting session on "Wealth and Society" that centered 

around contributions by the Director of Canada's nudear energy 

program (from its inception) and by the former Director of the 

Oak Ridge Nationd Laboratory, now the director of the Institute 

for Energy Andysis, 

Assuming that what I experienced at the Ninth ICUS at Miami 

Beach is generally representative of what may be experienced at any 

other ICUS, there seems to be nothing reprehensible about the 

internd operation of these conferences. Indeed, there is mudi about 

them that is highly commendable. However, a criticism sometimes 

made of them is that, even if they are commendable in themselves, 

they nevertheless bestow respectability on a movement whose char

acter is such as not to deserve such respectability. Whether this is a 

vdid criticism or not obviously depends on what the character ofthe 

overall Unification movement is. And for this we must look beyond 

the ICUS's. One important source of information is the Canary Island 

Conference on Unification Theology that my wife, who was inde

pendently invited as a full participant, and I attended. It had as its 

explicit purpose the examination of both the theology and the 
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practices of the Unification Church. It is therefore to this second 

conference that I now turn. 

Although I did not make a precise headcount of those attending 

the Canary Island Conference, my rough calculations indicate that the 

number was probably around one hundred and eighty. Of these, 

about forty (roughly 22%) were members ofthe Unification Church 

and approximately one hundred and forty (roughly 78%) were not, 

Among the "Moonie" contingent were Mose Durst (President ofthe 

Unification Church in America), Neil Salonen (former President ofthe 

Unification Church in America, and now President of the Intema-

tiond Culturd Foundation—the ICUS sponsor), David Kim (President 

ofthe Unification Theologicd Seminary in Barrytown, N e w York), and 

John Maniatis (Executive Director of N e w ERA—the sponsor of this 

and other Unification theology conferences and seminars). Also repre

senting the "Moonies," and constituting about hdf of their contin

gent, were twenty Ph.D. students from ten universities (Harvard 4, 

Yde 2, Columbia 2, Fordhami, Drew 3, Catholici, Vanderbilt 3, Chicago 1, 

Claremont 2, and Cambridge, England 1), What about the much larger 

group of participants who were not members of the Unification 

Church? This group contained sizeable numbers of both Protestants 

and Catholics, a few Jews and Muslims, and some secularists. Most 

were academics, induding a considerable number of persons of some 

distinction in their respective academic fields. Over hdf of the non-

"Moonie" participants were from the United States and Canada, 

but Western Europe and Africa were dso well represented, Blacks 

from both North America and Africa were present in somewhat 

surprising numbers, and some of them played quite significant roles 

in the conference. 

One ofthe notable features ofthe conference was the openness 

and non-defensiveness of the Unification members about their doc

trines and practices, Although they wanted very much to inform us 

about their faith, they were dso quite desirous of hearing our criti

cisms and unfailingly courteous in responding to them. This com

mendable manner was evident in the very structuring of the 

conference, For example, most of its plenary sessions juxtaposed (a) 
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one or two lectures on major Unification doctrines by Unification 

members with (b) the reading of two critical papers (prepared and 

distributed to all participants in advance of the conference) on these 

same doctrines by two non-Unification participants. The giving of 

these advocacy lectures and the reading of these critical papers would 

then ordinarily be followed by extensive discussion from the floor 

(which characteristically included remarks quite critical of the 

Unification lecture(s) and the doctrines propounded therein), to 

which periodically brief opportunities to respond were provided the 

lecturer(s), the two paper readers, and one additiond Unification 

member. During the week-long conference, there were eleven such 

lectures and fourteen such critical papers on the lecture topics. The 

eleven lecture topics were on: Creation (2), Fall (1), Jesus and Christology 

(2), Providentid History (2), Eschatology and Second Coming (2), Cri

tique of Marxism (1), and Unification thought generally (1), The critical 

papers, as well as many ofthe critical comments from the floor, were 

made possible by the reading of Divine Principle and other Unification 

writings on doctrind matters provided to all participants months 

prior to the conference. 

I gathered the impression throughout these plenary sessions that 

the Unification movement refrained from using its power (the 

bankroller and organizer of the conference) for the pursuit of any 

short-range advantage to itself and its theological beliefs, even to the 

point that it leaned over backwards in accepting for itself a specid 

vulnerability by making provision in the very structuring of the 

conference for extensive criticism of its doctrines (and acceptance of 

vulnerability must have involved a very considerable act of trust on 

the part of the Unification movement). Furthermore, this vulnera

bility and trust must have been present even in the early stages ofthe 

development ofthe conference, for responsibility for organizing and 

conducting this conference was apparently turned over to a group of 

three persons, two of whom, though consultants to the N e w ERA, are 

not members of the Unification Church. Darrol Bryant is a mainline 

Protestant academic from Waterloo, Canada; Richard Quebedeaux is 

an Evangelical author from Berkeley, Cdifornia; and John Maniatis is 
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the New ERA Director. The plenary sessions, which were presided 

over either by Bryant or Quebedeaux, were exemplary in providing 

bountiful access to the discussion from the floor and in the consistent 

fairness and good grace with which this was done. 

Far from exemplary, however, were most of the doctrind lec

tures by various Unification Church members. Quite frankly, six ofthe 

eleven lectures were, in my judgment, of such poor qudity as to be 

below the minimum level of acceptability for an academic audience, 

which this audience predominantly was, By contrast, the qudity of 

the criticd papers delivered by non-Unification participants was, for 

the most part, far superior to the lectures by Unification Church 

members. So were most ofthe contributions from the floor, Unfortu

nately, therefore, it was often the criticd papers and sometimes the 

contributions from the floor, rather than the lectures themselves, that 

enabled the discussion of Unification doctrines to become focused 

and meaningful. What specifically was wrong with most of the 

lectures? Generally speaking, they succumbed to one or more of 

the following faults: they lacked darity in the discussion of major 

concepts, made inadequate connections in the development of lines 

of thought, were naive about what is involved in making various 

kinds of theological daims, misused historicd evidence, or were 

poorly delivered. 

Eight of the eleven lectures were given by young people (Ph.D. 

students or staff members) largely lacking at this stage in their lives in 

the academic skills, experience, and insight appropriate to this audi

ence, (The other three lectures—among the better ones, I thought— 

were given by Mose Durst (2) and Neil Sdonen (1), each of whom, 

though not a trained theologian, has had many years of experience 

with Unification thought and practice.) Obviously, the organizers of 

this conference were placing a great amount of confidence in some of 

the youth of this movement. For they were willing to give young 

Ph.D. students and staff members most of the responsibility for 

presenting and defending the major doctrines of the Unification 

Church before a large, highly-trained, and criticd audience. I consider 

this confidence in Unification youth was considerably overdone. It 
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resulted in treating the non-Unification majority of the conference 

with considerable (though, I am sure, unintended) discourtesy. And it 

did not serve the best interests of the Unification Church to have its 

central affirmations so poorly represented in the lectures, Even among 

their Ph.D. students who were present it would have been possible to 

make better choices of lecturers, I came to know two Ph.D. students 

at the conference who, in my judgment, could probably have done 

considerably better jobs of lecturing than some of those selected 

to do so. 

The examination of Unification theology (and practices) was not, 

however, limited to these plenary sessions (with their Unification 

lectures, criticd papers, and extensive floor discussion), Much of the 

business ofthe conference took place in scheduled discussion groups, 

in optiond sessions on specid topics, and in informd conversation 

during breaks and over meds. A word about the discussion groups 

may be in order. The entire conference was divided into discussion 

groups, each of which met on severd occasions during the week. All 

such groups were introductory, except one advanced seminar for 

those who had previously attended a Unification conference. M y own 

group was composed of seventeen persons, induding two Unification 

Ph.D, students (one from Harvard and the other from Catholic Univer

sity). Unfortunately it was seriously weakened as a vehide for didogue 

because of a language problem between Itdian and English. Four of 

the five Itdians in the group could not understand English well 

enough to grasp what was occurring in English, and all but one ofthe 

English-speaking participants could not understand Itdian well enough 

to grasp what was occurring in Itdian. And no translation services 

were provided. M y wife's group did not have any problem of this 

nature, and she felt the discussion was excellent. I dso heard very 

good reports about other groups. 

Nevertheless there were still occasiond good moments of dia

logue in my discussion group. And I found the two Ph.D. students to 

be enormously interesting in the way they understood Unification 

theology (and practices), in the shaping it seemed to be giving to their 

lives, and in the didectic between their own persond commitment 
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and their openness to criticd inquiry through which they quite 

helpfully contributed to the group discussion. 

What about the theology itself of the Unification Church? I 

obviously cannot discuss this theology in detail here. But there are 

two comments of a generd nature I wish to make, First, a herme

neutic comment. Divine Principle (the primary text of the Unification 

Church) seems to m e to have much in common with seventeenth-

century Reformed dogmatics. I am not speaking here about specific 

content, but rather the assumptions the author (presumably Rev. 

Moon) must be making about how his readers experience themselves 

and their worlds, and the consequent manner in which he sets forth 

his theological daims. In my judgment, he has never really encountered 

the eighteenth-century Enlightenment or the nineteenth-century 

Historicism, and thus has not yet struggled with plausible ways of 

making religious affirmations in the twentieth-century West. But 

considering Rev. Moon's background, this is not surprising. For his root 

religious experiences apparently occurred within the culturd context 

of a very conservative Korean Presbyterianism, a kind of Cdvinism 

that, for the most part, bypassed both Enlightenment and Historicism. 

Nevertheless, it seems to m e to be to Rev, Moon's credit that he has at 

least some recognition of this problem, and that at least some of the 

thirty-some Ph.D. students now being trained in the theologicd 

programs of major American universities understand that one ofthe 

long-term assignments from their Church is to contribute to the 

reformulation of the Unification message in such a manner as to 

maintain Rev. Moon's essentid intentiondity while availing them

selves ofthe best of m o d e m scholarship in so doing. But I need to be 

cautious in making this point. For I am not dear as to the extent that 

they actually have this assignment nor the extent to which they may 

in the future be at liberty in "faithfully revising" the founder's 

religious affirmations and/or his manners of expressing them. But that 

there is movement of some sort in this direction at the present time 

does seem dear to me, And this obviously involved placing a great 

ded of confidence in the young men and women the Unification 

Church in America has selected for doctord studies. (This high expec-
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tation of their Ph.D, students may dso have led the Unification 

Church to overestimate their present capacities and appropriateness 

of the very important conference lectures whose execution I 

criticized above.) 

The second comment pertains to the relationship of Unification 

theology to Christian theology, Specifically, is the Unification Church a 

Christian Church? I think not. Furthermore I think dearly not, I grant 

that Unification theology employs much of the history and doctrine 

of the Christian Church. I further grant that some of its variations in 

interpreting this history and doctrine are neither greater than nor of a 

different order from the variations of some churches w e generally 

consider to be within the Christian community. But the question is 

whether the Unification Church's relation to the overall Christian 

Church is to be conceived andogically on the model, for the example, 

of Lutheranism or of Islam. Both Lutheranism and Islam employ 

Christian materids quite heavily. But Lutheranism is and Islam is not 

part ofthe Christian Church, just as Hasidism is and Christianity is not 

part of Judaism, and the Sufis are and the Bahai are not part of Islam. 

The issue in each of these instances is whether the new movement 

affirms or denies the centrd constitutive affirmation (or affirmations) 

ofthe "mother community." The Unification Church's interpretation 

of Jesus as one in a series of Biblical persons God has sent to restore 

fallen human beings, as one who partially failed in this mission because 

of his premature death, and as one who shall be superseded in a 

Second Advent by another (Rev. Moon?) who will fulfill Jesus' mission— 

this interpretation, I say—is a denid of the centrd constitutive 

affirmation of the Christian Church, and thus moves the Unification 

Church outside and beyond the Christian Church in which it was 

nurtured. Christians should therefore regard "Moonies" not as fellow 

Christians, I think, but very much as we regard Jews and Muslims, W e 

should vdue them as children of God sharing with us in the love of 

God, as fellow bearers of human rights whose welfare we are called 

upon to pray and work for, and as persons deserving our respect for 

their conscientious efforts to live according to Ttuth as they know it 

(even though we understand that Truth somewhat differently). Fur-
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thermore, I would hope that we would accept their invitations to 

enter into didogue with them on theologicd and community mat

ters (as w e do Jews and Muslims), and join with them in welfare 

programs to feed the hungry and minister to the sick (in which they, 

like we, are dready heavily involved through their World Relief 

Friendship Foundation). 

N o w I want to say something about two practice areas of the 

Unification Church: (a) family life and (b) fund raising. Prior to attending 

the Canary Island Conference m y wife and I had read a number of 

criticisms of Unificationists that pertained to young "Moonies" being 

separated from their families and "programmed" to an alien way of 

life in which they were no longer free to make their o w n decisions. 

Therefore, w e took considerable pains at the conference to inquire of 

young members of the Unification Church about their personal 

experience and insight regarding family matters, as well as their 

knowledge of the experiences of Unification friends and acquaint

ances. Our response was very affirmative to what w e heard, and I have 

no reason to doubt the honesty ofthe several young "Moonies" with 

w h o m w e talked. But rather than repeating the conversations to you I 

think it is better to quote at some length a person w h o has studied 

this matter extensively and has represented the gist ofthe problem far 

better than I can. This is Joseph Fichter, the Jesuit sociologist. The 

following quotations are taken from his essay "Marriage, Family and 

Sun M y u n g M o o n " in America (October 27,1979). 

One ofthe more inflammatory charges against the Unification 
community is that membership is disruptive of family life. The 
new convert leaves home and family, brothers and sisters, to 

dedicate himself entirely to the religious calling. Parents some
times charge that their children have been "brainwashed," Sim
ilar charges have been made about Catholic religious orders that 
lured a daughter to the convent or a son to the seminary. God's 
call must be obeyed even if parents are in opposition, Some 
Catholic parents have forbidden their teen-age children to attend 
charismatic prayer meetings lest they be drawn too frequently 

out of the family cirde. The fact is that the great majority of 
Moonies continue to maintain cordial relations with their par

ents and family. 

UNIFICATION TOPOLOGICAL 
S E M I N A R Y LliJi LAB Y 
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The marriage chances for a Moonie are limited in one direc

tion and expanded in another. The member is not permitted to 

marry outside the family, that is, the spouse must be a fellow 
member of the movement. This is the same strict rde that 

governs the marriage of Salvation Army officers and the mate 

selection of Israeli Jews. It was the same rule against mixed 
marriages which has gradually lost its effectiveness in the Cath

olic Church. Any member w h o wants to marry outside the 
Unification community has obviously misunderstood the central 

significance of sharing religious vdues in life-long fidelity. 
O n the other hand, there is a broadening of marriage oppor

tunities in the Unification approval of "mixed" marriages across 
ethnic and racid lines. The conventional American pattern of 

marrying someone of your nationality, and especidly of your 
o w n race, is widely disregarded in this movement. At the most 

recent engagement ceremony, about one-third of the couples 
were interracid. The large Orientd membership, especially of 

Japanese and Koreans, makes available to Caucasians a prospect 
of marriage partners that they would not ordinarily have. Sharing 
the same religious convictions and practices provides a vdue that 
transcends racial preferences. 

The Unification Church does not allow teen-age marriages 

among its members and thus avoids what seems to be one ofthe 
main stumbling blocks to marriage stability. Members must wait 

until they are 25 years old to marry, and the preference is that 
they delay even longer. The stages of formation and growth 
precede the stage of perfection. It is dear that Moonies do not 
rush into marriage, but then there is no need to hurry. The 

femde members do not have to be anxious and nervous if they 
are not engaged before they are 30. Their religious calling is 

marriage, and Mr. M o o n will find a spouse for them and preserve 
them from living out their lives as old maids. 

Marriage is a serious and holy sacrament for which lengthy 

preparation is required, and one of the notable aspects is the 

willingness of the members to have Mr. M o o n pick their life 
partners for them. The concept of "arranged" marriages is dien 

to young Americans dthough it has been an accepted pattern 
for most of humanity during most of history. This is not a 

compulsory arrangement. Members are urged to express their 
preferences, but they do have a deep trust in Mr. M o o n as the 

voice of God for them. One recently engaged m a n remarked: 
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"You try to have confidence in your prayer life that God knows 
what is best for you, that He will work through Reverend M o o n 
to suggest the proper match for you." 

According to the theology of Divine Principle, the reveded 
scripture of the Unification Church, God intended A d a m and 
Eve to marry and have perfect children w h o would popdate His 
physicd kingdom. This intention was frustrated when Eve was 
sexually seduced by the archangel Lucifer, committing the orig-
ind sin of addtery and causing the spiritud fall of mankind. Her 
impurity was passed on in premature and illicit intercourse with 
Adam, causing the physicd fall of man. Later, God sent Jesus to 
redeem mankind from sin, He accomplished His spiritud mis
sion, but He was killed before He codd marry and father a new 
race of perfect children, Our first parents threw away God's love; 
Jesus was prevented from completing the redemptive mission 
on which His heavedy Father had sent Him. 

The time has n o w come for the members of the Unification 
Church to establish perfect families in love and justice and unity, 
which in turn will unify all races, all nations, all religions. The 
divine scheme of love and family is laid out in the "four-position 

foundation," which appears to be cumbersome theologicd and 
relationd formda. The four positions are: God, husband, wife 
and child. The pure and perfect relationship with God helps to 
establish the perfect relationship between husband and wife, 
and then between parents and children. The spiritud and phys
icd kingdom of God, the total salvation that God intended in 
sending the Messiah, will be achieved by the ever expanding 
network of such God-centered families. 

Conventional Christian theologians find these teachings 

rampant with heresy, but a pragmatic sociologist is likely to say 
that the Moonies have come upon a family program that works. 
While marriage counselors and parish priests are wringing their 
hands over the breakdown of family life, the Unification Church 

is doing something about it. The God-centered family is not 
merely a nice slogan or a spiritud ideal suggested by the church 
leaders. It is the essentid core of community among the faithfd 
of the church. It is dso a deeply motivated system for restoring 
maritd fidelity and family stability to m o d e m society. 

Whatever else one may say in criticism of the Unification 
Church as a social and religious movement, one has to recognize 

its systematic program for the restoration of "old-fashioned" 
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mordity, its emphasis on chastity before marriage, prayerful 

preparation for marriage, a readiness to accept guidance in the 

choice of a partner, maritd love reflective of love of God, 
transmission of spiritud perfection to children. There has been 

much comment and criticism of the theologicd, politicd and 

economic aspects of the Unification Church, but very little has 

been said about the positive vdue implications in regard to 

marriage and family. 

Obviously such a God-centered family practice requires an 

enormously high level of personal commitment, Furthermore, it 

contains some elements (e.g., arranged marriages) that are so different 

from contemporary fashion in the West as to be occasion for anxiety 

(even fear and animosity) on the part of some parents of newly-

converted "Moonies." O n the other hand, the Unification members 

with w h o m m y wife and I tdked at the Canary Island Conference 

seemed to us to be both free and happy in their commitment to this 

very demanding way of life, to its sexud, maritd, and familid implica

tions, and to the theologicd understanding upon which it rests. 

Nevertheless, two of them did observe that they felt the Unification 

Church in America had not earlier seen the importance of encour

aging their n e w converts to be effectively related (at least so far as 

possible) to their parents, and that this was a mistake that, for the most 

part, has since been corrected. In any event, I find little, if anything, 

morally reprehensible in the Unification practice of sex and family life, 

and certainly nothing to justify the kidnapping and coercive depro

gramming of n e w converts w h o are of age to make life decisions for 

themselves. To the contrary, I think their sex and family ethic is 

admirable (induding its religious seriousness and racid indusiveness), 

and I deplore the ominous violations of basic rights to which n e w 

converts have sometimes been put by bigoted deprogrammers and 

misguided parents, 

Regarding this matter, I was pleasantly surprised to discover that 

a number of Black civil rights leaders were present at this conference 

(for example, Osborne Scott of N e w York, C.T Vivian of Adanta, and 

David Eaton of Washington, D.C.). They not only participated in the 

theology discussions, but dso devoted a considerable amount of their 
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"free time" to organizing political, religious, and media initiatives to 

combat flagrant misrepresentations of the Unification Church (and 

other n e w religious groups) by mass media and legislative interference 

with their religious and socid liberties. The major coordinating vehide 

employed in these efforts is the Committee Against Racid and Reli

gious Intolerance, whose chairman is Dr. Osborne Scott. I was m u c h 

encouraged to discover these Black civil rights leaders w h o had fought 

for the rights of their o w n people in the fifties and sixties n o w taking a 

leading role in support of the civil rights of other groups, As one of 

them told m e , "The Unification Church is experiencing some of the 

same kind of media misrepresentation and oppressive legislation that 

w e Blacks have long encountered." 

Recently Governor Hugh Carey vetoed one such bill that passed 

the N e w York legislature, It would have provided for the involuntary 

removd from a group of a person w h o had undergone substantial 

behaviord change in response to "deceptive persuasion" by that 

group, and for the appointment of a temporary guardian over that 

person. M o r e ominous, however, is an antf'Moonie" bill Representa

tive Ottinger of N e w York is circulating prior to introducing it in the 

U.S. House of Representatives. These Black leaders are working through 

the Committee Against Racid and Religious Intolerance and other 

organizations to oppose it. Regarding the Ottinger bill, the N e w York 

Civil Liberties Union states: 

This bill would create a federd felony punishable by up to five 

years imprisonment and a five thousand dollar fine. It w o d d be 

violated by anyone who "with intent to persuade... any indi
vidual to become affiliated with...any organi2ation, knowingly 
... conced(s) any materid fact,.. in promoting affiliation by such 
individud with such organization and.,. attempt(s) to coercively 

prevent such individual from... contacting any individud not 
affiliated with such organization... by means of any commu
nication in interstate commerce...." Other individuds and actions 

are swept into the bill also, but the extracted language is the 

core, 
The bill w o d d crimindize evangelicd and recruitment con

duct not only by religious but by other membership organiza

tions. Its thrust and structure are such that it is an invitation to 



16 LETTER TO THE FACULTY 

selective enforcement against unpopdar and minority groups. 

If the bill is designed to regdate criminally coercive conduct 
in interstate commerce, it is redundant. If it is designed to 

ensnare the unwary evangelist, it is unconstitutiond. It w o d d 

inevitably lead to entanglement with religious matters in 

attempting to isolate and define "materid facts" about the 
theology and organization of churches and other groups. 

It is a bill which can serve no legitimate purpose and is subject 
to substantid abuse. 

I turn now, and m u c h more briefly, to the other practice area of 

the Unification Church I mentioned earlier, fund raising. O n e of the 

decisive features of the Unification Church, I was told at the Canary 

Island Conference, is that all regdar members have two continuing 

responsibilities: evangelism and fund raising, The fund raising takes 

many forms, ranging from soliciting contributions to participating in 

one of the Unification business enterprises (fishing and boat building 

were the two most frequently mentioned at the conference). The 

"Moonies" have received considerable criticism for deception in 

soliciting monies. I gather that at least some of this criticism was 

justified. I was told that there were times and places in the past that 

monies were solicited for one purpose and used for another. I was dso 

told that the Unification Church in America n o w knows of these 

incidents, and is determined that they shall not be repeated. I person

ally have no empiricd evidence either of earlier deceptions or of 

present forthrightness in solicitation. Nor do I have any reason to 

doubt the accuracy of what was told me. 

The Unification business enterprises are a subject of considerable 

controversy in the communities in which they are conducted and in 

the mass media. They do, of course, constitute competition for 

companies that have been established for a longer period of time. The 

charge sometimes made is that the Unification movement engages in 

unfair competition. The Unification leadership denies that there is 

anything unfair in what they are doing, that they receive no specid 

tax advantages on these enterprises, and that they pay competitive (if 

not superior) wages to non-"Moonie" employees. Here again, I have 

no empirical evidence to present, but simply pass on to you the gist of 
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the statements made to us at the conference. 

Those of you who wish to pursue further these and other 

matters pertaining to the Unification movement might want to read 

either or both of two books that seem to m e to be quite insightful, 

competent, and fair-minded. The first is a Sage Library of Socid 

Research publication by two socid scientists: David G. Bromley and 

Anson D. Shupe, Jr., "Moonies" in America: Cult, Church, and Crusade 

(Beverly Hills and London: Sage Publications, 0979), 256 pp. (Bromley and 

Shupe dso have a later Sage book entitled The Vigilantes: Deprogrammers, 

Anti-Cultists, and the New Religions.) The second book is by a well-known 

philosopher-theologian: Frederick Sontag, Sun Mgung Moon and the 

Unification Church (Nashville: Abingdon, 1977). 

In condusion, I want to say that I am very pleased to have been 

able to experience the Unification movement at first-hand through 

these two conferences in Miami Beach and the Canary Islands. I feel 

something like being "present at the creation" (to borrow a book title 

from Dean Acheson) of an exciting new religious movement. And I 

came away from these conferences with a very red respect for the 

Unification movement, and a willingness to join in cooperative 

endeavors with this movement in the future. But I am in no sense 

tempted to join the Unification Church. I think the Christian faith as 

presented by such interpreters as St. Pad, Augustine, Thomas Aquinas, 

John Cdvin, and Reinhold Niebuhr presents a far more profound 

understanding of human existence than does Unification theology. 
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\Jnet task of an emerging theology like that ofthe Unification Church 

is to appreciate the theologicd heritage which it shares with others 

and to avoid the arrogance of daiming that its ideas have somehow 

come forth full blown and absolutely novel. What I intend to do in 

this paper is to point out that some of the principd beliefs of 

Unification theology are at least quite compatible with the theology 

set forth in the nineteenth century by Horace Bushnell. It is not my 

purpose to show any direct or indirect link between Bushnell and Sun 

Myung Moon, but only to note the resonance of certain ideas. Of 

course, there are dso many dissimilarities between Bushnell and 

Unification theology, but each gives explanations of certain key 

doctrines which are remarkably congenial to one another. I will 

illustrate this in six areas: origind sin and its effects, the sdvific role of 

Jesus, the place of sacrifice in redemption, the power of religious 

nurture, the tension between grace and freedom, and the shape of 

the future church. 

i Original Sin and Its Effects 

Unification thought interprets the Genesis story of the Fdl in 

terms of acts of illicit love, first between the serpent-Satan-Lucifer 

figure and Eve and later between Eve and Adam. For Adam and Eve it 

was not the sex act itself which was sinful, but rather the premature 

use of the act. Although God had intended to establish a perfect 

relationship with a mature Adam and Eve and to bless them with 

children in a sinless world, the sins of Satan and the primal parents 
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disordered this ideal society. What Unificationists call a "blood 

relationship" with Satan was established and is passed down through 

the generations. What should have become a human family centered 

on God was frustrated and became one centered on Satan, Instead of 

the "Three Blessings" promised by God—individud perfection in 

persond maturity, social perfection in the family, and ecological 

perfection in dominion over the cosmos—mankind inherited the evil 

tendencies of Satan. 

Like the Unificationists, Bushnell saw immaturity as the primary 

cause of sin, A person is born, he said, into a "condition privative," 

which is a mord state "inchoate or incomplete, lacking something not 

yet reached, which is necessary to the probable rejection of evil."1 It is 

not ignorance ofthe law that leads to sin, he explained, but rather the 

need to verify the meaning of right and wrong through experience, 

much the same way as a child will touch fire because the knowledge 

of its ill effects has not yet been drilled into him by the process 

of experience, 

Bushnell daimed that Adam, representing all mankind, manifested 

such a "condition privative" because he, as a man who had "just begun 

to be"2 was not able to understand all the consequences of choosing 

evil nor had he sufficient practice in obeying the law. In addition, and 

this is very similar to the interpretation given by Unification theology, 

Bushnell related Adam's sin to his inexperience in deding with what 

he called "mdign powers."? Since a "just begun to be" Adam had no 

experience in recognizing and resisting the demonic forces, Bushnell 

conduded that he would be vdnerable at first to the temptations 

presented to him. Not that this lack of experientid knowledge took 

away guilt, Bushnell hastened to add, since a notiond or theoretical 

knowledge of the law is sufficient to place us under obligation to it. 

Sin for Bushnell introduced discord into what w o d d otherwise 

be the harmony of nature. The true story of sin, he said, is that "man 

turns God's world into a hell of misdirection."4 This profound redity 

of disorder produces ill effects in the individud, in society, and in the 

physicd world, much in the same way as sin negated the "Three 

Blessings" in Unification theology. 
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The individud is affected because sin causes a "breach of his 

internd harmony"? which leads his will, judgment, and even his body 

into revolt, one against the other. Society is also affected because 

humanity is an organic whole, Bushnell asserted, and once disorder has 

been introduced into its very nature, it cannot propagate itself in any 

way that is unmarred. He explained that under the "physiological 

terms of propagation, society falls or goes down as a unit, and evil 

becomes in a sense organic in the earth."6 Since there are moral 

connections between all people, it follows that the effects of sin are 

not shut up within the individud but are passed down through the 

human race. "If we are units," Bushnell wrote, "so dso are we a race, 

and the race is one—one family, an organic whole; such that the fall of 

the head involves the fall of all the members."7 W h e n Adam sinned he 

originated evil effects which have disordered all succeeding generations. 

Under this doctrine ofthe headship of Adam, Bushnell saw expressed 

the socid interaction of man's existence and the propagation of sin as 

family follows family. Once the society of families was infected with 

sin, it moved inexorably ahead, propagating evil as it propagated itself. 

Finally, the physicd world, the third area affected by sin becomes in 

Bushnell's words a "redm of deformity and abortion," a universe 

"groaning with the discords of sin and keeping company with it in the 

guilty pains of its apostasy."8 

2. Jesus Christ 

In Unification theology the perfected Adam or the Christ is the 

one who has attained the full purpose of creation and assumes 

therefore " the divine vdue of God," has "an existence unique in the 

whole universe, " and indeed is "the substantid encapsdation of the 

entire cosmos."? To a degree Unification theology dlows Jesus to be 

called this perfected man but it warns against identifying him with 

God.10 The main role for Jesus seems to be that of messiah, w h o m 

Unificationists define as the one who is to bring about the ideal family 

and the Kingdom of God. Jesus, however, was not able to accomplish 

this physical regeneration of the human race and provided only a 

"spiritud salvation" through his crucifixion and resurrection. Since 
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Jesus and the Holy Spirit accomplished only the mission of spir

itud "true parents," it is the Unification expectation that another 

messiah is needed to form the human family in a proper relationship 

with God,11 

Although Bushnell w o d d most likely have had great difficdty 

with the interpretation ofthe messianic office as one of marriage and 

parenting, he w o d d have been quite sympathetic with the Unification 

hope of a human society in friendship with God, Like the Unificationists, 

Bushnell saw the essence of sin in dienation from God. He maintained 

that human therapy could not approach the core of the problem of 

sin, even though it might mitigate the most flagrant manifestations of 

injustice, Since a sinful human race is incapable of entering upon a 

proper relationship with God, what is needed is the discovery of God's 

presence in the world and his openness to holy community with 

mankind. Bushnell saw this revelation in Jesus Christ, who manifested 

God to mankind and offers again the redity of union with the divine. 

Bushnell's was a high christology, summarized in his emphatic 

daim that "the pre-incamate Son ofthe Father is the incarnate Son of 

Man,"12 For him Jesus Christ broke the organic force of evil by entering 

the world and "bringing into human history and incorporating in it as 

such, that which is Divine."1? The incarnation raised humanity in this 

life to a new position which it could not have attained without the 

coming ofthe etemd God-man. The incarnation was not an adjustment 

in the plan of God, but the fulfillment of creation by the revelation of 

God's presence in the world as the source of holiness. Bushnell 

interpreted the atonement, therefore, in terms not of payment for 

guilt but of mankind's being "formed to Christ" and "divinized" by 

meeting God in Christ. It was the restoration of that community with 

God which mankind had originally enjoyed but which had been lost 

by sin. In order for humanity to be able to respond to God's invitation 

to fellowship, it was first necessary, Bushnell argued, that mankind be 

raised to the divine because "it is only in the pure divine that God can 

have complacence and hold communion "^ Unlike Unification theology, 

therefore, Bushnell saw more at stake than a reorientation of the 

human community through new "true parents," For him it was 
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essentid that mankind be offered the chance of divinization and 

consequently of true community with God through the revelation of 

the incarnate Son of God. 

3, Indemnity and Sacrifice 

W h e n Unification theology interprets the function of suffering 

in his work ofthe restoration, it starts by rejecting the idea that Jesus' 

death on the cross was part of God's origind plan of salvation. The 

mission of Jesus was not to suffer and die but to reestablish the ided 

family. W h e n Jesus had been abandoned, Unificationists say, "God had 

to pay the price for the sinful lack of faith of the Israelites and dl 

mankind by giving the life ofhis only son to Satan as a ransom." Jesus' 

death became the price for the redemption of mankind, but it was in 

his resurrection that "God opened up a way of spiritud sdvation," 

Although the "physicd selves of mankind are still subject to satanic 

invasion," their "spirit" can attain sdvation.1? The Unification theory is 

that dthough Jesus intended the complete sdvation of mankind, he 

was frustrated and succeeded by his death and resurrection in saving 

mankind only in the spirit world. One noteworthy aspect of the 

doctrine is that it starts with a passable God who endures the death 

of Jesus. 

"Indemnity" is the category under which Unification theology 

most systematically considers the place of sacrifice in the plan of 

restoration, Indemnity means that certain conditions must be met in 

order for something or someone to be restored to a position which 

has been lost. So it is that the human race, which has broken its 

origind relationship to God, must restore the foundations on which 

to build a new relationship. What Unificationists call an "indemnity 

condition" achieves the restoration of a lost state by reversing the 

process which led to the loss in the first place. Sometimes the 

indemnity which is paid is equd to the loss ("eye for an eye"), 

sometimes it is less (faith yields abundant resdts), and sometimes it is 

more (the Israelites' wandering in the desert was extended from forty 

days to forty years because of their infidelity).10 The whole human race 

must perform certain "indemnity conditions" before the messiah can 
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be received and the Kingdom established. So also must individud 

Unificationists do "indemnity conditions" in order to restore proper 

human and divine relationships, These conditions indude periods of 

prayer, fasting, and sacrifice, 

Sacrifice dso played a centrd role in Bushnell's theology, and like 

the Unificationists he too rejected the view that "the bleeding," as he 

called it, was the end ofthe incarnation instead ofthe reestablishment 

of community between God and mankind. For Bushnell, sin was 

humanity's failure to maintain friendship with God. The crucifixion, 

then, was not the object of Jesus' ministry, but the "bad fortune" his 

reconciling work was bound to encounter.17 The true purpose of Jesus' 

death was to sensitize mankind to its isolation and to bring it again 

into friendship with God. 

Bushnell rejected the unsophisticated idea of a direct substitution 

of pain for pain in such a way that "God accepts one evil in place ofthe 

other, and being satisfied in this manner, is able to justify or pardon."18 

Besides being basically unfair, he daimed, this teaching left no room 

for God's necessary participation in suffering. As he wrote, "The 

frown, then if it be said to be of God, is quite as trdy on God. The 

expression of justice or abhorrence is made by sufferings that are 

endured, not out ofthe cirde of divine government, but in it."10 God 

suffers in order to make evil "what it is not; to recover and hed it."20 

Sacrifice, or what the Unificationists might call indemnity, is the 

offering of "one's ease and even one's persond comfort and pleasure 

to the endurance of wickedness, in order to.., subdue it."21 The return 

to the true relationship which existed prior to sin demands this kind 

of persond participation in suffering in order to break the spirit of 

dienation or sin in the world. If God were simply to "forgive and 

forget," there codd be no true friendship because there codd be no 

true basis of relationship. For God to be free for friendship with sinful 

humanity, explained Bushnell, he had to identify with sinners through 

suffering. The recovery of friendship is worked out "by the transforming 

powers of sacrifice," he wrote in words which Unificationists might 

not be surprised to find in Divine Principle, and "the whole plan centers 

in this one principle, that the suffering side of character has a power of 



BUSHNELL AND THE UNIFICATION MOVEMENT 27 

its own, superior, in some respects, to the most active endeavors."22 

Before true forgiveness of sins and reconciliation can happen, a 

change must take place in God as the wronged party. All love, 

whether in God or in mankind, is bound up with suffering, claimed 

Bushnell, and he saw Christ's vicarious sacrifice as a revelation of God's 

loving and therefore suffering nature. In imagery similar to the 

Unificationists' metaphor of God's "heart," Bushnell called this "a 

revelation in time of just that love that had been struggling dways in 

God's bosom; watching wearily for the world and with inward 

groanings unheard by mortd ears."2? 

Bushnell comes dosest to the Unification idea of indemnity 

when he andyzed the doctrine of forgiveness of sins not in terms of 

forgetting sin or of substituting for the sinner, but rather of breaking 

the hold of sin in history and returning creation to an origindly 

pristine condition. What sin had done in history had to be undone. 

Christ had come, Bushnell said, not to obtain forgiveness of sin, but 

rather "to make sin itself let go of the sinner, and so deliver him 

inwardly that he shdl be dear of it." The achievement of this god 

requires, he explained, "an dmost recomposition of the man; the 

removal of dl his breakage, and disorder, and derangement, and the 

crystallization over again of dl his shattered affinities, in God's own 

harmony and law.'5 Both Unificationists and Bushnell agree that this 

breaking down of sin and rebuilding of true humanity takes place 

cumdatively in history, growing and working over the centuries 

towards dtimate perfection. Unificationists have a predilection for 

charting history in elaborate schema of providentid ages, and they see 

the final stages of restoration as now upon us in terms of a second 

advent ofthe messiah. Bushnell would not have accepted the need for 

a messiah after Jesus, but his ideas about the sanctifying effects of the 

power of Christ when it penetrates all aspects of society and the world 

could be preached comfortably by any Unificationist. As he described 

this power, "It penetrates more and more visibly our sentiments, 

opinions, law, sciences, inventions, modes of commerce, advancing, as 

it were, by the slow measured step of centuries, to a complete 

dominion over the race."2? 
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4. Religious Nurture in the Family 

Clearly, there is in Unification theology a doctrine of development. 

As Divine Principle says, "...everything made in the beginning was 

meant to be perfected through a certain period of time."20 In order for 

a creature to be completed, it must advance in orderly fashion 

through the three stages of formation, growth, and perfection. The 

symbol in Unification thought for the desired god of this process is the 

"four position foundation," in which God is the dtimate unifying 

center for all of creation. In terms of men and women, therefore, the 

whole point of the fall is simply that the human race has failed to go 

through the three stages and to establish a truly God centered set of 

relationships, Adam and Eve sinned by assuming the rights of perfected 

creatures while still in an immature stage of development. If, however, 

a mature Adam and Eve had become husband and wife, had children, 

and centered their society on God, then the whole universe w o d d 

have become what Divine Principle calls a "sphericd movement of 

unified purpose,"27 The stage of formation w o d d have been achieved 

in individud maturation, growth in the establishment of the family, 

and perfection in the act of taking dominion over all things. 

The Unification belief is that this process has broken down 

precisely at the point of the development of the family Instead of 

blessed families populating God's kingdom with sinless children, the 

fallen world can only achieve defective families producing sinful 

generations. The restoration of the ided family is at the heart of the 

Unification movement, therefore, and it is the reason why Unifica

tionists believe in the need for a second coming of the messiah. In 

Unification thought Jesus intended to be the completed Adam by 

marrying, forming the ided family, and beginning the true generation 

of God's people. Since Jesus was not able to accomplish this, it is the 

Unification belief that a second coming of the messiah is necessary so 

that the totd sdvation intended by God will be achieved in an ever 

expanding network of God centered families, 

Bushnell dso saw sdvation in terms of nurture and especially 

nurture within the family. He reacted against the emphasis on 

individudism which lost sight of humanity's relationd character, and 
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he concentrated instead on the need for social experience of Christ. 

Revivdism was the usud answer to the question of salvation in the 

N e w England churches of Bushnell's time, This method of salvation 

stressed sudden commitment to the gospel, rather than the route of 

nurture. At the heart of revivalism was the belief that naturd men 

and women codd not grow in grace without first being reborn. This 

rebirth was seen as a vivid but private experience in which the 

individud turned to God. Conversion was overwhelming, transforming, 

ecstatic, but most of all, it was without mediation—no family, 

congregation, minister, or ritud stood between the convert and God. 

For the revivdist, people are not physicdly born into the church nor 

do they grow in piety, but they enter through a direct act of God. 

Bushnell disagreed with the revivalist theology, especially over 

the issue of children, since it seemed to stipulate that children shodd 

grow up in sin so that they codd eventually in one dramatic experience 

of conversion, choose Christ and be saved. Nurture had taken a 

morbid and dangerous turn, he said, when children were taught to 

regard themselves as sinners rather than as Christians. A scheme based 

entirely on conversion "gives a most ungenial and forlorn aspect to 

the family," he noted, and "it makes the church a mere gathering in of 

addt atoms, to be increased only by the gathering in of other and 

more numerous adult atoms."28 Such an individudistic approach to 

religion was at odds with Bushnell's socid view of the Christian life. 

Since the spiritud life was for him a process of growth in friendship 

with God, he had to look for an economy of sdvation which spoke to 

the issue of socid nurture instead of private conversion. 

One vehide which Bushnell placed at the center of this nurturing 

process is the family. For him the family is not an aggregate of 

individuds but the primary socid unit whose members are so deeply 

involved in mutud actions and attitudes that the child is inevitably 

formed by its power over character. The family is indeed like an 

organism, Bushnell daimed, because of the powerful psychological 

and physicd bonds among the members. The effect of these forces is 

organic, since the family members are so locked together that they 

"take a common character, accept the same delusions, practice the 
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same sins, and ought, I believe, to be sanctified by a common grace,"20 

A Christian family can therefore configure the child to Christ even 

before the child could possibly choose Christ for himself or herself, 

Like most contemporary developmentd psychologists, Bushnell 

identified stages of growth in childhood. He saw two such stages, "the 

age of impressions" and "the age of tuitiond influences, " or, as he dso 

named them, "the age of existence in the will ofthe parent" and "the 

age of will and persond choice in the child."?0 He believed that in the 

first stage, the pre-language years, "more is done to effect, or fix, the 

mord and religious character of children.,, than in dl the instruction 

and discipline of their minority afterward."?1 Language itself has 

no meaning until the seminal impressions coming from the life 

of experience give it an interpretation. Therefore, the child must 

first have some kind of experience of God before he or she can 

give any meaning to the word "God," Since the meaning of language 

must originate in impression derived from experience, Bushnell con-

duded that it is an error for theology to hold that nothing religious 

can be done for a child until the child is old enough to be taught by 

means of language. 

Bushnell saw the family as a divinely constituted organ of 

regenerative grace. He defended his position not only with the 

psychological argument that the family is the socid group in which 

the character ofthe child is formed, but dso with the theologicd one 

that it is the sacrament of God's grace. He thought it incongruous to 

suppose that a child is to grow up in sin in order to be converted when 

he or she comes to the age of maturity. He proposed, on the contrary, 

"that the child is to grow up a Christian, and never know himself as 

being otherwise." In this way the child is "to open on the world as one 

that is spiritudly renewed, not remembering the time when he went 

through a technicd experience, but seeming rather to have loved 

what is good from his earliest years."?2 This makes sense, he said, 

because the times of infancy and childhood are most pliant to good. 

"How easy it is then, as compared with the stubbornness of addt 

years, to make all wrong seem odious, dl good lovely and desirable."?? 

In language similar to that used in Unification theology, Bushnell 
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explored the dynamics of both original sin and Christian nurture. He 

argued that dose examination of the relation between parent and 

child would reved laws of organic connection which make it naturd 

to expect that the goodness or depravity of the parent wodd be 

propagated in the child. If, on the one hand, sin can be inherited, so 

dso can virtue; one is as much a socid product as the other. He wrote 

that the child is not "set forth as an overgrown man, issued from the 

Creator's hand to make the tremendous choice, undirected by 

experience," but is rather "gently inducted, as it were, by choices of 

parents before his own, into the habit and accepted practice of all holy 

obedience; growing up in the nurture of their grace, as trdy as of 

their naturd affection." And coming very dose to the Unification 

doctrine of blessed children, Bushnell conduded that "as corruption 

or depravation is propagated under well known laws of physiology, 

what are we to think but that a regenerate life may be dso propagated, 

and that so the Scripture truth of a sanctification from the w o m b may 

some time cease to be a thing remarkable and become a commonly 

expected fact?"?t God's plan, as interpreted by him, was " to let one 

generation extend itself into and over another, in the order of grace, 

just as it does in the order of nature."?? 

It is most important to redize, Bushnell urged, that the forces at 

work in the family can be organized for good instead of evil. The 

Christian economy of sdvation shodd aim to take possession of the 

organic laws ofthe family and use them as instruments of regeneration. 

These laws were intended for the nurture of virtue in the plan of God 

before the Fall, he argued, so it is only right that Christ redaim and 

sanctify them for his own purposes. Again anticipating Unificationist 

ideas, Bushnell wrote that the family which has been seen only as "an 

instrument of corruption," is "to be occupied and sanctified by Christ, 

and become an instrument dso of mercy and life." From this it will 

follow, he continued, "that the sed of faith, applied to households, is 

to be no absurdity; for it is the privilege and duty of every Christian 

parent that his children shall come forth into responsible action, as a 

regenerated stock."?6 So great was Bushnell's optimism concerning this 

work of regenerating the human "stock" that he envisioned a future 
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similar to Unificationist expectations in which "grand consolidations 

and massings of society will be gathering heavier momentum and a 

more and more beneficent sway over the conduct and life of 

individuds." In this future world the Christian family will be the germ 

of a renewed race. "Good men will be b o m by nations," he prophesied, 

" — a nation is a day."?7 

5, Grace, Law, and "The Principle" 

Unification theology sets the stage for its interpretation of the 

relation between God's will and mankind's freedom when it 

distinguishes between "indirect" and "direct" dominion. "Indirect" 

means the way God rdes people while they are in an immature state. 

At this time God can govern only through the mediation of "The 

Principle." But even the autonomous action of "The Principle" is not 

enough, since people can redize their perfection only when they 

fulfill their persond responsibility to observe God's commandments. 

In the Unification understanding, God's rule is much vaster than 

mankind's, but the human decision-making factor is a necessary part 

of the maturation process. "Direct" dominion, on the other hand, 

means the way God will relate to perfected people in an unmediated 

fashion by love, or, in a favorite Unification metaphor, the way human 

beings will become one in "heart" with God.?8 

Unification thought struggles with the tension between "The 

Principle" and responsibility, much the same way as orthodox Christian 

theology struggles with grace and freedom. While on the one hand it 

sees "The Principle" as God's gift which saves, on the other it tries to 

preserve at least a small area for human input. Responsibility is an 

essentid characteristic of human nature for Unificationists because it is 

in free action that humanity participates in creation and comes to 

assume, like God, a role of direct dominion over the rest of creation. 

Freedom, says Divine Principle, can exist apart neither from "The 

Principle," nor from the possibility of some meaningful human role in 

accomplishing God's purpose of creation.?0 

Bushnell likewise wanted to bdance somehow the action of 

divine grace and human responsibility so that the converting power of 
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God wodd be preserved alongside the laws of naturd development. 

In language similar to the Unificationists' "direct, indirect" phraseology, 

he daimed that there is at work a "fixed relation between God's 

mediate and immediate agency in sods," which vdues both God's 

grace and a person's receptivity. 4° A person is not completely passive in 

the work of sdvation but must cooperate by being open to the gift of 

God's life. Although right intent by itself does not save, it is the 

necessary condition for the power of Christ to be effective. 

According to Bushnell, God acts on the receptive person in a 

two-step program. First of all, he develops in the man or woman a true 

understanding of law out of the abstract and vague mord principles 

which are innate in the whole human race. Bushnell felt that it was 

important to place law properly in the system of God to show that 

"His world-plan, though comprehending the supematurd, will be an 

exact and perfect system of order, centered in the etemd unity of 

reason about His last end,'̂ 1 He warned that once religion is placed 

beyond the redm of law, it has dready deteriorated into superstition. 

"Nothing is more certain or dear," he daimed, "than that human sods 

are made for law, and so for the abode of God." Without law, he said, 

souls "must freeze and die.'5 

The second step by which God acts on a person, according to 

Bushnell, is the gospel, which for him meant the person ofjesus Christ. 

The function of the law is to give knowledge of sin as an initid stage 

in the process of training in virtue, but it is in the meeting of Christ 

that lives are radicdly changed. Regeneration, he wrote, consists in 

"being trusting itself to being, and so becoming other and different, 

by a relation wholly transactiond."*'? This completion of a person 

in the transforming relationship with God in Christ is what con

stituted sdvation for Bushnell; it is not a transitory experience but 

an enduring friendship. 

Like Bushnell, Unification theology has a two-step process leading 

to perfection. The first depends on "The Principle" to mediate God's 

dominion over creation, and the second involves direct union with 

God. Where Bushnell wrote "law," Unificationists with little difficulty 

can read "The Principle," which to them is "the basic active universd 
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law that originates in God and pervades the Creation.'5 Unificationists 

believe that "The Principle," like Bushnell's "law," explains the inner 

dynamics of God's creation, and so its practice is the way men and 

women can mature. But as Bushnell looked beyond the "law" to the 

"gospel," so dso does Unification theology look beyond "The Principle" 

to the "heart" of God. For both Bushnell and Unificationists this 

second step is a mystical, transforming experience. It makes a person 

"one in Heart with God," says Unification theology, and allows God to 

rde directly by love.''? 

6, The Shape of the Future Church 

Unificationists, almost by definition, look forward to the 

restoration of what they consider to be God's origind plan for the 

unity of all aspects of human life. Since sin has fragmented creation, 

the new age they hope for will be marked by the integration of what 

now appear to be discrete entities. In order to help bring about this 

new age, Unificationists engage in interracid marriages, work for the 

unity of the sciences and of science and religion, and promote 

ecumenicd didogues among members of different religions. The 

dtimate god of this unification process is a one-family world society. 

W h e n Unificationists speak of the future church, therefore, they 

really mean a network of ided families and not a specid society of 

people who have been "cdled out" from the family. In a sense the 

"church" will disappear into the world family. For this reason many 

Unificationists prefer to say they belong to a "movement" rather than 

to a "church." 

Bushnell dso developed the ided of an ecumenical church which 

w o d d eventually embrace the world, assimilating the insights of all 

the varied sects in a comprehensive truth. But first of all, he said, 

language must be seen for what it truly is, not the literd truth but 

only the representation of truth, He daimed that there were two ages 

in the history of the church—a first which sought literd truth in the 

religious symbols and a second which was comprehensive. In the first 

age people believed that it was possible to achieve a language which 

could express exhaustively and for all time an unchanging content of 



BUSHNELL AND THE UNIFICATION MOVEMENT 35 

reality They regarded the forms of truth as identicd with truth itself 

and so had no choice "but to live and die by it, and no thought, 

perhaps, but to make others live and die by it too," Bushnell said this 

led not only to the controversies of the ancient church but even to 

those of his own century. In the second age, however, people will 

consider the beliefs of others and seek the partid truth in each 

symbol, "Under contrary forms are found common truths, and one 

form is seen to be the complement of another—all forms, we may 

almost say, the complement of all others, '5 Like the Unificationists, he 

suggested that such an age was, in fact, approaching: 

Accordingly, the eyes of men are now being turned, as never 
before, towards the hope of some new catholic age, where spirit 
and faith, having gotten their proper redm, dear of adverse 
possession, shall be able to abide there in God's simple light, to 

range it in liberty, and fill it with love37 

Bushnell argued that since the human mind is finite it can 

approach only a smdl part of the truth at once, or, as he put it, only 

the "hem ofthe garment." Each person in ignorance calls the hem the 

whole garment, It follows that people have created religious sects 

because of the peculiar grasp of the truth which each one possessed. 

But a more comprehensive method gives the hope of a wider view of 

truth by combining the opinions of all people. So it may come about 

that "after long ages of debate, wherein every part of the hem is 

brought into view," it will be possible "for any disciple, who will look 

through the eyes of all, to form to himself some view of it that is 

broader and more comprehensive."18 

Such a comprehending of dl truths reflected in the creeds of 

history presented for Bushnell the possibility of a new kind of 

ecumenicd church in the future. And if such a church is ever to 

appear, he argued, where better than in the United States? God has 

called "all these diverse multitudes, Protestant and Catholic, together, 

in crossings so various, and a ferment of experience so manifold, that 

he may wear us into some other and higher and more complete unity 

than w e are able, of ourselves, and by our own wisdom, to settle." The 



36 BUSHNELL AND THE UNIFICATION MOVEMENT 

result of all this will be nothing less than "a perfected and 

comprehensive Christianity," he hoped, which will be "set up here for 

a sign to all nations."')0 

Bushnell saw the key to this new society in the separation of 

church and state decreed by the United States Constitution. Because 

of this, he said, "superstition is eaten away by the strong acid of liberty, 

and spiritual despotism flies affrighted from the broken loydty ofthe 

metropolis."?0 Although one of the first resdts of this separation 

was, in fact, the development of sectarianism, he hoped for the 

eventud fruition of a radically new union of all religions in Christ. In 

his vision of this new order, people will look for good in each other 

rather than in orthodoxy. Likewise, the exchange of opinions "by 

travel and books, and the intermixture of races and religions" will 

resdt in broader views of Christian truth.?1 As an effect of these 

influences, he argued, church and state, which had to be parted in the 

process of developing freedom, w o d d codesce again once freedom 

has been attained, not as church and state any longer, but "in such 

kind of unity as well nigh removes the distinction—the peace and 

world-wide brotherhood, established under mord ideas, and the 

eternal truths of God's eternd kingdom."?2 

Like Unificationists, Bushnell anticipated the emergence of the 

universd church through the dynamics ofthe family The church, he 

said, is not a collection of individuds but a new organism composed of 

Christian families. It acts to repair the disorder which sin has inflicted 

on creation and which the laws of nature wodd otherwise perpetuate. 

"Its very distinction as a redemptive agency," he wrote, "lies in the fact 

that it enters into nature, in this regenerative and rigidly supematurd 

way, to reverse and restore the elapsed condition of sinners."?? The 

church is not simply a naturd society Bushnell insisted, but is indeed 

the Holy Spirit, who: 

...collects families into a common organism, and then, by 
sanctifying the laws of organic unity in families, extends its 

quickening power to the generation following, so as to indude 

the future, in dl ages, becomes a body under Christ the head, as 
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the race is a body under Adam the head—a living body, quickened 
by him who has life in himself, fidy joined together and compacted 
by that which every joint supplieth.'f 

Bushnell held that such a shift from Adamic to Christed humanity 

is possible only by the power of God "to prepare the godly seed" and 

to establish Christianity as "the great popdating motherhood of the 

world."?? His expectation was that a "truly sanctified stock" wodd 

dtimately fill the earth, "Not that the bad heritage of depravity will 

cease," he wrote, "but that the second Adam will get into power with 

the first, and be entered seminally into the same great process of 

propagated life."?6 This future church will be marked by the 

disappearance of creeds and catechisms since the people will live in 

the truth. It will dso have solved the apparent antagonism between 

science and religion, one of the gods of Unificationists. In this future 

church, "learning and religion, the scholar and the Christian, will not 

be divided as they have been."?7 He foresaw that the church will 

eventually attain what the prophets had predicted, namely, "a city of 

God, or it may be many, complete in all grandeur and beauty, and 

representing fitly the great ideas, and glorious popdations, and high 

creative powers of a universd Christian age."?8 

Conclusion: 

Since beginning this paper I have learned that two great-

granddaughters of Horace Bushnell are members of the Unification 

Church. It would be foolish, of course, to condude that he was some 

kind of embryonic nineteenth century Unificationist. His high 

christology alone w o d d be enough to distinguish him from the 

messianic hopes of the Unificationists. But he wodd be the first to 

agree that someone's persondity and ideas do bear fruit in later 

generations. In any case, it seems evident that some ofthe theologicd 

condusions reached by Bushnell are shared by the theology of the 

Unification movement. 
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in The Symbolism of Evil Paul Ricoeur remarks that the "primitive 

naivete" which issues from the "immediacy of belief" has been 

"irremediably lost." The immediacy of belief associated with the first 

naivete is no longer accessible to moderns w h o have passed through 

the critical furnaces of demystification and demythologization. Faith is 

accessible to us only through interpretation of past texts and tradi

tions. This accounts for the ascendancy of hermeneutics in the sacred 

sciences. It is only in passing through the forge of critical conscious

ness, Ricoeur claims, that w e can approach a mediate faith and a 

"second naivete."1 

Yet there exists no general hermeneutic for the recovery of faith. 

Ricoeur detects two conflicting currents in modern hermeneutics. He 

encapsulates this conflict in the sentence: "Thus idols must die—so 

that symbols may live."2 Ricoeur cdls the first m o d e of hermeneutics 

the "hermeneutics of suspicion." It is dedicated to the reduction of 

the illusions and idols of false consciousness with which the human 

species is beset. The hermeneutics of suspicion is associated with the 

demystifying critiques of Marx, Nietzsche and Freud. By reducing the 

symbolism of religious representation to technical signs this troika of 

demystifiers sought to unmask religion as the opium of the people, 

the ressentiment of the masses, and as systematic illusion. The second 

m o d e of interpretation Ricoeur calls the "hermeneutics of the resto

ration of meaning." In this second m o d e there is the attempt to 

approach again the region ofthe Sacred through a phenomenology of 
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symbol. This mode is identified with the interpretative work of 

Rudolph Otto, Gerhardus van de Leeuw and Mircea Eliade. Ricoeur's 

later work in hermeneutics is devoted to the mediation ofthe conflict 

in interpretations. 

Besides the distinction between destructive and restorative her

meneutics, Ricoeur also distinguished between demystification and 

demythologization5 Demystification is the critique of religious repre

sentation arising from outside the domain ofthe sacred sciences, e.g., 

philosophy, economics, psychology. Demythologization is the critique 

of religion arising from within the sacred sciences themselves. Ricoeur's 

typology ofthe critique ofthe Sacred is in need of amplification and 

deepening. The hermeneutics of suspicion was a long time arriving. 

The critique of naive consciousness and unproblematic faith is 

coterminous with the rise of modernity. Modernity has twin tap 

roots, one anchored in the Reformation and the other in modern 

experimentd science. It is imperative to recollect the steps dong the 

route to the hermeneutics of suspicion. 

From De-allegorization to Demythologization 

De-allegorization, The Reformation commences with the reduc

tion of the medievd fourfold sense of scripture (the literd, the 

dlegoricd, the moral and the anagogical) to the literd, i.e., the 

historicd, sense. The power of medievd exegesis was its ability to 

provide symbols of immediacy by which human existence w o d d be 

imagined and life could be lived. Nowhere do we discover this power 

more fully expressed than in the medieval cathedrd. Emile M d e has 

described medievd art as a scriptural art.-* The building blocks of the 

medievd cathedral were not stones and beams but the typologies and 

dlegories derived from scripture and tradition. The medievd cathe

drd was a symbolic calcdus for the interpretatio naturx et historic within 

the universd themes of Creation, Fall, Redemption and Last Judgment. 

The virtue of medieval exegesis, however, conceded a vice. The 

web of typologies and dlegorizations would both surpass and pass by 

the plainness and directness ofthe primary meaning, the literd sense, 

in a doud of false explications and rationalizations. The weakness to 
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which allegory was prone was the conviction that the true meaning, 

the hidden philosophical meaning, lay either behind or above the 

literal sense. Thus the letter was understood to be a fdse disguise of 

the spiritual sense intended to deceive the uninitiated. W e can see this 

type of allegorization, for example, in Philo Judasus' transposition of 

the story of the Fdl in Neo-Platonic psychology: A d a m = terrestrid 

mind; Eve = sensation; Serpent = pleasure. Whatever else may be 

said about this speculative transposition, it de-texturizes the story 

itself and detours around the fundamentd ambiguity of the two 

accounts of creation: the paradox of finding oneself having been 

created good yet indined toward evil. In reality, the allegory dislocates 

the authentic paradox and replaces it with a false one: a "good" spirit 

housed in an "evil" body. 

The obscurantizations of medieval allegory motivated the 

reformationd "return to the Letter" and the establishment of the 

principle that scripture interprets itself {scriptura sux ipsius interpres). 

There may be obscure passages in scripture, Luther argued, but the 

obscurity is due to our o w n linguistic and grammatical ignorance and 

not to any obscurity in the content of scripture itselfr Whatever had 

been concealed in former times was n o w revealed in Christ. Rather 

than resorting to such dlegoricd handbooks as Dionysius Areopagiticus' 

Ecclesiastica Uierarchia or Gulielmus Durandus Rationale Divinorum Officum, 

Luther recommends consulting other places in scripture where the 

meaning is plain and dear. 

While avoiding the danger of phantasmagoric dlegorization, the 

Protestant principle of scriptural interpretation ran other risks. W h a t 

was one to think w h e n the literd sense itself was symbolic and 

ambiguous? Then, too, christological exegesis is something more than 

a "literal" reading of the text and had the tendency to collapse the 

meaning ofthe Old Testament into the N e w in a Law/Gospel dialectic. 

A n d the stress on the "plain style" of interpretation opened the path 

to the banal moralization ofthe text, such as the Puritan sermonizing 

of The Parable ofthe Sower in order to get the congregation to plant 

more potatoes for a bigger harvest,6 Finally, the principle that scriptura 

suae ipsius interpres carried with it the implication that scripture was no 
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longer sufficient for the interpretation of the Books of Nature and 

History but simply rebounded back onto itself. 

De-idolization, Luther's de-allegorization of scripture was soon to 

be accompanied by Bacon's de-idolization of the Book of Nature, 

Bacon names the idols as those of the Tribe (human nature), the Cave 

(individual perception), the Market Place (language) and the Theatre 

(ancient philosophy which emphasized contemplation over action).7 

As Luther sought to sweep away the allegories which obscure the 

plain sense of scripture, so Bacon sought to smash the idols which 

impede mankind from re-assuming "empire over nature." The prin

ciple of the "return to the letter" dovetails neatly with the Baconian 

principle of the "return to things themselves" (ipsissimx res).& The 

vacuum created by the principle that nature interprets itself paved 

the way for the principle that natura sua: ipsius interpres. With a mixture 

of boldness and caution Bacon ranked the Book of Nature ("the book 

of God's works") on a par with the Book of Scripture as a kind of 

"second Scripture."" 

The parallel between Luther and Bacon, however, needs to be 

qualified. For Luther the Fdl meant the corruption of mankind by sin. 

For Bacon it meant the loss of knowledge and power. Like the m o d e m 

thinkers who followed him, Bacon underestimated the effects ofthe 

Fdl and believed that mankind could refurbish the image of God by 

wresting power from nature through the applied arts. Bacon stands at 

the midway point in the great hermeneuticd reversd of modernity. 

The new "active science" was to overfill the vacuum left by the 

principle that scripture interprets itself. Henceforth the interpreta

tion of nature became the criterion for the interpretation of scrip

ture, This is reflected in Spinoza's statement that "the method of 

interpreting Scripture does not differ widely from the method of 

interpreting nature—in fact, it is almost the same,"10 Under the 

demystifying gaze of modern "higher criticism," myth was separated 

from history, mirades from the laws of nature, and symbolic language 

from the description of "redity." This led to the second wave of 

modernity, the disenchantment of the world. 
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Disenchantment. The phrase die Entzauberung der Well was made 

famous by Max Weber and popularized by Harvey Cox in Trie Secular 

City. Weber took the phrase from Friedrich Schiller.11 The word 

Entzauberung can be translated as "demagification" or "desorcerization" 

as well as "disenchantment." In the enchanted universe there existed 

a redity apart from human interest. The world was represented as a 

"living cosmion" which provided consciousness with symbolic links 

between the rhythms of nature and human existence. This living 

cosmion vanished with the rise of modern science which deciphered 

nature into a system of calculable forces. The forces could be manipu

lated and transformed to human purposes. In Bacon's words, nature 

codd be put "under constraint and vexed... forced out of her natural 

course, and squeezed and molded."12 Thus the living cosmion was 

disenchanted. In its place was the mechanical cosmos in which nature 

was reduced to "object." Even the human body, as Hegel was to notice 

later, appeared in the form of an animated tool. 

In disenchantment the world lost its narrativity The Baconian 

interpretation naturat reduced the natural order to an array of "instances" 

which codd be codified and turned into a means of production. The 

new active science dispelled the world of numina along with such 

lesser genii as sprites, elves and goblins, but it also took away those 

sensuous symbolic links whereby human existence codd be bonded 

to the being ofthe world. This was the beginning ofthe "fact/value" 

distinction and that peculiar affliction of late modernity which else

where I have called "inner-worldly gnosticism."11 In the "other-worldly 

gnosticism" known to the historians of early Christianity, Creation, 

especially the material creation, was seen as the bungled handiwork of 

a malevolent Demiurge. The aim of salvation through gnosis was to 

escape the homelessness of time and the rootlessness of space by a leap 

into the everlasting abode ofthe "true Self." In inner-worldly gnosti

cism there are no cosmic exits and "nature" is not the handiwork of a 

Demiurge but an accidental conglomeration of matter which is indif

ferent to human purpose. Nature is not so much evil as "neutral," The 

"facts" of objective reality are "indifferent" to the "values" the subject 

arbitrarily bestows upon them. "Facts" are beyond good and evil; they 
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are "value-free." In the disenchanted universe the "facts" no longer 

present dues for the imaginative representation of existence as story 

but offer instead ciphers of power for the mastery of human and 

non-human existence. 

Demythiftcation and Demystification. The paradox lying beneath the 

disenchantment ofthe world was that, as moderns took ever greater 

"dominion" over the earth, the physical world became objectivized, 

factudized and rationdized, The meaning, purpose and findity ofthe 

whole evaporated as human "goals" and "vdues" loomed larger. The 

humanization ofthe world, according to the thinkers of late moder

nity, meant dso its rationdization, With the Hegelian and Marxist 

projects of demythification and demystification, the hermeneutics of 

suspicion was broadened to include the hermeneutic of history or, 

perhaps more accurately, the broadening of suspicion implied that 

history itself was the hermeneutic. 

For Hegel, mythical consciousness is dienated consciousness. The 

rationd concept first dwells in the "limitless wedth of forms, appear

ances and configurations" ofthe variegated rind of myth.1-* In order for 

the Geist (which is neither the pneuma of the N e w Testament writers, 

nor the psyche ofthe Greek philosophers, but "subject") to become at 

home with itself, to become consiousness which is both in itself and 

for itself, it must shuck off, peel away, and enudeate [enthullen) once-for-

all the mystical rind. The dienation engendered by mythical con

sciousness is overcome only through rationd historicd action. Nature 

as dien object is overcome through work, which, in turn, leads to the 

overcoming of the Master-Slave dienation and to politicd emancipa

tion. Finally, the divine-human dienation (god as Stranger or Other) is 

overcome through the acquisition of immanent absolute knowledge. 

Hegel saw the historical process as one of progressive rationdization 

and secularization. The Protestant principle, for example, represented 

both the Christianization of the sxculum and the secdarization of 

Christianity1? The transition from the alienation of mythicd con

sciousness to reconciled consciousness is refracted in the transition 

from dassical epic (the hero) to the novel (the bourgeois worker) and 
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from poetry to prose.10 The modern representation ofthe world is a 

prosaic representation. 

Marx advances upon Hegel's critique of mythical consciousness 

on two fronts. First, Marx daims that the material conditions of 

existence are not the expression ofthe Idea but quite the reverse. The 

Idea, particdarly the idea dothed in religious representation, is often 

a veil masking the intolerable conditions of dienation, Marx subsumes 

the critique of religious representation under ideology critique. Reli

gious suffering, for example, is the "expression of real suffering," but 

religion dso serves as "the opium of the people."17 The authentic 

religious sigh becomes deflected and mystified when the protest of 

the afflicted is transposed into an imaginary "Heaven" where all 

wrongs will be righted. Secondly, Marx's critique of "holy" illusions 

lays the groundwork for the critique of the "unholy" or secular 

illusions in law, politics and economics. For example, Marx exposed 

the 19th Century monetary system as a fetishistic pseudo-religion in 

which money functioned as an "actual god" by which human relation

ships were reduced to a materid commodity relationship,18 

In the Republic Plato subjected myth and poetry to the critique of 

the logos. The Platonic critique, however, was not aimed at the 

abrogation of mythic consciousness but only at its purgation (katharsis). 

Demythiftcation and demystification, by contrast, have as their intended 

purpose the anndment of myth and symbol in the pursuit of rationd 

consciousness. Though Hegel and Marx stripped religious repre

sentation of its ideological links with the structures of dienation, 

domination and submission, the future held in store only greater 

bureaucratization and rationalization of life and world. 

Disillusionment and Decipherment. By historical reckoning disillusion

ment and decipherment follow demythiftcation and demystification. 

Structurally speaking, they relate to disenchantment. The disenchant

ment of the world as object was the prelude to the disenchantment 

ofthe world as subject. The fortress ofthe Ego, initially so confident of 

its inwardness in faith (Luther) and its certainty in doubt (Descartes), 

succumbed to the distressing critiques of Nietzsche and Freud. 
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In Nietzsche's critique of religious representation, the herme

neutics of suspicion attains its full destructive force. Nietzsche unmasks 

the religious motive as the revenge ofthe weak against the strong, the 

apotheosis of lower herd instincts (Christianity as Platonism for the 

masses) and the ressentiment against the becomingness ofthe world.10 For 

Nietzsche, all gods ("ideds") have no ontologicd connection with the 

world but issue from human evduation; all evaluations come from 

self-overcoming and dl self-overcoming is reducible to the will-to-

power. In particdar, Nietzsche unveils Christianity as the devduation 

of the noble religion of the strong (the Greeks) and the creator of 

world-negating vdues which vitiate the affirmation of naturd life "by 

inventing another world."20 W h e r e Marx stood for a critique of reli

gious consciousness from the left, Nietzsche stands for the critique 

from the right. 

Nietzsche uncovered the naked "self" and Freud proceeded to 

dismantle that "self" from within in his decipherment of the psychic 

life into an economy of drives (Unconscious, Conscious, Preconscious) 

or, later, into a topography of competing domains (Id, Ego, Superego). 

The apparent autonomy ofthe conscious Ego was dethroned, and the 

decipherment of dreams uncovered an infinitude of desire attached 

to the indestructible narcissism of the child's wish for fulfillment. 

Freud's critique of religious representation is introduced in the con

text of infantile wish-fulfillment. Religion is systematic illusion (Freud 

distinguished illusion from both delusion and error) which never rises 

above the imperialism of the infantile wish. Naive religion is, for 

Freud, religion proper and any softening ofthe primd guilt associated 

with the timeless murder of the primordid father with notions of 

Providence or "oceanic feeling" of oneness with the universe is but 

secondary distortion and illusion.21 The andysis of religious imagery 

suffers the same fate as the analysis of dream imagery. 

Demythologization. Demythologization represents the critique of 

religious representation from within the sphere of faith itself. Given 

the destructiveness ofthe hermeneutics of suspicion, demythologiza

tion is the attempt to recover a criticd faith in post-modernity. 
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It rests on the twin foundations of Barth's critical theology and 

Bultmann's demythologizing hermeneutic, With these two enter

prises there is a recognition that one cannot return to the first naivete 

of religious representation. 

According to Barth, critical faith arises when fallen humanity 

encounters the KRISIS of God in the prodamation of the Gospel 

(kerygma). The KRISIS is dialectical: a "No" to the old Adam and human 

achievement and a "Yes" to the new humanity bestowed by God in 

Christ. Following Kierkegaard, Barth distinguishes radically between 

faith and religion. Faith is the encounter with God as wholly other, It is 

in no way grounded on our experience or capacity to represent the 

divine. Religion, on the other hand, is "the supreme possibility of dl 

human possibilities."22 As such, it can fdl into the idolatry to which all 

human institutions are prone. Critical faith unmasks religion as a 

narcotic. Criticd faith, or, better, faith under KRISIS, is not a tangible 

redity within human grasp but faith in faith itself. 

Bultmann's demythologization builds upon Barth's notion of 

criticd faith. As Hegel and Marx sought to extract the rational kernel 

from the mythical rind of consciousness, so Bdtmann seeks to extricate 

the nudeus of faith—the kerygmatic event of the Word of God 

addressed to each person in his or her existentid depth—from the 

mythologicd representation in which it was originally embedded. 

Demythologization is not an accommodation of the scriptures to the 

scientific presuppositions of modern consciousness, Rather, it is the 

attempt to enudeate the authentic skandalon ofthe biblicd Summons 

to modems in spite of their adherence to a m o d e m scientific world 

view.2' Through demythologization the cultural vehide of mytholog

icd language in which the kerygma was first embedded is revealed as a 

false scandd. The red stumbling block, according to Bultmann, is the 

word of the cross. 

The Recovery of Symbol: The Second Naivete 

The path which has led from de-allegorization to demythologiza

tion has, I believe, irretrievably removed the function of religious 

language as scientific explication. The symbols and myths (or stories) 
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through which religious discourse achieves its aims can only appear as a 

science-manque' from the perspective of a m o d e m scientific world view. 

However, this destructive consequence has a restorative side. If reli

gious discourse is not science-minus, then perhaps it is poetry-plus. 

Pad Tillich has suggested that Bdtmann's project of demythologization 

ought to be called deliteralization for it recovers for us the function of 

religious languages as symbolic representation.2-* 

Sign vs. Symbol. Scientific discourse operates through the use of 

signs which are fixed in intentions, transparent in meaning and stable 

throughout argumentation, Signs allow for the organization of a field 

of experience of what Kant calls the schematism. In logical discourse 

equivocation in the use ofthe sign w o d d be intolerable. Yet in order 

to achieve their purpose, signs must abstract from the existentid 

thickness of existence. Symbols proceed dong a different route. 

Symbols arise when a primary meaning ("the letter") gives rise to 

another meaning ("the spirit") which is yet bound to the first. Thus 

symbols are equivocd. Ricoeur and Victor Turner have discussed how 

symbols have double meanings which link sensuousness with 

normativity and the rich texture of existence with dtimate mean

ing.2? The equivocation of symbols, however, does not arise through a 

defadt of religious discourse but through the surplus of meaning 

which symbols embody Symbolic discourse says more than can be said 

in logical discourse. 

The double-vector quality of symbols, however, necessitates a 

hermeneutic of suspicion. Between the primary and secondary meaning 

there can emerge all sorts of distortions and fdsifications. From this 

perspective, symbolic discourse is in need of logicd discourse which 

"dis-implicates" the primary symbolism from fdse secondary elabora

tions. But this takes place in and through symbolic discourse itself. 

Here the example of Second Isaiah is instructive. In the complex and 

rich language of this prophet we encounter both the extreme of 

iconodasm and destruction of fdse idols. (Is. 44:1 ff.) and yet the 

recrudescence of mythic symbols of Creation and Exodus interwoven 

with inverted myths of the Ancient Near East, vignettes from every-
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day life and historical events surrounding the reign of Cyrus, But, it 

shodd be pointed out, in Second Isaiah the very moment of the 

destruction of false idols of consciousness (religious symbols which 

have sedimentized into graspable idols ofthe Wholly Other) is also the 

moment of resymbolization. In the critical consciousness of moder

nity, on the other hand, the reduction of meaning to the transparency 

of the technical sign has created a crisis in symbolization, 

The Technical Sign. Modernity has terminated in what many have 

called the technological society. By technology I mean the ttchnl 

(art, craft, making, doing) and logos (word, reason, rationale, knowing).20 

Though the term is derived from the Greek, it is important to point 

out that the ancient Greeks would have never joined these two 

words, i.e., they never would have placed knowing on the same level 

with doing. The word "technology" is a neologism which arose 

sometime early in the 17th Century. There is no doubt that technology 

has given modems great mastery over both non-human and human 

nature. Yet the very mastery over our external and internd environ

ment has generated a crisis in symbolization. W h y is this so? 

The very power of technological mastery conceals a darkness. 

The technical sign, to which all has been reduced, homogenizes the 

heterogenous. Within this homogenization humans are constrained 

to envision their lives in terms of inflation rates, statistical averages, 

economic projections, etc, The very transparency of the modes of 

measurement demands that people abstract from the very texture of 

their existence. Secondly, the technical sign is totalizing. Nothing is 

immune from its andytic mastery—religion, art, sexudity etc. Thirdly, 

the technical sign rationalizes existence, i.e., it tends to reduce every

thing to a means-ends criterion of efficiency. In Toward a Rational Society 

Jurgen Habermas has argued that technology possesses a "glassy back

ground ideology"27 which tends to dose down the transmission of 

meaning (the hermeneutical function). Technical signs facilitate the 

making of "decisions" but they do not necessarily engender "mean

ing," which is carried by communities of people who are in dialogue 

with one another. The technical sign is "monologic." 
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Recovery of Symbol. This is the point where I see the new religious 

movements entering in. I believe that one of the unrecognized 

aspects of new religious movements is their recovery of life as story, 

and in order to tell that story one needs recourse to symbols. The very 

ascendancy of the technical sign has meant that human existence has 

taken on a metonymic thinness and prosaic meaninglessness, The new 

religious movements represent not simply the search for the Sacred 

but dso the quest for metaphoric richness by which the story of life 

can be symbolized and lived out. Furthermore, the recovery of 

symbol takes place within the context of communities. The techno

logical society thrives best on the isolated individud—the narcissistic 

"consumer"—and the doof, abstract corporate bureaucracy. It is no 

wonder that technological mastery has wreaked havoc on the inter

mediate institutions such as family, church, voluntary associations, etc. 

Thus the search for symbol is identicd with the search for community, 

for the community is the proper locus of symbolic didogue about the 

meaning of life and death. 

The very success of the technicd sign has produced a crisis in 

symbolization. Although computers can do marvelous things, they 

cannot tell stories about human life. All they can do is process 

information and information is constituted by endless seridity. Infor

mation has no beginning, no middle and no end. In order to tell the 

story of life, one needs symbols which unite the concrete sensuousness 

and relatedness of existence with images of a universal destiny. In a 

curious way, our situation parallels that of the Roman Empire in the 

First Century A.D. As the empire dosed back on itself and sought to 

manage the popdation, a kind of meaninglessness set in. It was at this 

time that we find the spread of the new religious movements—the 

mystery religions, Mithraism, the cdt of Isis, dong with Judaism and 

Christianity. I think one of the principd reasons for the phenomend 

spread of Christianity is that it had concrete stories to tell, stories like 

those about Adam and Eve, Abraham, Moses, David and Jonah. 

Through these symbolic stories people codd find the mirrors of their 

own lives. The concrete stories were bound up with the universd 

themes of the Creation, the Fall, the Redemption and the Last 
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Judgment. Something similar, I suggest, is happening in the n e w 

religious movements. 

Facts, data sheets, economic projections, etc., are not the mate-

rid with which human life can be symbolized. They may be a part of 

existence in the modern world, but they cannot give life a meaning. 

Ultimate and sacred symbols are not just frosting on the cake. Yet the 

unspoken imperative of the technological society is for us to disen

chant ourselves of our visions of the Good, to de-idolize the past, to 

decode and decipher our dreams into neurologicd forces, to disillu

sion ourselves ofthe religious dimension, to demystify the process of 

society and even to demythologize our sacred books. I do not think 

that w e moderns can escape the consequences ofthe hermeneutics of 

suspicion. At the same time, none of us shodd be surprised that from 

within the ascesis of meaning in which modernity has terminated, the 

phoenix of the symbol rises from the ashes. It is in times like these 

that some perceive that the symbols of the Sacred, illusion though 

they be, are still necessary illusions. The recovery of symbol in the 

n e w religious movements represents a search for what Ricoeur calls 

the "second naivete" or "the postcritical equivalent of the pre-

criticd hierophany."28 

If I apply some of these thoughts to Unification theology, I 

w o d d say first and foremost that Divine Principle reconstitutes the 

symbolic narrativity of the messianic story. This narrativity is not 

simply a succession of events attached arbitrarily to a series of dates 

but a pattern or plot—or what Aristotle calls a mythos (Poetics 3450a 

3-7)—which has a beginning, a middle, and an end. The parts of a plot 

are not related to one another episodically, i.e., on a foundation of 

mechanical seriality. Aristotle calls the plot the "soul" of the story 

whereby the beginning, the middles and the end are related by way of 

repetition and inversion. O n e can read the end in the beginning and 

the beginning in the end. In an earlier essay I compared Divine Principle 

to Milton's Paradise Lost and Paradise Regained.20 Both works might be 

called theological epics. They do in words what the medieval cathedral 

did in stone by encompassing the story of Creation, Redemption and 

Glorification (Restoration) within a symbolic whole. 
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Divine Principle daims to have uncovered the mythos of Heilsgeschichte 

by uncovering the original purpose of Creation (DP, pp, 41-46). From 

the structural aspect of the plot, the Fall of humanity constitutes 

a deflection from the origind purpose of Creation. The thematic 

motive of history—in Aristotle's term, the dianoia—is the restoration 

ofthe original principle of Creation which is defined as the Kingdom 

of God on Earth. The path to restoration is marked by repeated 

attempts by "centrd figures" and repeated failures (DP p. 56). The 

understanding of history in Divine Principle is neither linear nor cydic. 

Rather history happens on the model of a gyre or spird with greater 

and greater intensification in messianic expectation. Thus it w o d d be 

erroneous, I believe, to interpret the "centrd figures" and "periods of 

time-identity" (DP, pp. 45-47) as flat cydic repetitions on the model of 

the Greek kykloi or the Hindu jugas. Rather, Divine Principle unfolds the 

messianic story in a way that used to be called typologicd, Today 

typologicd exegesis has gone out of fashion but in former times 

typology was the mode whereby the greatest minds discovered the truth 

and unity of the Bible and the coincidence between the truth of the 

Bible and the truths of nature and history. Figures and types—today 

w e would say symbols—were routes to the truth. "The type," wrote 

Pascd, "is made according to the truth; and the truth is recognized 

according to the type."'0 Thus Adam is a type for Christ (the antitype 

of which the type is the foreshadowing). 

An innovation in Divine Principle is that it reads the type-antitype 

formda both forwards and backwards. Adam is not only a fore

shadowing of the Christ. The Christ is dso a recapitulation of the 

origind Adam (and Eve). Thus Unification Christology is modified by 

its "Adam/Eve-ology." Futhermore Christology and "Adam/Eve-ology" 

both articdate and are articdated by Divine Principle's Adventology, 

iie„ the teachings pertaining to the Lord ofthe Second Advent, the 

restored Family and the True Parents. In this way the teaching about 

the beginning (the origind Ideal Family) and about the end (the True 

Parents) modify Unificationist Christology. The Christ's mission was to 

restore the broken relationship between man and woman and humans 

and God by taking a Bride and raising children in a God-centered 
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family. From this aspect, the mission of Jesus was incomplete. Certain 

Christian critics of Unification theology object that, since Divine Prin

ciple teaches that Jesus failed in his mission, Unification "cannot be 

regarded as Christian,"*1 Against this objection, two things may be said. 

First, Divine Principle does not precisely say that Jesus failed but, rather, 

that the will of G o d for the full spiritual and physical restoration of 

humanity was failed by the disbelief of the people in Jesus (DP, p. 196). 

Second, Divine Principle daims that Jesus and the Holy Spirit did fulfill 

their mission of "spiritual True Parents" (DP p. 217). It remains the role 

of the Lord of the Second Advent and his Bride to bring the physical 

restoration in line with the spiritual restoration already fulfilled by 

Jesus and the Holy Spirit, 

These criticisms of Unification theology, however, come from a 

viewpoint that places priority on doctrine whereas the deep structure 

of Divine Principle reveals a typological mythos or symbolic narrative. 

Before Unification is put through the acid bath of conventional 

orthodoxy, I think it is incumbent upon the critic to recognize the 

fundamentd symbolic structure of Divine Principle. Doctrinally speak

ing, Unificationism is a two-artide theology (Creation/Restoration).52 

This doctrine, however, is encoded in the symbolic narrative about 

the coming ofthe Messiah. Origindly, A d a m and Eve were to be, so to 

speak, their o w n messiahs. In the Fall they disrupted the process of 

the three Blessings both on the physical and spiritual levels. Through 

Jesus and the Holy Spirit the spiritual dimension was restored but not 

the physicd. Finally, the full restoration is brought about by the Lord 

of the Second Advent and his Bride. The bare bones of this symbolic 

structure can be diagrammed thus: 

ADAM/EVE 1ESUS/SPIRIT LORD/BRIDE 

physical — — 
CREATION V y — J- RESTORATION 

spiritual — " r 

Whatever else may be said about Divine Principle, I think that, as a 

typological mythos for post-modernity, it presents a consistent and 

motivating symbolic structure for the adherents of the Unification 
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Church. Many researchers into Unificationism overlook the symbolic 

and narrative dimension to conversion to the movement. Most 

believers will tell you that they were first convinced of the truth of 

Unification after hearing the Fall of Man lecture based on Divine 

Principle. In other words, many have come to a second naivete in, 

through and by a story that claims to uncover the fundamental 

human predicament and holds forth a solution for the restoration 

of the world, 
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Jtbr all its sociological acuity and theological alertness, the Unification 

Church has no dearly developed ecclesiology One searches in vain for 

any sustained discussion of the Unification Church as an institution in 

Divine Principle or in the numerous theologicd commentaries and 

conferences devoted to an exposition of Diiune Principle. This absence is 

all the more remarkable since the sociologicd-theological dassifica-

tion of this religious movement has played such an important role in 

the religious and political controversy surrounding the Moonies. 

Crucid issues hinge on whether Unificationism is seen as a Church, a 

Sect or a Cdt, to say nothing of those w h o portray Unificationism as an 

economic empire, political movement or internationd conspiracy 

masquerading as a religion. H o w different the whole dimate sur

rounding the Moonies w o d d be if theologians, socid scientists, legis

lators, judges, parents and the public codd agree on what kind of 

religious movement and ecclesiastical organisation Unificationism 

represents. 

But such agreement is not likely to be achieved in the near 

future for at least two reasons. Many of the sociological-theologicd 

descriptions of the movement are ideologicdly motivated. This bias 

can be seen within and without the Unification movement. Within, 

the change in n a m e from the "Holy Spirit Association for the Unifica

tion of World Christianity" to the "Unification Church" is symptom

atic of Unificationist efforts to enter the mainstream of American and 

European life partly through a process of labeling. The Unificationist 
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pose under certain circumstances as yet another Christian "church" 

plays fast and loose with sociological if not theologicd categories. 

Moreover, Unificationists are quick to deny under other circum

stances that they are a "church" at all, insisting rather that they are a 

movement to unite all religions, Christian and non-Christian dike, 

More flagrant and pernicious bias can be seen outside the movement 

in the widespread labeling of Unificationism as a cdt, where "cult" is 

pejoratively defined as a movement which denounces the established 

socid order as totally depraved and evil, seeks a totd authoritarian 

transformation of society and seduces unwary young persons away 

from institutiondized roles in families, schools and churches in order 

to absorb them into a "totdistic community" (cf. Enroth, 1977; Stoner 

and Park, 1977), So long as categories such as "church" and "cdt" are 

used in such self-serving ways, we cannot begin to hope for agreement 

on what kind of religious movement Unificationism represents and 

how that movement relates to other religious and cdturd institutions. 

Beyond such ideological labeling, formidable theoretical obsta-

des stand in the way of a consensus description of the Unification 

movement. There simply are no universally accepted typologies of 

religious organisation among socid scientists. The simple Church-Sect 

typology derived from the pioneering work of Max Weber and Ernst 

Troeltsch continues to be modified and elaborated by socid scientists. 

From H. Richard Niebuhr's extended Sect-Denomination-Church con

tinuum (Niebuhr, 1929), ever increasingly divergent systems of dassifica-

tion have been developed—e.g., J. Milton Yinger's six main types of 

religious groups: (1) the Universd Church, (2) the Ecdesia, (3) the 

Denomination, (4) the Established Sect, (5) the Sect, and (6) the Cdt 

(Yinger, 1970); Bryan Wilson's division between (1) Conversionist, (2) 

Revolutionist, (3) Introversionist, and (4) Manipdationist sects and his 

further distinctions between (5) Thaumaturgicd, (6) Reformist, (7) 

Utopian and (8) Ritudist sects (Wilson, 1969); Geoffrey Nelson's distinc

tion between "spontaneous" and "permanent" cdts and the further 

division of the latter into permanent locd cdts, unitary centrdized 

cults and federd centrdized cdts (Nelson, 1968). This burgeoning 

literature on types of religious organization, while obviously overlapping 
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at many points, is still moving away from rather than toward con

sensus dassifications and explanations of religious groups. 

There are good reasons for this diversity of nomothetic con

structs in the socid scientific study of religious groups, These con

structs were initially developed for the andysis of Centrd European 

and North American Christian groups. As socid scientists began to cast 

a wider net to indude non-Christian and Christian, ancient and 

contemporary, Eastern and Western, traditiond and syncretistic reli

gious groups, those simpler typologies obviously required modifica

tion and elaboration, The ways in which religious groups emerge, 

stabilize and develop as they interact with other religious and socid 

groups have proven to be both complex and changing, Little wonder 

that theories of religious organization are so divergent! 

Recognizing these reasons for diversity among dassificatory schemes 

of religious organization helps explain w h y Unificationism is so diffi

cult to dassify. The Unification Church is a microcosm of the data of 

the scientific study of religious groups, Unificationism combines Chris

tian and non-Christian, contemporary and ancient, Western and 

Eastern, traditiond and syncretistic themes in complex and changing 

ways. As such, Unificationism fails to fall neatly into the prevailing 

typologicd categories. This elusiveness and its implications will become 

more dear if w e test Unificationism against the prevailing typologicd 

models of religious organization. 

I, The Limiting Cases—Church and Mysticism 

Though Troeltsch's pioneering dassification of religious organiza

tion has dearly been superseded, two ofhis categories may still serve as 

useful pointers to the limiting cases for any such typology. Commenta

tors often forget that Troeltsch did not offer a binary Church-Sect 

dassification but rather a tripartite Church-Sect-Mysticism scheme 

(Troeltsch, 1931). "Church" and "Mysticism" are his limiting cases ofthe 

sociologicd development of Christianity. 

According to Troeltsch, the Church as a type is a religious group 

that recognizes the importance and integrity of the secular world. 

Rather than abandoning or battling the secdar world, the Church 
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accepts the main structures and functions of the secdar world as 

pendtimate goods. The Church is therefore built on a compromise 

which ideally extends the Church throughout the cdture and absorbs 

the cdture into the Church. Individuds are bom into the Church as 

surely as they are b o m into the State. Indeed, Church and State are 

mutually supportive, though quarrels over priorities and prerogatives 

within this mutudity have been long and often bitter. The Church 

stabilizes and sanctions the State. The State supports and defends the 

Church. Going somewhat beyond Troeltsch's description, we may 

define the Church as "a religious association characterized by (1) a 

relatively high degree of institutiondization, (2) integration with the 

socid and economic order, (3) a membership recruited on the basis of 

residence or family, and (4) relatively restrained and routinized partici

pation" (Broom and Selznick, 1977:386). 

According to Troeltsch, Mysticism appears when ideas which 

have hardened into formd worship, abstract doctrine and conven-

tiond religiosity are transformed into a purely persond and inward 

experience. This characteriation of mysticd religious experience is 

reminiscent of William James' andysis in terms of ineffability, noetic 

qudity, transiency and passivity (James, 1902), Mysticism is thus essen

tially individudistic. This highly persond and private religious experi

ence may give rise to the formation of informd groups, but these 

associations develop no authoritative doctrine or social strategy. On 

the contrary, they emphasize the importance of individud religious 

experience, liberty of conscience and otherworldly vision. 

Defined in these terms, Unificationism is obviously neither a 

"Church" nor a "Mysticism," though there are elements and tenden

cies of each within Unification thought and life. Of course, diurches 

do not spring full blown from the head of Zeus or Christ; nor do 

mysticisms remain insdar and isolated visions of another world whollv 

separated from this world—sociologicd facts that Troeltsch over

looked or ignored. Perhaps Unificationism is a religious movement 

b o m of the mystical experience of the Rev. Moon and his first 

associates but now growing toward a church which will indeed be 

truly one, holy and catholic. But as the Unification Churdi stands 
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today, he/she is neither a "Church" nor a "Mysticism," But the pos

sibility of such an historical development and the fact of obser

vable changes within the movement suggest dtemative dassifications 

of Unificationism. 

II. The Presumptive Alternatives—Sect or Cult 

For all the typologicd complexity and variety most scientific 

definitions of "Sect" and "Cdt" are drawn with reference to Church 

and Mysticism as the limiting cases. Sect and Cdt are more or less 

stable religious organizations which are neither establishments of 

traditiond religion nor assemblies of private piety. Some socid scien

tists see the Sect and the Cult moving inexorably toward either 

establishment or dissolution. Others see Sect and Cdt as relatively 

permanent types of religious organization, But whether transient or 

permanent, most socid scientists regard Sect and Cult as distinct and 

identifiable types of religious organisation. 

No attention can be given here to the entire literature on the 

Sect as such. Our purposes can be served, however, by a generic 

description of Sect that is mindful of the diversity in this literature, 

The Sect no less than the Church daims a unique legitimation as means 

of access to truth and salvation, though this means is not invested in a 

sacerdotal system or hierarchical priesthood. The Sect is a group that 

repudiates the Church's compromises with the world and withdraws 

from both the Church and the world in search of purity of rite and 

dogma. Typically there is a voluntary membership which stresses 

individud perfection. Sectarian movements dways stand in sharp 

opposition to society though they differ over how that opposition is 

expressed—whether through chiliastic transformation, ascetic differ

entiation or revolutionary agitation (Werner Stark, 1967), Thus, the Sect 

is free from worldly alliances and ecdesiasticd hierarchies. 

Drawn thus sharply, the organizationd problems of religious sects 

and the conceptual difficulties for a Sect typology are apparent, 

Idedly, the Sect is a one-generational phenomenon, b o m of religious 

dissatisfaction or cultural deprivation. But sects are seldom such short

lived protests. What happens to the sect when children of believers 
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are bom, when a clergy replaces lay leaders, when prosperity and 

respectability are achieved? The sect, of course, takes on a different 

sociologicd if not theologicd character, These shifts are charted in the 

typologicd refinements of the Sect noted above and in the develop

ment of such additiond categories as Denominationdism or Ecumenism 

as mediating sociological forms on the Church-Sect continuum. Nev

ertheless, those sects which become fully institutiondized dways 

retain something of their origind sense ofthe gathered community in 

opposition to the world. Such sectarian iconodasm and authoritarianism 

can be perpetuated through many generations. 

Defining the category of the Cdt confronts us with difficdties 

and developments of a different kind. The sociological category ofthe 

Cult as developed by Howard Becker and Milton Yinger (Becker, 1932; 

Yinger, 1957) is dosely related to Troeltsch's type of Mysticism. For 

Becker and Yinger, the Cdt is a syncretistic movement usually inspired 

by a charismatic leader and typically centered in mystical experiences, 

Rodney Stark introduced an important further darification by noting 

that cults unlike sects draw their inspiration from other than the 

primary religion of the cdture, They are thus not schismatics con

cerned with preserving a purer form ofthe traditiond faith but rather 

pioneers in search of a new form of faith (Rodney Stark, 1965). These 

various elements can be reduced to three major criteria by which cults 

are distinguished from other types of religious groups: (1) cdts are 

groups based on mystical, psychic or esoteric experiences, (2) they 

originate as a fundamentd break with the religious traditions of the 

society in which they arise, and (3) they are more concerned with the 

problems of individuds than those of socid groups (Nelson, 1968). 

These criteria allow for a number of historical and structurd 

variations among cults. A cdt may originate in the esoteric experi

ences of a charismatic leader or in the "parallelism of spontaneities" 

among people having similar experiences (Martin, 1965). Though cdts 

represent a break with the religious traditions of their own society, 

they may draw their fundamentd inspiration from either an existing 

dien culture or an earlier native tradition. Moreover, such borrowed 

or retrieved religious concepts may be combined with elements 
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drawn from the dominant religious tradition ofthe society. Cdts may 

be a loosely organized affair or they may develop into either centrd

ized or federated organizations. Finally, cdts may in time develop into 

the dominant religion within a society or they may survive for 

generations as underground or dtemative religious traditions. For dl 

these differences, however, the essentid feature of the Cdt is the 

break with the dominant religious system. Thus cdts are frequently 

persecuted and they flourish only when the traditiond religious 

system has broken down to the point where that system no longer 

dominates or legitimates the cdturd order, 

Though the categories of Sect and Cdt have only been briefly 

described, the difficulties of dassifying Unificationism as either type is 

readily apparent to anyone thoroughly familiar with this complex 

religious movement. Viewed from a certain perspective, Unificationism 

is a sect—it has withdrawn from the church and the world in search of 

purity of rite and dogma; it has a voluntary membership which 

stresses individual perfection. Viewed from another perspective, 

Unificationism is a cult—it is based on mystical experience; it does 

break with the dominant religious tradition; it does focus on the 

religious problems of individuds. But which Unificationism is sectarian 

or cdtic—Korean? Japanese? North American? West coast or East 

coast? The truth ofthe matter is that Unificationism has appeared too 

lately developed too rapidly, and migrated too widely to be captured 

in either of these dassifications or their mdtiple permutations. Not 

that Unificationism is unique and demands a category of its own. It is 

simply a modern religion (Kliever, 1981). Indeed, Unificationism is a 

quintessentially m o d e m religion and, as such, the typologies devel

oped to dassify and explain pre-modern or early m o d e m religious 

groups simply do not fit. W e need new categories for deding with the 

institutiond forms and societd roles of distinctively m o d e m religious 

groups such as Unificationism. 

Ill, An Interim Category—The Metainstitution 

Both historical and theoretical challenges can be put to the 

notion that w e need new categories for deding with distinctively 
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modem if not modernized religions. Cannot the received categories 

of Church, Sect and Cult be refined to indude such sociological 

developments? Obviously, this is the route taken by most socid 

scientists, All three dassifications have been variously reformulated to 

indude modernizing tendencies among the religions—e.g., Yinger's 

subdassifications of the Church (Yinger, 1970); Wilson's elaboration of 

the typology of the Sect (Wilson, 1966); Roy Wallis' reformdation of 

the concept of the C d t (Wallis, 1975). Typologies are, of course, 

heuristic schemes designed to ded with particdar problems and thus 

may be modified w h e n n e w problems arise. But broadening typologies 

of Church, Sect or Cult too far weakens their historical and compara

tive usefulness. Perhaps a wiser course of action is to develop n e w 

categories to supplement the Church, Sect, and Cdt typologies already 

in place. For sociological developments currently underway, an interim 

category like the "Metainstitution" may serve a useful purpose. 

Before w e examine this interim category more dosely, a prelim

inary question must be addressed. Are religious institutions and 

religious consciousness, in fact, undergoing dramatic change in m o d e m 

culture? If Robert Bellah's theory of religious evolution is correct, and 

I think he is essentially right, then a n e w stage of religious develop

ment is emerging in our time. Bellah traces out a pattern of growing 

complexity in religion and in society that falls into five distinct stages 

(Bellah, 1965). These evolutionary stages are not necessarily discontinu

ous, but in actudity the earlier stages are rapidly spreading throughout 

today's world. 

In Bellah's account, primitive religion is that stage where everydav 

existence and religious life are intimately and fluidly related. There 

are no specid religious roles and organizations separated from ordi

nary socid roles and organizations. Religious roles are fused with other 

roles because the society is the religious organization. Archaic religion 

represents a growing differentiation between the sacred and the 

secdar though these are not yet separated into a dudism in archaic 

cultures. Religious institutions are still largely merged with socid 

structures, though the appearance of worshipping cdts and priesdy 

dasses signd the emergence of a "two-dass" system of socid and 
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religious structures and symbolizations. Historic religion breaks through 

the cosmologicd monism and tribal insdarity of the earlier stages by 

affirming a hierarchicd and universalistic vision of reality, Though 

both the heavenly and the earthly worlds are ordered by a sole creator 

or single principle, dear separations are drawn between the redms of 

politicd and priestly leadership and between the roles of the believer 

and the citizen. Early modern religion retains a dualistic separation of this 

world and the next but collapses dl hierarchicd structuring of them, 

Hierarchical, legal and sacramental systems of salvation are supplanted 

by an emphasis on the direct relation between the individud and God 

and on worldly life as an expression of that relationship. Though 

persond autonomy is still severely limited in religious and m o r d 

matters, individuds assume increasing control over politicd and eco

nomic affairs. The increasing separation of worldly organizations from 

ecdesiasticd control and legitimation allows more open and voluntaristic 

forms of religious organization to develop. As such, early m o d e m 

religion plays a key role in the emergence of the mdticentered, 

self-revising socid order that characterizes today's voluntaristic and 

plurdistic societies. Finally, modern religion leaves behind all dudistic 

conceptions and authoritarian definitions of redity Indeed, the respon

sibility for making sense of human existence has shifted more and 

more to the individud. M o d e m religious groups exhibit far greater 

flexibility of organization and fluidity of membership than previously. 

The role of enforcing standards of doctrine and morality has largely 

been dropped with the religious group serving as a supportive com

munity for those individuals involved in a search for meaningful 

solutions to dtimate concerns. The underlying assumption of these 

m o d e m trends is that cdture and personality are endlessly revisable. 

Given Bellah's five stages of religious evolution, a case can be 

made for an evolutionary arrangement of the Church, the Sect and 

the Cult (Hargrove, 1979: pp.65-67). The Church is the dominant form of 

religious organization at the historic level of development, the Sect 

does emerge to prominence in the early m o d e m period, while the 

Cult seems peculiarly appropriate to the m o d e m stage, though only if 

the concept of the Cult is reformulated dong Wallis' lines as a deviant 
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and plurdistic religious movement, only one of a variety of equally 

legitimate paths to the truth or salvation (Wdlis, 1975), But this evolu

tionary argument finally does not work for two reasons. It requires us 

to regard the persistence of churches and sects into the m o d e m 

period of religious development as cdturd lag and it obscures the 

presence of both sects and cdts throughout the historic as well as the 

early m o d e m religious stage. Indeed, all founded religions of the 

historic period began as cults or as sects (Nelson, 1968: pp.357-58). Only 

later did Buddhism, Zoroastrianism, Christianity and Islam finally 

emerge as dominant religious systems of an empire, thereby achieving 

the sociological status of a Church. 

Better that w e search for n e w categories more appropriate to 

m o d e m organizationd forms of religion, without for a m o m e n t 

denying that churches, sects and cults persist in the m o d e m world and 

are undergoing a process of modernization themselves. Harvey Cox, in 

his usud inimitable way, has given us a word for such organizationd 

forms—the metainstitution (Cox, 1969: pp.93-97). Though Cox speaks of 

religious metainstitutions more as desiderata than as actudities, his 

description is suggestive of what in fact might be emerging as a 

distinctively m o d e m form of religious organization. Cox calls for a 

specid form of flexible institution which exists not for itself but to 

join the two worlds of "fact and fantasy," or of culture and religion: 

This "metainstitution" must have a number of characteristics. 
In order to animate fantasy it must cdtivate the symbols that 

opened men to new levels of awareness in the past. It must be in 
effective touch with the most advanced artistic movement of 

the day and with historical and transhistoricd images of the 
future. It must teach men to celebrate and fantasize. But above 

all it must provide a fertile field where new symbols can appear. 
Since man is body and heart as well as brain, it must indude 

affective and ritud components. Finally, it must be part of the 
cdture in which it lives but sufficiently free so that its fantasies 

are not pinioned and hamstrung by present expectations (Cox, 

1969: pp.94-95)-

Admitting that the churches are not such metainstitutions, Cox 
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nevertheless hopes for such a company of "dreamers, seers, servants 

and jesters." He condudes, "The new church we look for need not 

come entirely from the churches of today. It certainly will not. It will 

come, if it comes at all, as a new congeries of elements, some from the 

churches, some from outside, some from the fertile interstices between. 

And it will assume a shape we can hardly predict, though we can 

sometimes see its outlines—in fantasy" (Cox, 1969: pp.96-97). 

Is then the Unification Church such a coming metainstitution? 

That possibility cannot be lightly dismissed. To be sure, the Moonies 

all too frequently look and act like a church struggling for power, like 

a sect reaching for purity or like a cdt searching for peace. There are 

strong indications that Unificationism is aging backwards, reaching 

toward the vanished glory of historic religion's dream of a universd 

church and a world empire. If these fantasies of universd church and 

world empire prevail, then Unificationism will either fall between the 

cracks of passing time or persist as an established sect or a permanent 

cdt, Historic religion's dream of a universd church and a world 

empire is gone forever. 

But there are counterindications that Unificationism may be a 

part of the "coming metainstitution" that Cox envisions, There are 

structures and ministries of the Unification Church that have a 

metainstitutiond character—the Internationd Cdturd Foundation, 

the Internationd Conference on the Unity of the Sciences and the 

fledgling N e w ERA. What if these are not mere organizationd fronts? 

What if these are the Unification Church, not serving or support

ing its own institutiond and doctrind interests but providing a struc-

turd and symbolic context within which diverse individuds and groups, 

institutions and traditions can freely explore that "infinite-possibility 

thing" which is m o d e m religion and life! 

Codd this company of "dreamers, seers, servants and jesters" be 

a herdd ofthe "new church"? Clearly the game is still too new to call. 

The odds are that Unificationism will in fact not dare the future as 

future but rather treat the future as past. But the possibilities are there 

for the Unification Church to pioneer the way toward distinctively 

m o d e m forms of religious organization. 
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LJne ofthe common charges directed against the Unification Church 

is the alleged incongruity of "Korean Christianity." The charge stems 

from the doubt that a teenager in a far corner ofthe Asiatic continent 

could receive a revelation in which he was exhorted to take up Jesus' 

'unfinished task" and to help realize the millenial prayer of the 

Christians, "Thy kingdom come, thy will be done, on earth as it is in 

heaven." Such a doubt seems deeply rooted in theological daims and 

culturd assumptions that have remained scarcely chdlenged for cen

turies. There is the Biblical proclamation that God works through 

history; when taken literally, God unveils his will only in the particular

ities of his chosen people, the Hebrews.- The Reformation daim of 

self-sufficiency of the Biblical revelation renders the Protestants more 

adamant than the Catholics to acknowledge the possibility of contin

uing revelation outside the historic and spatid confines of the biblicd 

people.1 The puritan and evangelistic missionaries of the nineteenth 

century West, particdarly of North America, lived with the conviction 

that the white, Christian West was divinely summoned to convert the 

heathen East from what they regarded as the tyranny of superstition 

and magic. To confine revelation to historical and culturd particulari

ties is not only to delimit the infinity of divine wisdom but dso to 

disdaim the universality of the very cause that sent forth believing 

men and women to the farthest regions of the world to lead the 

"heathens" from darkness to light, from death to life. The white, 

Christian West has, however, faced the rest of the world as in dire 
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spiritual need, as objects of conversion, but not as a locus in which God 

may yet reveal Himself as part of his continuing reign over history. 

Although the Christians for centuries have sought to read escha

tology unfolding in the ebb and tide of their own history and that of 

[/ the Hebrews, the turbulent history of the rest of the world has been 

either condemned as God's judgment or relegated to outside the 

reaches of God's redemption. In the sixteenth century, the Catholic 

nations of Europe spread the Gospel to the "heathen" world, but they 

also colonized the lands of untapped treasures with the might of 

firearms. Prior to the Pilgrims and the Puritans, North America was 

discovered by these zealots. The subsequent global expedition ofthe 

Protestant nations was no less, if not more, motivated by the incon

gruous amalgam of evangelism and colonialism. Singularly the most 

pressing cause for turbdence in the non-Christian, non-white parts of 

the world in the last two centuries is their passionate pursuit of 

severance from the oppression of western colonial powers, While the 

prevailing view among the Westerners was to regard it as native 

rebellions, there were men and women of discerning conscience who 

found themselves moved by the likes of Mahatma Gandhi and Steven 

Biko and disturbed by the capacity of their bretheren for savagery in 

India, Vietnam and South Africa, to name but a few. 

In Asia, until the last few decades, normative Christian faith and 

institution was conceived in western terms. For centuries, the native 

converts had no access to the highest ecdesiastical offices where 

standards of Christian belief and conduct were set. It is a fact that in 

spite of their indigenization policies, the Jesuits did not ordain the 

natives to priesthood in sixteenth and seventeenth century Japan and 

elsewhere for reasons unknown other than the suggestion that con

verted, non-white Christians were somehow less legitimate.... 

This paper explores the possibility of reinterpreting the Chris

tian Gospel in Asian terms in order that not only Christianity may 

become a viable option for the Asians but also it may once again offer 

the Westerners a catalyst for a transforming reality, both individually 

and communally. This paper examines briefly the content and the 

extent of "Asianization" (a term coined after "westernization"). The 
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purpose is to promote creative thinking and to facilitate ongoing 

discussion on a number of pivotal questions that need to be raised. 

Are there common denominators between Christianity and Eastern 

religious and philosophical heritage? How compatible is human pride 

with humility which the Christian Gospel exhorts? W h y do certain 

firm .religious convictions foster and justify prejudices? What is the 

meaning of God's working in human history? Are there pre-Christian 

and extra-Christian factors contributing to the making of "orthodox" 

Christian teaching? What constitutes Christian faith, hope and love? 

* * * 

The history of Christian mission, particularly after the sixteenth 

century, has unfolded a strikingly similar face in different parts of Asia. 

Before the improved navigation gave the Spaniards and the Portu

guese, and later the Dutch and the English, the power to colonize the 

rest ofthe world half a millenium ago,2 there was no fear ofthe West 

in the East. Both sides of the world found each other utterly fascinat

ing. Marco Polo's travel on land to China in the thirteenth century, the 

driving forces behind Christopher Columbus' journey to what he 

thought was Asia and the whole Silk Road trade illustrate mutual 

fascination between the East and the West. The Nestorian Christians, 

the followers of Patriarch Nestorius of Constantinople, who were 

dedared heretical and excommunicated by the ecumenical council in 

43a, sought refuge in India and China where they were warmly 

welcomed. After the sixteenth century, however, zealous missionary 

activities came to be perceived inextricably linked to the far-flung 

colonialism of the white, Christian nations of the West. The Portu

guese Jesuits successfully Christened and colonized the two key ports 

ofthe Indian Ocean, Goa and Macao. W h e n Francisco Xavier reached 

the southern shores of Japan, intending to convert the entire nation 

from the emperor on down, he enjoyed initial favor. The seed sown 

by him grew rapidly. By the time Alessandro Valignano, the Italian 

Jesuit, arrived to become the chief architect ofthe Japanese mission, 

there was a flourishing community of some 1̂ 0,000 Christian converts, 

mostly in and around the city of Nagasaki. They induded many feudal 
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lords who considered their conversion advantageous to their trade 

with the Portuguese and especially to their military advancement 

with the superior European weaponry. W h e n the shrewdest and the 

luckiest among the contending feudal lords succeeded in unifying the 

war-torn Japan in the late sixteenth century, suddenly there emerged 

a need to protect the fragile nation from any potentid threat, both 

intemd and extemd. In 1587, Hideyoshi, the Horatio Alger of Japan, 

ordered the explusion of all Christian missionaries. W h e n disobeyed, 

six Franciscan missionaries,' seventeen Japanese converts and three 

Japanese novitiates in the Jesuit order, dtogether twenty-six, were 

crucified on a cold winter's morning in 1597 in Nagasaki to show the 

remaining Christians the fate they, too, might face unless apostatized. 

A far more systematic and extensive campaign against the followers of 

the despised teaching of the "foreign devils" was waged under the 

Tokugawa shogunate. By the mid 1600s, every visible vestige of the 

mocked religion disappeared, dthough the most persistent believers, 

mostly illiterate peasants and fishermen, went into hiding until their 

descendants were discovered in the mid-nineteenth century. 

W h y did the feudd rulers of Japan adopt the policy of unre

lenting persecution of the Christians? What was their red motive? 

The more research is done on the subject, the dearer it becomes that 

if Christianity had not brought with it the aggressive colonidism of 

the West to Japan, the shoguns w o d d not have feared the missionaries 

and converts as co-conspirators. Recent historicd findings indicate that 

not only did some of the early Portuguese and Spanish missionaries 

have colonialist ideas but some even believed that Christianity codd 

take root more quickly through military take-over and recommended 

as much to their governments.'' 

In China, the Jesuits had considerable success due largely to their 

extraordinary effort at indigenizing Christianity in native Chinese 

ideological and culturd terms, The greatest of these pioneers was the 

Italian, Matteo Ricci, a.k.a, Li Ma-tou (1552-1610), who was gifted with 

great intellectud acumen in theology, literature and science, com

bined with engaging persondity. Guided by their earlier experiences 

in India and Japan, Ricci and his followers adopted Chinese 
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cultural mores to a maximum extent, induding the donning of a 

Confucian scholar's gown, while avoiding all open connections with 

the Portuguese traders in Macao. Instead of preaching they marvelled 

the Chinese with demonstrations of prisms, docks and geographicd 

knowledge. Above all, they spoke fluent Mandarin. All these enabled 

Ricci to represent Christianity as a system of wisdom and ethics 

comparable to dassicd Confucianism. Furthermore, Ricci gained access 

to the innermost cirdes of the Chinese intelligentsia and court. Ricci 

received stipend as a scholar from the emperor, while making con

verts at all levels of the society Ricci's successors carried on his 

tradition of indigenization and non-pastoral approach to proselytizing. 

The German Jesuit, Johannes Adam Schall von Bell (1591-1666), sought to 

help the Chinese improve their calendar through the application of 

western astronomy. The Son of Heaven, as the emperor of China was 

called, took particular interest in the idea because ofhis responsibility 

to carry out the "Mandate of Heaven." He needed a calendar that 

w o d d accurately foretell the position of heavenly bodies and the 

timing of the seasons. Schdl met that need fully, and celebrated his 

first mass in China in the palace itself. In the meantime, the decay of 

the Ming regime made the dynasty no longer a worthy focus of 

loydty for many Chinese scholars. As a resdt, they turned to the 

combination of western science and Christian ethics, The most famous 

among them was Hsu Kuang-ch'i (Christian name: Pad Hsu, 1562-1633), 

who, as Grand Secretary, granted missionaries entree into high official 

cirdes. Hsu and Schall helped the Ming court obtain western arms to 

fight against the surging Manchus. The height of the Jesuit success in 

China was during the middle decades ofthe long reign ofthe mighty 

emperor K'ang-hsi.s The method of sinification as a means of applying 

Christianity to the concrete realities of China indeed worked. Pad Hsu 

remarked that Christianity "does away with Buddhism and completes 

Confucianism," At that time, Buddhism had fallen from favor and 

Confucianism was on the rise again. 

The edipse of the Jesuit influence was, however, inevitable for 

one principal reason. Their indigenization efforts were perceived by 

the purists as going too far. The Jesuits were accused of allowing 
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"pagan worship," referring to their veneration of ancestors before the 

family altar which was essential to the Chinese way of life. They were 

charged therefore with allowing the destruction of the origind 

monotheistic character of Christianity. These accusations were reported 

to the Vatican by the Franciscan and Dominican friars w h o had a 

wholly different view on missionary work. Working in Mexico and 

the Philippines, where the cdture was younger and cruder than that of 

China, providing little resistance to Catholicism, these non-Jesuit 

missionaries tried to transplant western Christianity on dien lands 

with no significant change. In the early 1700s, the Vatican scorned 

the Jesuits.6 The Yung-chen Emperor, K'ang-hsi's fourth son, turned 

against the Jesuits and started an active suppression of Christianity 

in his empire.7 

The plight of the Jesuits in China illustrates a different tde than 

that in Japan. Alessandro Vdignano's Japanization of Christianity, 

linking it with devotiond Buddhism, enjoyed some success, but the 

missionaries were summarily expelled from Japan for fear of eventual 

colonization by the West that had dready disturbed the nation with 

fire arms. The feudal lords of Japan never ceased to view Christianity as 

a dangerous western influence. In China, on the other hand, the 

successful indigenization of Christianity was met with strong denuncia

tion by the Vatican on the grounds that indigenized Christianity was not 

genuine Christianity. Is western, westernized Christianity the normative 

Christianity? Shodd it be? 

The early history of Christian mission in Korea parallels dosely 

that in Japan. Except for the Nestorians of a millenium or more ago, 

the Koreans' first encounter with Christianity was, curiously enough, 

during the Japanese military expedition of Korea in 1592. O n e ofthe 

generals in Hideyoshi's troop was a Jesuit convert named Konishi 

Yukinaga, a.k.a. D o m Agostinho.s After the expedition, the Korean 

prisoners of war w h o were taken captive by Hideyoshi converted in 

large number to Catholicism. A m o n g the martyrs during the anti-

Christian campaign in Japan were these Korean converts.0 The archi

tect of Korean Christianity was an eighteenth century scholarly 

patrician, Yi Pyok. The Jesuit tracts enthralled him so much that he set 
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aside one day a week for prayer. He convinced his closest friends in the 

government to sponsor an annual delegation to the Chinese capital to 

study Christianity. His friend, Yi Seung-Hoon, upon returning from 

Peking where he was baptized by a missionary, in turn baptized Yi 

Pyok. This marks the beginning of Korean Christianity. The bishop in 

Peking, however, admonished the first Korean church for uncanon-

ically appointing priests. Furthermore, the bishop denounced simul

taneous ancestor worship, which was an important feature of Korean 

life and cdture under the dominant Confucian influence during the 

Yi Dynasty (1392-1910). The controversy over ancestor worship precipi

tated governmental suppression. A noted scholar, together with his 

nephews, was arrested and beheaded for burning ancestral tablets, 

while others were imprisoned. The martyrdom provided a powerful 

incentive for more Koreans to convert to Christianity. Within ten 

years after Yi Pyok and Yi Seung-Hoon were baptized, there were 4,000 

Catholics in Korea. The reason for the systematic suppression of 

Christianity in eighteenth century Korea was not simply a radical 

affront to traditional Confucian morality but more critically the fear 

of colonization by the West. At that time, the Catholic mission in 

Korea was under the supervision of French priests, and it looked as if 

the western imperialists were ready to create yet another colony in 

Asia. The government officials feared that the missionaries were 

agents of French imperialism in Korea. Such a fear was real in light of 

the colonization of Indochina (Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia), as well 

as of North and West Africa, 

The threat of colonialism continued in Korea in the late nine

teenth and into the twentieth centuries. No longer the white, 

Christian nations of the West but Japanese imperialism and Russian 

communism provided the threat. This is precisely why the Protestant 

mission unfolded a markedly different path from the earlier Catholics 

in Korea. The Protestant missionaries from the US., Canada and Britain . 

worked on behalf of the Koreans in social reform, medical care and 

education. In 1886, Mary Scranton opened a girls' school, which was to 

become the largest women's college in the world (Ewha Women's 

College). The first Protestant missionary, Horace Allen who was also a 
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medical doctor, was called upon to save the life of Prince Min 

Young-Ik, a conservative statesman who had been severely stabbed 

during a coup. His successfd treatment won the support and confidence 

of the ruling house because Min was the queen's nephew. At the re

quest of Allen, the king built a government hospitd in Seod, Allen dso 

served as American Consd General and U.S. Minister Plenipotentiary 

until the Japanese started taking control over Korea in 1905. Mean

while, in 1887, three years after Allen's arrival, a Presbyterian church 

was chartered in Seod. A Methodist church dso was established later 

in the year. 

While the chief adversary of Christianity was the nationdists in 

Japan and China, and also earlier in Korea, Korean nationdism became 

a strong ally of Protestantism in the late ninteenth century. The 

continuing alliance accounts for the popularity and stability of 

Christianity in Korea today. Although bom of politicd circumstances 

of m o d e m Korea as well as of deliberate efforts of the foreign 

missionaries, the political indigenization of Protestantism in Korea sets 

itself apart from the cdturd indigenization of Catholicism that was 

espoused by the Jesuit missionaries in Japan and China in earlier 

centuries. The marked difference is that the indigenization by the 

"outsiders," the missionaries, dtimately failed, while the intemd 

indigenization by the native converts themselves took root. Insofar 

as indigenization is imposed on the natives, assimilation appears 

not possible. 

During the Japanese annexation of Korea between 1910 and 1945, 

there was a systematic suppression of Christianity and the dliance 

between Korean nationdism and Christianity strengthened. Marquis 

Ito Hirobumi of Japan was assassinated in Manchuria in 1909, by a 

Korean Protestant nationdist. A year earlier in San Francisco, Ito's 

American adviser was killed by a Korean Catholic. In 1910, an alleged 

plot to kill the new Governor Generd was uncovered by the Japanese. 

Among the thirty-three signers of the 1919 Dedaration of Independ

ence, sixteen were Christians and fifteen were followers of Chon-

dogyo, a syncretism of Buddhism, Confucianism and Catholicism, 

The Japanese military increased its condemnation of the Christian 
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religion, while forcing upon the colonized Koreans the nationalistic 

brand of Shintoism of Japan. 

W h e n the Japanese were defeated in 1945, the Japanese colo

nialism ended in Korea but the threat of Russian communism became 

more real than before, particularly in northern Korea. The commu

nists sought to destroy the Christian political organizations, the Social 

Democratic Party and the Christian Liberal Party followed by the 

imprisonment ofthe dergy, confiscation ofthe church properties and 

the execution of some ultra-nationalistic Christians. Samuel Moffett a 

Presbyterian missionary reports that no less than four hundred minis

ters were killed. The Korean Christians fled south to unite both as 

Christians and staunchly anti-communist nationalists. The founder of 

the Unification Church moved south to Seoul in 1953. The vitality of 

the Unification movement is deeply rooted in the turbulent history of 

m o d e m Korea. 

The nationalist-Christian alliance in the last two centuries in 

turn facilitated the indigenization of Christianity at the theological 

level. The first notable example is Chondogyo, or the Heavenly Way. 

Ch'oe Cheu-u (1824-64) received a revelation in which he heard the 

"Sacred Formda": 

May the creative force of the universe be within m e in 
abundant measure. May heaven be with m e and every crea
tion will be done. Never forgetting this truth, everything will 

be known.10 

From this "Sacred Formula," he derived his basic principle that 

m a n and God are one, H e articulated the universal monism in the 

language of Confucian "five essential human relationships," the pop

ular Taoist "unadulterated life," and the Buddhist mind-development. 

Because Ch'oe saw divinity in every human being, his understanding 

of Christianity assumed a tone that was more theological and less 

christologicd. The centrality of God is only reminiscent of native 

Korean shamanism, in which Hananim, the Master of the Sky, was 

worshipped as the supreme deity. Because of its resemblance to the 

despised Catholicism and its belief in the Master of the Sky as higher 

than the king, Chondogyo was met with governmental disapprovd. 
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Cho'oe himself was hanged for alleged treason. Chondogyo, however, 

provided a nationd pride based upon the importance of self-cultivation, 

a spiritual discipline long respected in Neo-Confucianism which served 

as the greatest influence on the traditional Korean intellectuals before 

the introduction of western thought and religion. Many an uncom

promising follower of this syncretic teaching provided relentless 

support for nationalist causes, 

In assessing the syncretic "Korean Christianity," before condemn

ing the idiosyncrasies of the Korean Presbyterian Church or the 

Unification Church, one must also realize those western elements that 

were brought to Korea by the missionaries, In the nineteenth century, 

American missionaries established and taught schools in Korea and 

induded in their curriculum the thinkers who were vitd to the 

American intellectual life such as Horace Bushnell, Dwight Moody, 

Ralph Waldo Emerson and Henry David Thoreau.nThe similarities one 

may find between the nineteenth century American thought and 

Koreanized Christianity are, in fact, no coincidence at all, when one 

comes to grips with the historical, cultural and intellectud dynamic of 

Korea of that century. 

* * * 

In the turbulent and often tragic history of Christianity in Asia, 

one may unravel a basic pattern that is woven into the dissimilar 

background of the three Asian nations. In every case, there is a 

juxtaposition of two conflicting threads, preservation and expansion. 

Asian cultures seek to preserve intact their tradition, the ways of 

thought and life of their ancestors. The impdse ofthe Christians is, on 

the other hand, laterally expansive, which is not unrelated to their 

aspiration for vertical transcendence. The difference is ultimately 

attributable to the conflict between the instinct of the agrarian 

people ofthe monsoon dimate and the nomadic people ofthe desert, 

among w h o m the early Christians originate. While the land cultiva

tors of Asia work toward the renewal of life through the mystery of 

cosmic recycling, the hunters of the Near East find it a matter of 

survivd to conquer untamed territories and peoples, The former 
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seeks stability and continuity, and the latter annexation and hege

mony. Recently, Kosuke Koyama remarked in his inaugural address as 

Professor of Ecumenics and World Christianity at Union Theological 

Seminary in N e w York that in the Japanese way of thinking continuity 

contains discontinuity and cosmology is more comprehensive than 

eschatology1- The expdsion of Christianity from Japan and China is a 

necessary result of built-in inertia that seeks to preserve the integrity 

of their respective tradition. That is why the attempts at indigenization 

by the outsiders were treated as no indigenization at all. Only when 

indigenization is sought by the natives themselves in cultural as well as 

politicd terms as did the Koreans, could there be no collision of the 

two distinct impulses inherent in Asian and Christian ways. There still 

remains after diagnosing the historic conflict, however, the unresolved 

question: is Asianization a demise of Christianity or is it the metamor

phosis without which the gospel of Christ could not take root in a 

land so different from the West, where the first phase of indigenization 

took place? 

FOOTNOTES 
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Tfiese Also Believe (New York: Macmillan, 1970). 

:The compass that enabled long distance journeys on the sea was originally invented 
by the Chinese, So was the gunpowder that aided the global conquests ofthe 
Portuguese and the Spaniards. 

'The reason w h y he executed Franciscan missionaries was to avoid interference with 
over fifty feudal lords in the Nagasaki region w h o had become Jesuit converts. 

•iFor more on the history of Catholic mission to Japan, see Michael Cooper, S.J., 
Tftey Came to Japan; A n Anthology of European Reports on Japan, 1545-1640 (Berkeley, 
Calif.: Univ. of California Press, 1965), and George Elison, Deus Destroyed: tfte Image of 
Christianity in Early Modern Japan (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Univ. Press, 1973). For 
Protestant mission to Japan in the 19th and 20th centuries, which was markedly 
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Japan (Berkeley, Calif.: Univ. of California Press, 1970). 

^For K'ang-hsi's upbringing by a Jesuit, see Jonathan D. Spence, Emperior of China: 
Self-portrait of K'ang-ftsi (New York: Knopf, 1974), 
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ueveral months ago I was invited to participate in a symposium to be 

held at the December 1981 meeting of the American Academy of 

Religion on the subject of "The Death-of-God Theology Reconsidered." 

Since I played a visible role in the movement of radical theology, I was 

pleased to accept. M y colleagues in the symposium will be Thomas J,J. 

Altizer and William Hamilton. 

The invitation elicited from m e some reflection on the 

unanticipated direction that my career as a heterodox theologian has 

taken since the sixties. As some of you may know, I argued in my 

writings and in public forums that the doctrine of the election of 

Israel and the belief that God is preeminently the ultimate actor in the 

drama of history could only be maintained if one regarded the 

destruction ofthe European Jews an expression of divine punishment 

against the Jews. Since I could not so regard the event, I felt compelled 

to abandon those centrd tenets ofjewish religious self-interpretation. 

Had anybody suggested at the time that I would have been willing to 

adopt a posture of friendship, sympathy and cooperation with a 

movement whose fundamental energies spring from their faith in 

God's action in history and the election ofthe Korean nation as the 

Third Israel, I would have rejected the idea as utterly beyond the 

realm of possibility Nevertheless, that is precisely what has happened. 

In this paper I propose to share with you one ofthe principal reasons, 

though by no means the only one, why this has taken place. 

Although it has often been said that I had asserted that "God is 
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dead," I had in fact insisted that no such statement codd be made 

about God and that the term "death of God" was descriptive of the 

human condition rather than in any sense a meaningfid statement 

about God. I did say that "we live in the time ofthe death of God" by 

which I meant that the thread linking heaven and earth, God and man 

had been broken. What I did not then redize was that while this was 

an accurate metaphor for the spiritual condition of much of western 

civilization, it was not and codd not be an accurate perception ofthe 

spiritud condition of mankind as a whole. I was reacting to the radicd 

denid of ultimate mord or religious norms that characterized western 

civilization. I was fully aware of the feet that millions of men and 

women in every western country continued to believe in God and to 

conduct their lives, insofar as they were able, in accordance with their 

inherited faith. Although I did not spell out what I meant sociologically, 

the phenomenon to which I referred was intrinsic to the moderniza

tion process as that process had unfolded in the West. I define that 

process as entailing the progressive rationdization ofthe economy and 

society. I understand rationdization, as did Max Weber, as involving 

"the methodicd attainment of a definitely given and practical end by 

an increasingly precise calcdation of adequate mean."1 To the extent 

that an economy or a society is fully rationdized in the formd sense, 

all vdues and institutions that impede the efficient attainment of its 

practicd ends will be rejected, even if these vdues are hallowed by 

immemorid custom or religious tradition. As Weber understood, in a 

fully rationdized economy impersond calcdations of profit and loss 

w o d d eliminate all considerations based upon shared feelings of 

fraternity, kinship, community or even simple humanity. Moreover, 

once set in motion such a system is internally compdsive, Failure to 

conform to its rules brings in its train the most severe economic 

penalties. This is especidly true of advanced technologicd societies in 

which the scde of investment is so large that failure to meet the test of 

rationdity in planning, manufacturing, marketing and distribution 

can resdt in catastrophic loss, as the American automobile industry 

has recently learned to its extreme distress. 

W h e n I spoke of our era as "the time ofthe death of God," I had 
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in mind the social, economic and political consequences of the 

modernization process as suggested above. I first became interested in 

the modernization process as a result of m y research into the phe

nomenon of large-scde programs of state-sponsored population elim

ination such as the destruction ofthe European Jews, the Armenians, 

and, more recently the Cambodians.2 This is not the occasion to 

discuss that work in detail, but in all three instances once the decision 

was taken by the political decision-makers, no religious sentiment or 

vdue proved efficacious in hdting the program. The personnel involved 

had only one imperative, the effective fidfillment of one's assigned 

task. For the vast majority ofthe functionaries all other considerations 

of vdue were effectively eliminated, Furthermore, such behavior was 

entirely consistent with Weber's description of the normal behavior 

of bureaucratic functionaries in both modern economic and politicd 

institutions.1 Put differently, such behavior was not a "throwback" to 

an earlier, more "barbaric" age, as some w o d d suggest, but an 

expression of the modern spirit itself. 1 

In the face of a culture that proved to be practically Godless, no 

matter what the private religious sentiments of the individuals w h o 

comprised that culture might be, it is altogether understandable that 

sensitive individuals might turn to traditional religious institutions as a 

counter to a normless and valueless culture. Indeed the revival of 

religion in the United States in the past decade has been a reaction to 

the threat of anomy that a world that is practically Godless inevitably 

entails. There is obviously a limit to the kind of moral and spiritual 

anarchy that had begun to characterize the advanced technological 

societies ofthe West. Nevertheless, w e must ask whether the current 

revival is likely to provide an adequate long-term response to the 

problems of relativism, skepticism and normlessness that has afflicted 

the modern world and that led Dostoevski to depict Ivan Karamazov 

as asserting, "If there is no God, all things are permitted," 

Unfortunately, there are good reasons for believing that the radical 

secularism to be found in the West is not a cultural force independent of western religion 

but an unintended consequence of it. Permit m e to offer an example of what I 

mean. In the part of the United States in which I live there are huge 
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pine forests that are periodically cut down and replanted by the 

corporations that own the forests. The behavior ofthe corporations is 

an example of the rationalizing spirit of modernity. The trees are 

simply regarded as a commodity to be produced in accordance with a 

planned schedule to meet the demands ofthe world market. There is 

nothing inherently sacred in the trees. For the corporation and even 

the local people, trees are there simply to be cut down and used by 

man. Yet, such an attitude is by no means universd. In many parts of 

the world trees are thought to be possessed by spirits and hence to be 

sacred. An important moment in the history of western religion came 

when the Emperor Charlemagne deliberately caused to be cut down 

trees in the Saxon forests as a means of demonstrating that the trees 

were possessed of neither deities nor spirits. Although most people in 

the West today take it for granted that woods, mountains and streams 

are simply natural objects devoid of any inherent sacrality, an extraor

dinary spiritud revolution had to take place before people codd so 

regard the phenomena of the physical world. Moreover, this trans

formation was part of a larger revolution in which human politicd 

institutions were radically desacrdized. Where once the majority of 

mankind believed that an aura of divinity encompassed their rders 

and their political institutions, both rders and governing institutions 

have normally come to be regarded as purely human institutions. 

The cultural process whereby the naturd and human world 

came to be regarded as devoid of any inherent sacrdity has been 

identified as that of Entzauberung der Welt, the disenchantment of the 

world. According to Max Weber, where such disenchantment occurs 

"there are in principle no mysterious forces that come into play, but 

rather one can, in principle, master all thing by cdculation."̂  Inevita

bly, such disenchantment leads to radicd secularization. Where this 

process reaches its logical conclusion, the world is regarded as totally 

godless and hence anomic, a condition that most men and women 

find intolerable. 

It is sometimes daimed that the process of disenchantment and 

secularization is the resdt of modern intellectud criticism of tradi

tional beliefs and institutions. In reality it is highly unlikely that 
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secularism codd have taken hold as a mass phenomenon on the basis 

of intellectual criticism alone. Every person is born into the world in 

such a way that fear, reverence and awe of sacred institutions, tradi

tions and powers can be inculcated with overwhelmingly powerful 

emotional force long before he or she acquires the faculty of critical 

reflection. If, for example, I had been taught from earliest childhood 

that the trees in m y garden are the abode of sacred spirits and that I 

must be ever on m y guard not to injure them, it is not likely that a 

university course in biology or philosophy could change m y mind 

about the trees. Only a religious faith that is radically polemic to the 

forces of magic and to belief in the earth's indwelling spirits could 

have legitimated the profound spiritual, cultural and psychological 

revolution that was necessary before an entire civilization could reject 

and negate that which m e n and w o m e n had revered as sacred from 

time immemorial. Moreover, only one religious tradition prodaimed 

the existence of an absolutely sovereign Power, upon w h o m all things 

without exception were utterly dependent for their existence, w h o 

was unremittingly hostile to the powers of magic and polytheism. 

Given the exdusive power of that sovereign Power, those w h o 

accepted him as their God, at least in the West, felt they had no 

alternative but to assume a posture of radical hostility towards the 

sacred spirits and traditions ofthe rest of mankind. In his claim to total 

and exdusive worship, the transcendent God of Biblical monotheism 

demanded that his followers regard all other gods, powers and spirits 

as of no account. Put differently, belief in the God of the Bible 

involved a radical rejection of any sort of belief in the reality of the 

spirit world, at least in the West. This attitude is characteristically 

expressed by the Psalmist: 

"Great is the Lord and worthy of all praise. 

He is more to be feared than all gods. 
For the gods of the nations are idols every one; 

But the Lord made the heavens," (Ps. 96:4-5) 

A similar attitude is to be found in Deutero-Isaiah: 

"Thus saith the Lord, King of Israel, 
the Lord of Hosts, his Redeemer: 
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I am the first and I am the last, 

and there is no God but me." (Isaiah 44:6) 

If one wants to find the origins ofthe m o d e m secdar world, one 

can find its beginnings here. Only those who believed in God's unique 

sovereignty codd safely abandon belief in magic, spirits and powers 

and create a world that was as subject to mankind's absolute mastery 

as men were subject to God's mastery. This is evident in the incident of 

Charlemagne and the trees. It was only because Charlemagne believed 

in the one God of the Bible that he was liberated from fear of the 

spirits of the woodland groves and did not hesitate to cut down the 

trees. He codd not have foreseen that a day w o d d come when men 

w o d d lose all reverence for nature and see the forest simply as a 

source of monetary gain. Nevertheless, disenchantment ofthe world, 

or radicd desacrdization and secdarization, is the indispensable pre

condition of the rationdization of the economy and society which is 

the fundamentd characteristic of modernization and capitdism. Thus, 

the paradoxical precondition of a radically secularizing attitude that has effectively 

eliminated all religious values from both the economy and the productive processes ofthe 

modern world was a religious revolution. A further p a r a d o x is that t h e very 

absence of religious vdues which is characteristic of m o d e m secdar 

capitdism is an unintended consequence of the cdturd triumph of 

the polemic attitude to the gods, spirits and traditions of the non-

biblicd world. This point of view is, of course, thoroughly consistent 

with the insights of Max Weber on the biblicd roots of the 

disenchantment of the world and the role of Cdvinism in the emer

gence of rationd bourgeois capitdism. Crucid to Cdvinism's role in 

creating the m o d e m world has been the fact that it affirmed with far 

greater consistency than ever before the transcendence, exdusiveness 

and sovereignty of the biblicd God. Unlike Judaism, which was the 

religion of a smdl group of outsiders, Cdvinism was the predominant 

religious force precisely in those communities in which capitdism 

experienced its initid impetus. 

If the above andysis has any merit, it w o d d follow that a return 

to the traditional biblicd faith of the West will not serve as a 

long-range antidote for the negative cdtural and mord consequences 
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of contemporary secdar civilization. The economic achievements of 

rationd bourgeois capitalism, by which I mean the civilization in 

which formd rationdity has achieved its greatest success, are in a 

certain sense the unintended consequences of religious values that are 

rooted in faith in the sovereign and radical transcendence of the 

unique God of biblical monotheism. But note: these values have had a 

totally secdarizing effect! Faith in the sovereignty of this God has 

intensified our sense ofthe worldliness ofthe world and ofthe futility 

of mastering the world other than through methodically organized, 

disciplined, systematic calculation. Moreover, the theological conse

quences of the affirmation of the radical transcendence of this God, 

both by virtue of the utter inaccessibility of his transcendent nature 

and by virtue ofthe suspicion that by means of relating to him, even in 

prayer and religious worship itself, might be a form of magic.6 In the 

find analysis, as Weber understood, those w h o believe in this God 

have no choice but rationally to pursue their vocations wholly within 

the world, the one remaining link to their God being their faith that 

he has manifested his sovereignty by causing them to prosper in their 

vocations. Worldly success is pursued in early capitalism not for the 

sake of consumption or any of the superfluous gratifications that 

affluence might bring, but because it offers the believer, cut off from 

God by an impossible transcendence, the last remaining hint of 

whether or not he has been accepted by God, 

There are many reasons w h y Weber remains worthy of study 

today not the least is the insight implicit in his work that moderniza

tion is Christian in its origins and that, even w h e n it has lost its origind 

religious motivation, it nevertheless represents both an intrinsic and a 

socio-culturd expression ofthe triumph ofthe world view of what he 

called "ascetic Protestantism." Put differently the Weber hypothesis 

implies that modernization represents a highly successful form of 

Christianization even w h e n it is adopted by non-Christians w h o con

tinue to be faithful to their ancestral religious traditions. Lest I be 

misunderstood, I do not offer these observations because of any desire 

to foster Christianity among non-Christians but because I see no other 

way to interpret the socio-culturd meaning of the phenomenon of 
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modernization, Here again Weber is instructive. Commenting on the 

m o d e m world, Weber observed that: 

The fate of our time is characterized by rationdization and, 

above all, by the 'disenchantment of the world.' 

In essence to modernize means to rationdize and to "disen

chant," but, as w e have seen, it is only with the triumph of Protestant 

Christianity and its doctrine of the radicd and unique sovereignty of 

the transcendent Creator God that such rationdization becomes 

possible for whole masses of people rather than for a small group of 

intellectual elites. 

Yet, if modernization is a form of Christianization, there is great 

irony in the feet, that as a form of secdarization, modernization is an 

expression of self-negating Christianization. This does not mean that 

Christian Churches have lost their power or their numbers. O n the 

contrary in the United States they are gaining in strength, but do 

Christian religious vdues have the power to dethrone morally-neutrd 

economic vdues where the survivd of great financid institutions are 

at stake? To pose this question in this form is to answer it as did Weber: 

The materid development of an economy on the basis of 
socid associations flowing from market relationships generally 

follows its objective rdes, disobedience to which entails eco
nomic failure and, in the long run, economic ruin.s 

Is there then no way out of a civilization of quantifying ration

ality that has the effect of dissolving all spiritud and ethicd vdues? Are 

w e condemned to the "iron cage" ofthe future, as Weber suggested, 

or is there a way out? It is m y conviction that the situation is by no 

means hopeless although no m a n can predict the outcome. If w e are 

correct that only a religious revolution codd have brought about the 

transformations of consciousness that led to the disenchantment of 

the world and eventually to modernization, then in all likelihood, it 

will take a transformation of consciousness originating in religion to 

overcome the present situation. Unfortunately, genuine religious 

transformations cannot be brought about simply because their need is 

deeply felt. Moreover, such transformations must originate with m e n 
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and women of inspiration, inspiration that is credible. They cannot 

originate with contemporary western-trained theologians or religious 

scholars. The theological training received by most clergymen in the 

West, whether Protestant or Jewish, and to a certain extent Roman 

Catholic, is an expression of the same spirit of rationality that has 

brought forth the m o d e m world. It is, for example, impossible to 

receive a theological degree from any mainstream western institution 

without studying the basic texts ofthe biblical religions as if they were 

literary documents to be investigated in the same spirit of critical 

inquiry as any other historical document. O n e might say that the 

disenchantment process, with its attendant secdarization, has expressed 

itself not only outside ofthe religious community but also in the way 

religious professionals are currently trained. This is understood by 

those Orthodox Jews and Fundamentalist Christians w h o continue to 

regard the Bible as literally the word of God. Nevertheless, it is 

impossible for western religious communities to overcome seculariza

tion w h e n the very way they train their professionals is itself an 

expression ofthe secdarization process. If credible, world-transforming 

religious inspiration is needed in our times, it is not likely to come 

from either the scholars or the dergy trained in the modern institu

tions ofthe western world. I indude myself in this category. This is not 

because of any flaw in the character of the religious professionals but 

because of the unavoidably secular nature of the training which is 

today an indispensable prerequisite of their certification. In spite 

of themselves, they are fully a part of the rational spirit of the age. 

This is part of what I meant w h e n I said that w e live in the time of 

the "death of God." 

It is, however, m y conviction that possibilities for spiritud renewd 

exist in the Orient which may have an important long-range impact 

on the world as a whole. Lest I be misunderstood, I do not see the 

conventional American experiments in oriental religion or funda

mentalism as the way out of the "iron cage." The fundamentalist 

renaissance represents a return to biblical religion, but if, as w e have 

argued, modern secular culture is an unintended consequence ofthe 

triumph of biblical religion, then any return to biblical religion, unless 
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it is combined with some new spiritual element, can only have the 

long-range effect of further intensifying the rationdity ofthe modern

ization process, 

Although it is too early to offer a judgment on whether the 

Unification Church will be the effective agent ofthe spiritud renewal 

that is required if we are to find a way out ofthe "iron cage," it does 

offer certain elements of promise. The rest of this paper is devoted to 

a brief enumeration of some of these elements: 

Charismatic Leadership. If it is the fete of the biblicd religions to 

negate themselves in ever-widening areas of human endeavor, only a 

religious leader who can with credibility daim the authority to define 

what is to be permitted and what prohibited is likely to overcome the 

vdue-free character ofthe present situation. While such vdue-definition 

is possible today on the part of religious authorities, it is largely limited 

to matters of private mordity. It has little effect on the larger 

community. Neither mainstream Jewish nor Protestant dergymen 

have effective vdue-defining authority. They are largely sdaried pro-

fessionds who know their socid location and its constraints. Charis

matic leadership can be derived either from the office or the person 

of the leader. As we know, the papacy is an institution whose 

authority derives from office charisma. The leader of the Unification 

Church derives his authority from persond charisma. 

His daim to authority is based upon his experience of having 

been commissioned to carry on and perhaps to complete the work of 

redemption commenced by other great religious figures of the past. 

Moreover, his daim carries with it what can minimdly be described as 

a psychologicd authority that no western religious figure codd pos

sibly possess. He comes from a country in which indigenous shamanistic 

religion co-exists with Protestant Christianity in a way that w o d d be 

utterly impossible in the West, According to the English scholar 

Spencer J. Pdmer, the revivd of indigenous Korean religion was an 

important element in fostering the spread of Christianity in that 

country. Pdmer maintains that Koreans were able to identify Hananim, 

the High God of their indigenous tradition, with the biblicd God. 
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Palmer also holds that the traditions that assert that (a) Hananim gave 

life to the people by sending his divine son into the world and (b) that 

Hananim's grandson Tan'gun was the first Korean king seemed to 

many Koreans doser to Christianity than to either Buddhism or 

Confucianism.0 If Pdmer is correct, Korean Christianity was in generd 

never as hostile to or removed from the nation's original spiritual 

traditions as was the case in most predominantly Protestant countries, 

Hence the turning of the Korean people to Christianity was less 

uprooting and less dienating than elsewhere. Put differently, Korean 

Christians, or at least a goodly number of them, did not experience 

the kind of "disenchantment of the world" that was experienced in 

the West, It has therefore been possible for religiously-inspired Koreans 

to daim to have received communications from the spirit world with 

none of the self-doubt or imputation of bad faith that would inevi

tably attend such assertions were they made by a western religious 

leader. Of course, it is possible to reduce the Rev. Moon's experiences 

to the categories of western psychology of religion, but to do so is 

merely to translate the terminology used in one cdture to describe a 

phenomenon to that used in another. There is absolutely no reason 

for asserting that one mode of description is superior to another. 

Insofar as the Rev. Moon is not cut off from the sources of inspiration 

present in indigenous Korean religious culture, he may be able to 

infuse his movement with a spirit of inspiration that is no longer 

possible in the secularizing and disenchanted West. That he has been 

able to inspire an impressive number of persons both in the East and 

the West is evident from the growth of the Church. 

Obviously, charismatic leadership has a certain element of insta

bility in it as Weber understood. It serves best an as agent of radicd 

change, Its long-range effects can only be ascertained over time, 

perhaps only after the charisma has been routinized. Yet, it is inter

esting to note that at least one important German historian of 

sociology, Wolfgang Mommsen, has daimed that Weber came to see 

charismatic leadership as the only hope of overcoming the "iron cage" 

of a bureaucratically-ossified modern world. Because of the horren

dous experience with charismatic leadership experienced by Germans 
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during the period of Nationd Socialism, there has understandably 

been much controversy over Mommsen's attempt to depict Weber as 

in any sense favoring what could be regarded as the Euhrerprinzip. Yet, 

Mommsen's observations cannot be easily dismissed. In a structured 

world in which each person is required to fulfill his assigned task 

without concerning himself with the vdue of what he does, some

body must decide in the area of vdues. According to Mommsen, 

Weber came to the condusion that the charismatic leader w o d d 

dtimately be that person,10 

I find no reason seriously to question Mommsen's basic condu-

sions, while fully recognizing the hazards involved in charismatic 

leadership, There is, however, one fundamentd difference between 

Weber's charismatic vdue-creator and religious charismatic leaders 

such as the Rev, Sun Myung Moon. Weber's charismatic leader is the 

great man who is responsible to no one save himself. Moon's charisma 

is based upon a daim of divine commission that places him in a line of 

religious leaders and thus is likely to have certain safeguards that a 

leader responsible only to himself w o d d lack. Obviously, the Rev. 

James Jones can be offered as proof that the safeguards are a slender 

thread on which to rely, but Jones and his community were involved 

in a strategy of separation and withdrawd from the world whereas 

the Unification Church is thoroughly engaged in the world it 

hopes to transform. 

I should like to condude this section with a comment that is 

both personal and theologicd. W h e n I participated in die so-called 

death-of-God movement, I was in a sense saying that the theologicd 

enterprise codd go no further, Moreover, I was acutely conscious of 

the feet that I and my peers were the generation after Tillich. I was 

convinced then and remain convinced today that no purely intellec-

tud enterprise in the domain of theology codd transcend the "death 

of God." I dso knew that were some religious figure to present 

himself as divinely commissioned, a fundamentally new element 

w o d d be introduced into the contemporary religious situation that 

w o d d transcend the "death of God." Theologians can reflect on those 

who daim to have been commissioned by God. They do not daim 
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such a commission. My attitude to the Rev. Sun Myung Moon is one of 

respectful and sympathetic appreciation of what he has achieved and 

promises to achieve in the future. I have until n o w found no way in 

which I can evaluate his daims. Were I to do so by customary method, 

that is the interpretation of religion in terms of the psychology and 

sociology of religion, I would merely be incorporating his experience 

into m y system without having come any closer to an accurate 

evaluation of it. Of one thing I a m convinced. Only a charismatic 

religious figure could extricate us from the "iron cage" of secularity 

and modernity. I will concede that the Rev. M o o n is the most 

significant charismatic leader to arise in our times. 

The Millenarian Character of the Unification Church. Millenarian move

ments arise at moments of great historicd crisis when the customary 

institutions and traditions are no longer adequate as culturd and/or 

spiritual vehides for coping with the situations in which large num

bers of people find themselves. As is well known, the dislocations that 

have attended modernization frequently result in the rise of mille

narian movements. This was the case with the Cargo cdts of the 

Pacific Islands as well as the millenarian movements that have arisen in 

Japan and elsewhere in the orient in the twentieth century That the 

present time is one of historical crisis would seem to be obvious, 

Moreover, there is one respect in which the crisis has deepened 

spiritually as contrasted with the pre-World War II period. In that 

period the substitute ideologies of right and left-wing politics still 

seemed credible as alternatives to a religion that had failed of credi

bility at least among the intellectuals. Today, both fascism and com

munism still have their adherents, but the historical failure of both the 

regimes of the right and the left, such as Nazi Germany and commu

nist Russia, render the political dternatives less attractive as surrogate 

faiths than they once were. Yet, the need for spiritual and cultural 

transformation remains. It has been said that millenarian movements 

can be pre- and post-political. Yet, such movements have been known 

to act as agents of both religious and social transformation. There is 

risk in the fact that the Unification Church is a millenarian movement 
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as there is risk in the feet that it is led by a charismatic figure. Yet, it is 

precisely in these elements of risk that the movement may also find its 

ability to be a genuine agent of transformation. 

Tfie Asian Origin of the Church. As one who believes that, both 

economicdly and politically the center of gravity of world civilization 

is in the process of shifting from the Atlantic to the Pacific, I find the 

Asian origins of the Unification Church a distinct advantage to it. At 

one level, the Unification Church has almost single-handedly, reversed 

the historic role of the Christian missions. Until its advent, Christian 

missionary efforts were almost exdusively those undertaken by western 

churches to effect the spiritud transformation of the non-western 

parts ofthe world. The Unification Church is the first church of purely 

Asian origin to carry its mission successfully to the West. Moreover, it 

has done so with a degree of intelligence, sophistication and style that 

is perhaps unparalleled in the history of Christian missionary efforts in 

m o d e m times, O n e result of the Church's mission has been the fact 

that a number of western thinkers, among w h o m I indude myself, 

have been exposed to Asia and Asian religion in a direct and imme

diate way that w o d d not have been possible otherwise. W e have yet 

to be able to calcdate the extent to which the Unification Church has 

come at precisely the m o m e n t w h e n the bdance between East and 

West had shifted decisively. Perhaps the m o m e n t at which western 

religion had come to the dead end ofthe "iron cage" was followed by 

the kind of shift from one civilization to another that makes a n e w 

beginning possible. In human history, every n e w era has witnessed its 

o w n characteristic spiritud response. It is doubtfid that many moments 

in human history have been as laden with the potentialities for n e w 

material and spiritual beginnings as the inauguration of the "Pacific era. 

With that n e w beginning the Unification Church has a unique and 

unpardleled opportunity. Hopefidly, it will grasp that opportunity. 

Hopefully, it will give to humanity a n e w fidfillment for a very old 

idea: Ex Oriente Lux, Light out of The East. 
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I. 

Ihe average person, whether layman or theologian, approaches the 

Unification Church with newspaper and magazine headlines ringing in 

his or her ears. Given the sensationalism surrounding the rapid expan

sion of the followers of Sun Myung Moon from the mid-1960s to 

mid-1970s and the controversy which surrounded this, it could hardly 

be otherwise. However, our task is not to evaluate the barrage of 

media criticism, nor to evaluate the program and practices of the 

Unification movement, but to understand and appraise the view of 

the nature of God which lies behind it. This is a proper theological 

task. And the theme of this essay will be that their view of the 

Principle according to which God acts is both Rev. Moon's 'revelation' 

and the key to understanding the actions of the Holy Spirit Associa

tion for the Unification of World Christianity (the movement's orig

ind name), as well as its attractiveness to young people worldwide. 

The general public hears about street fundraising in America, real 

estate purchases and business ventures, but these activities attract few 

to be disciples of Rev. Moon. The rare insight he offers into God's plan 

to create a new world, however, does. 

The Mission ofjesus is, of course, also central, as well as Moon's 

account of the Fall and the entrance of evil into human nature. But 

these are secondary, derivative doctrines, which depend on his initial 

insight into the Principle according to which God acts. Even members 

are not in full agreement about what 'Principle' means, although it is 

central to the thought and life of each convert. The outside public 
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quite naturally believes that the devotion of each disciple is to Rev. and 

Mrs. Moon as persons, as True Parents, 

Their place is central in the concept of the new unified Family 

and the arranged, blessed marriages which are to inaugurate the 

God-centered families that Adam and Eve, and Jesus too, foiled to 

start. Although the relationship of Moon to the Principle is both 

complex and subtle, his place is determined more by the concept of 

the Principle of God's action rather than vice versa. The key to 

conversion of new disciples is their acceptance ofthe teaching ofthe 

Principle, which itself is not quite identical with the book now 

entitled Divine Principle,1 just as the Word of God may be revealed in 

the Bible without being identical to the printed word of a certain 

version of that scripture. 

The core ofthe subtlety, of course, is that the revelation, and the 

development of the Principle, came to and through Rev. Moon in his 

early years in Korea. In traditiond fashion, he preached the Principle 

orally before it was written down, and the earlier written versions 

were less elaborately filled out with historicd accounts than the 

present standard text. Some ofthe added materid came from sources 

other than Moon, and the book can be revised (he says he will do so) 

without damage to the core ofthe Principle. The members speak of it 

as the Completed Testament, since the key to God's intended action is 

the revelation of this Principle which was reserved to be made dear in 

these latter days. God has not rejected the program ofthe Old or N e w 

Testament, but, as some scripture indicates, he did not reveal every 

detail of his projected action or time table at first. He reserved some 

disclosures for a later day when the Kingdom of Heaven on Earth 

would be inaugurated. Just as the early Christian Church viewed Old 

Testament scripture as preparation for the New, so Moonists look on 

the N e w Testament as a preparation for God's action in the last days, 

now outlined by the communication of the Principle via Rev. Moon. 

One key to this new understanding of God's revealed way of 

action involves the use of "centrd figures" as God's instrument for 

affecting the course of human events, Adam, Moses, Abraham, Jesus 

were such central figures, and now Moon is called to that crucial 
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position in a pivotal time, The question of whether Moon is a new 

messiah, or the Lord ofthe Second Advent predicted by the Principle, 

is not so important and is subject to a variety of affirmations. But it is 

hard to conceive of anyone following Moon, or putting up with the 

demanding and sacrificial life involved, unless he or she believed Moon 

to be the central figure selected by God as his instrument in the 

present age. As we shall see, such election does not necessarily mean 

success for the mission, but Principle teaches that the primary meaning 

of faith is the identification of such a central figure or figures and 

uniting with them to try again to institute God's Kingdom on earth, 

God's goal since creation. Lack of unity with the central figure, which 

means a lack of centering love in God's purpose, is the primary reason 

for previous failures in God's program, and thus it is the chief sin in the 

spiritual world of Rev. Moon, 

II. 

So much by way of setting the scene for describing God and his 

principle of action. Let us proceed first to scan Divine Principle for its 

description of God's plan of action, next summarize this, and then 

offer an evaluation. I say "God's plan of action" rather than "God's 

nature" since Divine Principle offers an activist, pragmatic account. To be 

sure, God's nature is outlined in a metaphysical description of his 

attributes, but God is primarily to be understood, and related to, 

according to our understanding of his principle of action. I know no 

member who is devoted to the account of the elements of God's 

nature, but many who are convinced that they now understand 

'God's heart,' the principle of his action, and the plan according to 

which he w o d d now have them act and serve him. In a day in which 

God has been pronounced dead by theologians and placed in limbo by 

skepticism, underneath the sensationalism the most important fact 

about the rise of the Unified Family (a name they once used for 

themselves) is the strength ofthe individual member's assurance that, 

at last, he understands God's plan. This is now available to him thanks 

to Rev. Moon's suffering (paying of indemnity) to overcome Satanic 

forces and uncover the Principle. 
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The key to understanding and appraising the Unification view of 

God, I will argue, lies with this account of God's newly reveded 

principle of action. If you understand and accept the Principle, and 

Moon as its instrument, you are a Moonist, However, the metaphysicd-

theologicd issue underlying this is: (1) Whether God is bound to the 

detail of the Principle, or whether he remains independent from it 

and could revise it; and (2) Whether he did save the dimax of his 

progressive revelation until this latter day and choose a new nation 

(Korea) for its expression. Also, even if dl this is accepted, has God's 

revelation now dosed with the expression of the Principle, or codd 

God act again at some future time to dter his program? This, of 

course, reduces to the question of whether, even if one accepted this 

later revelation and the disdosure of God's principle of action, God is 

identical with this revelation or is independent of it. Many who reject 

the Unification Church do so because they take revelation to be dosed 

at some time in the past and thus no longer open. For Moonists, the 

issue is whether revelation is still open after the Principle. 

Setting aside the fundamentd issue of whether God codd dter a 

past revelation and open yet another new future, what is the Unification 

view of God's nature and the Principle ofhis action? As confirmation 

of this way of approach to the Unification view ofthe nature of God, 

note that the church's chief theologian, Young Oon Kim, has no 

section in her book, Unification Theology and Christian Thought2, specifically 

on God. There is a chapter on Christology and the Mission ofjesus, but 

the rest ofthe work outlines God's action and his plan for the future 

in the Principle of Creation, the Fall of Man, the History of Restora

tion, etc. Of course, God lurks about on every page. Moonists are 

ever-sensitive to God's aims versus some Christian groups which center 

on the sacraments, on liturgy, or on socid programs. Thus, Professor 

Kim is always describing God, not so much directly or metaphysically 

but in terms ofhis program, human history, and the future. Rev. Moon 

uses metaphysical concepts to describe God in Divine Principle but I see 

no attachment on his part to the undterable truth of these concepts. 

They seem symbolic or suggestive, and thus dterable. It is the core of 

the Principle of God's action in history that is normative. 
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From the devoutness of the core members of the Movement 

and its worldwide spread, we know it is possible to relate to God on 

the basis ofthe Principle and experience a sense ofthe presence ofthe 

divine. To m e this does not indicate that it is the sole avenue to God, 

nor even the preferable one, but it does tell us that it is one of the 

ways men and women can be brought to see God, sometimes with 

considerable impact. Since Divine Principle begins with the Principle of 

Creation, we know that this is the beginning of its approach to God, 

True, Genesis is the first book in the Bible as we have the canon, and it 

begins with the creation story. However, since Unification theology is 

a variant of Christianity, it is important to note that the N e w Testa

ment writers sometimes take a different approach. True, the office 

and mission of Jesus have often been interpreted in terms of Old 

Testament expectations, and some Christian groups still rely heavily 

on Old Testament sources and images. Nevertheless, it would be 

difficdt to say that Genesis forms the context of traditional Christian 

teaching in the same way that it does for the Unification view of God. 

fn other words, Jesus' mission as the Christ is understood in terms 

of a more general outline of God's action in creation and history, 

rather than Jesus himself serving as the center. This is neither unique 

nor necessarily bad, but it is true that Moonists speak more about God 

and less about Jesus. Or more accurately, they relate directly to God 

and understand Jesus within their new view of God, rather than God's 

sole self-revelation being found in Jesus, Mediation to God is via the 

Principle and its disdosures, in which to be sure Jesus plays a central 

role, but not as the sole incarnation of God, To go further on this 

theme would take us into Unification Christology, but it is important 

to go at least this fer in order to understand how God is approached 

and what this tells us about both the divine nature and Jesus' office, 

Since Jesus offered a central revelation, but not the only revelation of 

God, and since revelation was not dosed but remains open, to under

stand God it is necessary to search out the movement ofthe Holy Spirit 

in the present age. Then, we use this new insight as the key to piece 

together God's past actions with his future intentions—which is what 

Rev, M o o n did in his prayer and biblical study to uncover the Principle. 



114 THE GOD OF PRINCIPLE 

III. 

Divine Principle opens by suggesting that we all seek happiness, 

which is attained when our desires are fulfilled. W e can go the path of 

unrighteousness, but we each have an "original mind" (p, 9) which 

seeks happiness by delight in the law of God. Through the fell, we have 

lost our ability to follow the original mind and so are caught in great 

contradictions. At this point Moon makes his first assumption about 

God, that he would not have created man with such a contradiction 

(divided nature) (p. 3.). This rationdist assumption is so basic to 

Unification views of God that it is hard to over stress the importance 

of its consequences. It sets the Moonist in opposition to the Existen

tialist, for example. As we will see, it is the beginning of a series of 

restrictions Divine Principle places on God which have the paradoxicd 

consequence of both reveding a dear pattern of God's activity for the 

believer to relate to while at the same time binding God rigidly to that 

schedule. For instance, the Introduction already sounds the important 

theme ofthe necessity to unify science and religion (p. 4), so that the 

church's cdtural endeavors (e.g., dance and musicd groups, confer

ences) become central to God's program, but it also binds his success 

to the outcome of questionable projects (e.g., bringing cdtures 

together, uniting science and religion). 

It may be that no one can have a revelation of God that is 

concrete without binding God to the detail of the form of the 

revelation. Still, it is possible to see God and announce that vision but 

add that this may not be the only way in which God either can appear 

or may choose to do so, Although Moonists believe in a contingency 

in God's program, so that he does not relate to the world as a 

necessary process the precise details of which he foreknows, there is 

fixity in the Moonist assurance that theirs is indeed the program of 

action God will adhere to. Perhaps involved in the very notion of 

receiving a revelation, whether it be M o o n or Luther, is the 

overwhelming conviction that this is the conclusive insight into 

divinity. However, it is possible to coordinate this with a sense of the 

divine mystery, the hidden though reveded God, so that one's increased 
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learning about divinity is a "learned ignorance" as Cusanus puts it. One 

learns, sees, penetrates, feels God revealed but at the same time sees 

larger mysteries opened which the spiritual novice cannot be aware 

of. At the moment, followers ofthe Principle seem inflexible in their 

certainty of God's ways, but perhaps this is typical of the fresh 

convert's attitude and not so true of M o o n himself. The disciple's test 

in relation to God will come if he ignores the script or alters his 

prescribed lines. At that point they will need to decide whether they 

were wrong in their first perception, or whether God keeps an escape 

dause in dl his contracts. (If I were God deding with man, I wodd.) 

Like most n e w revelations, Divine Principle comes at a time when 

it sees Christianity in confusion and ineffective (p. 7). As with Luther, 

Kierkegaard, Augustine, or George Fox, a dedine in spirituality and 

the loss of institutional vigor seem to provide an occasion for fresh 

revelation. Some movements press for a n e w strict spirituality in their 

disgust with the world. The Principle asserts that the worlds of spirit 

and flesh must be "joined in perfect unity" (p. 8), This makes it opt for 

a heaven realized on earth (cf Marxism) and promote an activism in 

the world to bring about God's plan. Physical happiness is important, 

since the physicd body is not an obstade but a means to achieve 

spiritual perfection in harmony. Divine Principle evidences its origins 

in a time of high optimism over the fruits of the physical sciences 

w h e n it insists that the road to unity requires interpreting things 

"scientifically" (p. 8). This assumes the singdarity and finality of 

scientific theory as if it were one thing, a hope many shared in the 

first half of this century but few do today. God, then, is scientific 

in his procedure. 

The whole vision is one of science approaching religion and 

religion approaching science. They only wait for "a n e w expression of 

truth" (p. 9) to bring these diverse realms together in a find consum

mation. Again the question is not so much whether our perception of 

science has changed since the first half of the century or even whether 

religion can be interpreted scientifically, as many others hoped also, as 

whether God achieves his purpose by these movements within cul

ture. If he did, it would be easier, but the problem is that God is then 
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bound to a cultural project and thus subject to defeat if that project 

fails or changes. However, the new truth which can accomplish this 

unity "should enable us to know God as reality" (p. 10). Thus, the 

conviction, and the assumption, is that God stands at last fully 

reveded—at least to the vanguard of this new truth (cf. Marxism) if 

not yet to all. The question, then, is whether any such find knowledge 

of God is possible in the nature of the case, given God and given 

human capacities. The question is dso whether God chooses to work 

in this way of progressive and then, at last, find revelation of his 

principle, Surely to feel oneself in possession of that principle, now 

fully reveded, is an overpowering experience. 

W e have sought unity among religions for some time, and Unifi

cation thought sees this as God's way. There shodd be a truth which 

can unite all existing religions in one absolute way (p. 11). This project 

involves enormous assumptions about the nature of religions (e.g., 

that they are such as to be able to be unified on any basis) and about 

God (e.g., that he moves by uniting all religions), both of which 

involve serious questions. Is it the case that God desires all men to live 

together in brotherly love under God as our Parent on this earth (p. 12)? 

The key to accomplish this is, of course, the liquidation of sin. Again 

like Marx, Moon thinks he has located evil in a single source and 

possesses the formula for its eradication (with God's help, of course). 

God has been manipdating history toward this end, whidi brings in 

the major assumption: that God works by and through the processes 

of history. This, too, like the confidence in science and the ided of 

unifying all religions, is a child of the nineteenth century, so that 

perhaps the crucid issue concerning God is whether he does in fact use 

history in this way. But God has sent a messenger to resolve the 

fundamentd questions of life and the universe: Sun Myung Moon. 

Are the heavenly secrets now brought to light by one who has 

fought against Satanic forces in the spiritud and physicd world and 

won a victory (p. 16)? Again, we have the question of whether God 

operates in such a fashion, or whether his secrets are reveded more as 

a surprise gift than as a reward for conquests. Chapter one of Divine 

Principle is the "Principle of Creation." This is the focal point where the 
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ones who come after the spiritual revealer begin their search to 

understand God too. Until this day no one has known the plan for the 

creation of m a n (p. 19), so that 'Principle' primarily means: the final 

coming to light of this plan as the resdt ofthe struggle ofthe central 

figure in our age. The assumption is that w e k n o w God's characteris

tics by observing the created world. This question has long been 

argued by philosophers. But Divine Principle is not really a natural 

theology, since even after Rev. Moon's spiritual and physical struggle 

and God's decision to reveal his plan in our time, the 'average man' 

cannot discern God's nature simply by empirical observation. He must 

study Principle intently and devoutly, and he must struggle spiritually 

and physically ("pioneer") at the same time. 

IV 

At this point a metaphysical principle is introduced, which 

governs not only God and his creation but the activity of all men, 

particularly those whose lives try to embody the Principle. A creation 

cannot c o m e into being, w e are told "unless a reciprocal relationship 

between positivity and negativity has been achieved" (p. 20), Male and 

female are treated as having essentially the dual characteristics of 

positivity and negativity It is not dear whether this way of proceeding 

is binding or is only one expression for h o w God creates. Also there is 

the even more central notion of'external form' and 'internd charac

ter' (p. 21). This makes it evident that God's nature is not governed by 

unity first of all, rather, a balance of dual characteristics is primary. 

External form is the visible counterpart of the internal character, and 

subjective and objective position govern these relationships. God 

exists as absolute subject, "having characteristics of both essential 

character and essential form" (p. 24). God's existence is governed by a 

reciprocal relationship between the dual characteristics of internal 

and external, and also masculinity and femininity. 

The Universe is God's substantial object, and Divine Principle then 

quotes the I Ching in support of its notion of God's dual characteris

tics. However, the traditional Western metaphysical notion of God's 

self-existent nature is affirmed. "Give and take" is a way of process, and 
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the universe is seen as forming give and take action due to the 

Universal Prime Energy of God (p. 28). Each individual stands as God's 

object and receives the power necessary for its existence. Thus, 

'power' and 'process' are prime concepts for interpreting God, more 

so than, say, 'substance' or 'being' in traditional theories. Unification 

views of the nature of God have been compared with Process Theol

ogy, and the similarities come out most dearly at this point. However, 

the Fall cut off man's give and take relationship with God, which 

indicates Divine Principle's stress on the fell and sin, neither of which are 

prominent in Process Theology. But fallen man can unite with Jesus in 

a give and take relationship and be restored to his origind nature (p. 

30). At this point w e see the novelty ofthe Principle, for it is said to be 

within man's scope to take the action necessary to restore himself. 

The "four position foundation" (p. 32) outlines the intricacies of 

God's operation and is used in preference to a traditiond notion of 

trinity. God, husband and wife and their offspring manifest the four 

position foundation, which indicates the centrdity of the family in 

the Unification view of both God and sdvation. If the mind centers on 

God, the body then unites with the mind as the mind becomes one 

with God, and the individual becomes the substantid object of God. 

The purpose of creation is restored when man lives centered on God. 

This w o d d have been accomplished in Adam and Eve had they not 

fallen. The universe lost its center when man fell. 

One might justifiably stop at this point and spend some time 

andyzing the details of Divine Principle's somewhat novel notion of how 

God's nature operates. It represents the metaphysicd core, and it 

explains their belief in salvation-through-the-femily The concentra

tion is on male-femde unity, which leads to the notion that Jesus' aim 

was to marry and found the God-centered family which Adam failed 

to do. However, I believe the core of their faith lies in the overall 

outline of God's operation, so that this metaphysicd account is 

accepted if the larger picture is accepted, not vice versa. 

W h e n it comes to God's relation to creation and his power, the 

Divine Principle is quite traditional. They can affirm with Haydn in Tfie 

Creation, "A new created world springs forth at God's command." 
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Some modern views have abandoned God's absolute control on 

creation, either limiting him to a role in the process or accepting an 

evolutionary scheme of progressive creation. However, the mystery in 

the Principle appears at this point, and I do not believe it is ever 

dispelled: If God has such absolute power over creation, why is he 

then bound to observe a certain process in order to accomplish his 

purposes, rather than exercising his power and restructuring the 

whole of creation at his will? Furthermore, theodicy is never really 

explained. That is, did God know Eve would succumb to Satan, and 

codd this have been prevented? Do we live in the only possible order 

God might have created, or codd he have created an order more 

conducive to our success than the one in which we live? The Divine 

Principle skips over these issues and seems to assume we live in the 

only order God codd have ordained and that it is the best one, 

But to assume this imposes a questionable restriction on God's 

creative powers. 

Again in accord with part of the Christian tradition, Moon 

asserts that the purpose of the creation of the universe, and man's 

coming into existence, is to return joy to God (p. 41). God feels joy as 

man does when he feels his original character and form objectively 

through the stimdation derived from his substantial object. The man 

whose mind and body have formed a four position foundation 

centered on God becomes God's temple. "This means that man 

attains deity" (p. 43). Thus, God is very human in conception. He feels 

joy and suffering, and he achieves joy as man does. But on the other 

hand, man is not so far from divinity. A man who becomes such an 

object for the joy of God can never fall, but Adam did not reach this 

level of human perfection. He needed to go through a process of 

perfection first, and he and Eve never completed this growth stage. 

The nature of God's love is expressed in parental love, the conjugal 

love of husband and wife, and in children's love. This gives us a due as 

to why the establishment of perfected families lies at the center of 

Unification practice, and why the mass marriage ceremony is their 

primary and only sacrament. W h e n the subject and object center in 

Satan we have 'evil.' W h e n they center in God we have 'good.' But man 



120 THE GOD OF PRINCIPLE 

fell before he could accomplish the three stages of growth. The 

Moonist mass marriage 'blessing' begins the process of growth toward 

perfection again. 

W h e n Divine Principle says that each being grows autonomously 

by the power of the Divine Principle and each person has his "own 

portion of responsibility" (p. 83), we recognize the stress the Principle 

puts on freedom. God will not interfere and compromise human 

freedom, and thus his purpose depends on man's responsibility for its 

fulfillment. There is a program for the restoration of humanity too, 

and man must follow this in order to restore his dominion over dl 

things. It is by achieving perfect oneness with God's heart that man 

attains dominion over things, as Adam should have done. Man is the 

mediator and center of harmony between the two worlds, the 

invisible substantial world and the visible substantid world. This 

mediating role has often been reserved for Jesus as the Word in 

traditional theologies, and Divine Principle does say that Jesus came as a 

perfected man in flesh and spirit in order to perfect fallen men by 

striving to have them unite with him. The failure of Jesus to obtain 

this perfect union, and his decision to settle for spiritud perfection, 

thereby leaving physical perfection and union for another time, is the 

story of Unification Christology. However, where God's nature is 

concerned our question is whether the procedure as outlined was and 

is God's only alternative. 

The realization of the Kingdom of Heaven waits on the rediza-

tion of the Kingdom of God on earth (p. 62), which points out the 

importance of physicd perfection as a base for spiritud perfection. 

God embodies his own nature in creation and then seems dependent 

on physicd conformity to achieve a spiritud god. Physicd arrange

ments take on great importance and certainly are not to be dispar

aged, which explains why Moonists buy neglected red estate and 

work to restore it. The way to the Kingdom of God is through 

physical creation and its perfection, not away from it. Since Adam fell, 

a man must come again who will draw all men to him in harmonious 

oneness in order to fulfill the ideal of creation (p. 68). It is as if God 

elected one plan and has no choice but to keep trying until he can 
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make the original plan work. God embodies the process, but he is also 

bound to it. He used a formula in creating man, and now he must 

labor through creation until he can find a way to induce men to live 

up to it. The whole history of Providence is the story of God trying 

again and again to make the formula work. He controlled creation 

with full power in his initial act, but paradoxically, he now seems 

bound by his own hard work. 

V 

A slightly different note is introduced when Divine Principle 

asserts: "man was created to live in accordance with the Principle" (p. 

80). The notion of returning joy to God is traditional, but now we 

leam that the lately revealed Principle is the key to all man's under

standing. Deviation from the Principle caused the Fall, and living in 

accord with it starts the process of restoration (salvation) and growth 

(perfection). Thus, not only could man and history not be fully 

understood until w e became aware of the Principle, but, more 

important, God could not be fully understood. From the divine 

perspective, however, the critical issue is whether God adopted this 

one Principle from a variety of possible ways of procedure, and if so, is 

he now bound to follow it without recourse to other modes of 

action? If he is tied to this elaborate plan, a "new Legalism" is 

introduced, since both God and man are bound to a rigid code of 

behavior, and the well-being of both depends upon their ability to 

carry out the formula within history. Neither man nor God has any 

guarantee of eventud success, dthough the Divine Principle portrait of God 

presents him as constantly calculating and trying again. He never 

settles for failure, but he is never assured of success. 

Followers ofthe Principle show a totally serious commitment to 

carry out the project, and they respond as if the future ofthe world 

rested on their shodders—which it does if Divine Principle is correct. 

Exhaustion and disillusion over making the formula work are the 

major reasons why some long-time members eventually leave. The 

project of restoring the world is an all-consuming affair, and the round 

of practical activity the church engages in is simply the physical 
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counterpart of an equally exhausting spiritual struggle demanded of 

each full-time member. God is suffering, as he has been for two 

thousand years or more. He depends for his release on human 

cooperation, a theme Katzantzakis sounds in The Saviors of God. Although 

many Catholic and Protestant movements are equdly austere, the 

sense of joy and release which characterize some Christian experience 

of God is largely missing. True, in their singing and witnessing, Moonies 

smile a lot and convey enthusiasm. But that is largely the result of the 

exhilaration of feeling that you have at last found God's formda, 

know the way to perfection, and have begun the uphill battle. It is 

not, and cannot be for them, the joy of release. 

The Principle is nothing else but the power of love (p. 81), we are 

told. But there are forces which oppose it, the same that made man 

fell, and so the struggle is intense. Illicit love caused man to deviate 

from the Principle, so that control of love relationships is a primary 

matter of concern. It accounts for the Moonist practice of an initid 

period of celibacy followed by arranged marriages. The trick is to 

begin the right process and go through the requisite stages of growth, 

which Adam and Eve did not have a chance to do. Then, after 

reaching perfection and becoming husband and wife, one enters into 

God's dominion through absolute love and can no longer fall. Man 

became Satan's child and formed the four position foundation cen

tered on Satan, The key formda which the Principle brings to us is 

how to pass through the stages of growth properly, marry, form a four 

position foundation centered on God, restore creation, and then 

remain immune to all further sin. From God's perspective, the ques

tion about this is: Will it resdt in perfection? Is the Principle in fact the 

sole cure for sin, and is God bound to operate in this way only? Codd 

sin arise in other ways from other sources? 

The attraction ofthe way ofthe Principle, as reveding the secret 

of God's plan, is powerful. More than one ex-member has left the 

church through forced deprogramming, or due to some practicd 

disillusionment, but still has maintained that he or she "believes the 

Principle." Most who are outside the movement do not redize that 

the initid conversion of new followers takes place by continued study 
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of the Principle through repeated lectures that go into greater and 

greater detail. Members study the Principle continually or go through 

refresher courses. The preaching and personal effort of Rev. Moon has 

little to do with proselytizing, and many members have never seen or 

met him. The primary confrontation takes place between the indi

vidual and the Principle, and converts will compare notes on whether 

it was the second or third or some other lecture which was the 

turning point for them in their conversion. Of course, the personal 

attraction ofthe members w h o m the novice meets, or the lecturer (it 

was never Rev. M o o n after the early days in Korea), has a great deal to 

do with conversion as is true in all religious movements, just as 

disappointing personal relationships have much to do with members 

leaving. Still, the Principle as the path to God always forms the core of 

their religious experience. 

The exhilaration that sweeps over the new convert is "we can do 

it!" Now, with the Principle in hand, man can make Satan come to a 

naturd surrender through accomplishing his "portion of responsibility 

by his own volition" (p. 85). That is exciting news, to be able to restore 

perfection, relieve God's suffering, bring God joy, and set mankind on 

the way to perfection. God will never restore men by force, Divine 

Principle is sure; we must do it. This places it close to the Social Gospel of 

Rauschenbusch. The Kingdom of God will be realized on earth. The 

world of evil will be restored to perfect goodness centered on Christ. 

All this becomes possible now, although it was not before, because we 

did not possess the Principle to unlock God's plan of action so that we 

could carry it out, Part has been known and disdosed earlier. N o w we 

can know in full. It is an amazing and awesome responsibility to be 

part of God's vanguard who carry the plan for human restoration (c.f. 

Marxism again), But from God's perspective we must ask: Even if it is a 

plan that works for some, is God limited by the Principle, or can he 

also act outside this new Law? 

Divine Principle tells us "there is no freedom apart from the 

Principle" (p. 91). This is easy to understand where human nature is 

concerned, since the Principle sees itself as the avenue for release from 

sin, The question is whether this is also true for God. If men do not live 
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up to their role, even granting it as a correct formula to eliminate sin, 

can God get free of the path of the Principle and act outside it? Man 

fell because "the power of non-principled love was stronger than the 

directive power ofthe freedom ofthe original mind" (p. 93). Suppos

edly the revelation ofthe Principle gives us the formda to avoid such 

loss of freedom (the Fall) in the future. The question about the 

Principle is whether in feet its growth formula and plan of marriage 

can create God-centered families in which the superior power of 

non-principled love is at last brought under control, as it has not been 

since Adam's fell. The question for God is whether his sole plan is to 

release the formula ofthe Principle and then allow men to make their 

way back to perfection after centuries of living in sin. 

VI. 

W e can understand the God-of-Principle's relation to contin

gency when we consider the account ofthe Fall. W e are told that God 

"foresaw the possibility ofthe fellen act" (p. 95) but did not intervene 

to prevent it, although he is a traditiond God with the power to do so. 

The reasons for God's restraint, which has been left unsolved until the 

Principle are: 1) Man must perfect himself by accomplishing his portion 

of responsibility; (2) "God intervenes with beings or acts only within 

the Principle" (p, 96); and, (3) Man must perfect himself through a 

course in the Principle before he can dominate dl creation, as origi

nally intended. A great deal comes to focus in this account, because 

we learn that: (1) Man can perfect himself by following the outline of 

Principle, so that his is essentially a self-salvation, although guided by 

God and surely impossible without God's find revelation of Principle. 

(2) God so prizes Principle that he will see man fell before intervening 

in the course set out for human perfection, which means that God 

foresees contingencies and not a fixed course of events. But, most 

important, (3) it is explicitly stated that God will not act outside 

Principle, Thus, he is a God bound by law. 

W e dso know that God moves only by human instrumentality 

and never directly His vessels are fallible; thus his purpose is never sure 

of completion, Nor can God act directly. He must work through 
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history and peoples and cultures to prepare for the mission ofthe man 

he elects. But today we are in the Last Days, which is why the full 

Principle has finally been revealed. Although Jesus accomplished a 

high office and managed one half, i.e., spiritual salvation, God holds to 

no one human instrument but may work through many W e have 

been hidden from God before, but now, in the Last Days, we may 

come freely before him (p. 121), A kind of evolution in human nature 

and culture is realizing its peak. A worldwide culture is developing, 

centered on Christianity, Divine Principle claims. W e must find our 

True Parents and become children of goodness through rebirth, God 

moves to restore heavenly sovereignty by degrees, it is asserted (p. 124), 

which raises the question of whether God does in fact move by slow 

evolution or by intervention. 

At this point Divine Principle shows itself to be a child of nineteenth-

century evolutionary optimism, as well as trust in science and the 

upward rise in culture. Do twentieth-century events support such 

optimism or give any evidence that God works through culture? 

However, where God himself is concerned, the question is whether he 

is bound to such historical work or holds himself more aloof from the 

workings of cdtures. Where man is concerned, the question is 

whether he too follows an evolutionary cycle on the spiritual level. 

And the factud question is whether he has in feet, in these last days, 

"restored his spiritual light" (p. 128). Certainly few now share such 

optimism about man, given his recent record of performance. But Rev. 

Moon has brought back a notion to America which did dominate our 

religious theology and our culture for some time. However, that 

original American optimism (to build the Kingdom of God in com

munities on the Atlantic seaboard) now seems lost beyond recall. 

W h e n we come to the question of the Advent of the Messiah 

and the Mission of Jesus, there are many questions about Divine 

Principle doctrine. But the central issue, where God is concerned, is 

w h o m God chooses as his instruments. W e are told that our mission is 

to find the central figure of the new history in order to unite with 

him. However, God did not foreknow Jesus' death, only its possibility. 

Both he and Jesus had to adjust their program and settle for the lesser 
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good of spiritual salvation, due to the unfaithfulness of the people in 

Jesus' time. The question is whether the new central figure can turn 

human failure around. However, perhaps we can best see the issue of 

w h o m God chooses as instruments when Divine Principle states that 

Jesus came to sway the mighty, the leaders of his day, and not the 

outcasts he ended up with, "Actually, the disciples Jesus would have 

preferred were not people of this kind" (p, 160). The ignorant fishermen 

were such poor representatives, not such as to impress the powers 

that be. Jesus (and God) needed to win over the intellectud and 

political leaders of the day as followers in order to establish the full 

physical kingdom, marry and restore the family back to God's control. 

In many ways, the issues concerning God come to a head at this 

point. Although churches have and often do adopt a triumphal and 

aristocratic mode, the gospel as traditiondly preached stresses God's 

identification with the poor and the suffering and those not in the 

seats of power. It is not that the Unification Church neglects such; the 

Kingdom of Heaven is for all. But they see God's chance for success as 

necessitating a move through the power cirdes ofthe day The lords of 

the earth, the scientists, the intellectual leaders and the respectable 

people, must join the movement of Principle if the Kingdom is to 

come on earth. This is why the church is open to criticism for the 

money it spends on real estate, industries, and the conferences of 

"important people" it sponsors on a lavish budget. They do engage in 

what traditiond Protestants call socid work, but it is consistent with 

their doctrine that the uncompleted work of Jesus demands that 

friends be won at high places at dl levels of society. The socid, political 

and financial operations of the movement are in keeping with the 

Principle, once the mode of God's operations is understood. 

The issue, of course, is whether God is like this and whether the 

coming ofhis Kingdom depends on this kind of goodwill mission into 

the upper reaches of industry, cdture, and political affairs, W h e n the 

invited visitor arrived at Moon's Washington Monument rally held in 

September of 1976, in addition to receiving his fried chicken he 

witnessed severd hours of entertainment, mostly by church member 

groups, capped by the world's largest fireworks display. In the middle 
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of this, Rev Moon appeared to speak for a time in Korean about God's 

plan for America, but the audience (except for church members) was 

bewildered. Considered in the light ofthe Principle, it all makes sense, 

and again it highlights the question of God's nature. Culture is being 

given back to God's purpose, and people should be swayed to join the 

rising tide. Members do not see themselves as a struggling band of 

outcasts but as the forefront of culture, True, the Principle predicts 

persecution and difficdt times, but the goal is to infiltrate culture and 

society at dl levels, after overcoming opposition, to succeed and win 

it back to God. Religion, then, seems less a matter of worship and 

more a matter of carrying the message to important people to gain 

their support, 

Jesus had to settle for non-leaders on the social level, when he 

shodd have gone to Rome and won over the Roman Empire. But the 

question still remains: Does God work through, and require the 

cooperation of, the powerful in society? Is God's power so restricted 

that he must maneuver for support? Or, can he take the lowly, the 

despised, the unexpected and use weak reeds to accomplish his plan 

because his power is sufficient unto itself? The God of Principle is 

thoroughly m o d e m in accepting contingencies and genuine human 

freedom, He is traditional in holding absolute sway over creation. But 

again, as with other modern theologies, God is limited in what he can 

accomplish alone. His own power is bound to the processes of nature. 

Divine Principle has its interpretation of what these historical processes 

are, but it no less restricts God to these avenues than do other natural 

theologies and theories of historical evolution or progress. As Divine 

Principle continues, the major part of its bulk is devoted to intricate 

historical analyses and outlines of dates and sequences. Obviously, they 

feel God is to be found at work here. 

VII. 

When we come to the doctrine of "indemnity" as outlined in 

Divine Principle we reach another crucial point in our understanding of 

the God of Principle, The physical resurrection of Jesus is rejected as 

unacceptable to the modern mind (p. i6d. The goal is the restoration 
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of all humanity, so that the resurrection of one human body is 

unimportant, H o w does God accomplish this general restoration? 

Again, he is bound by Principle which requires that indemnity be paid 

for man's debt of sin (p. 186). Jesus has not "paid it all," as the hymn 

dedares. Man must set up a corresponding condition of indemnity, 

although he may win the cooperation of the spirit world. The 

progression will go from the family level, to the national, and then to 

the worldwide level, but indemnity must be paid at each stage of 

advance. The question is whether God is a carefid and unforgetting 

banker who counts the debt and checks the payments received. Or, in 

traditiond terms, is he instead a God of grace who can forgive without 

demanding payment? If not, it is a fearful burden Moonists carry on 

their shoulders. 

Again, in the section on Predestination we get a glimpse into the 

God of Principle. Evil is entirely due to man's failure to fulfill his 

portion of responsibility. God wills to accomplish his purpose in 

creation, but this can be fulfilled "only by man's accomplishment of 

his portion of responsibility" (p. 192), although this does indude the 

work ofthe centrd figure in charge ofthe mission too. Thus, God is 

man-dependent, and, should man fail again as he has in the past, God's 

purpose fails. The crux of the matter is that Unificationists think the 

revelation ofthe Principle, plus something propitious in the cdmina-

tion of events in the Last Days, make the success ofthe project likely 

today which has not been the case before. Some of God's previous 

failures were due to man's ignorance of God's principle, which has 

now been corrected. But still we have to ask: What if man fails again; 

will God fail? And, are the events of this day in fact so dianged? 

Principle is dear in stating that the odds of success are indeed better 

today, Furthermore, shodd we fail again, can God overlook indemnity 

and failure and save us in spite of ourselves, or is his power really totdly 

bound to Principle? 

God's intention is absolute, but the accomplishment ofhis will is 

relative, we are told (p. 198), And it is here that the famous formda 

appears: God's ninety-five percent responsibility combined with man's 

five percent responsibility. The issue is not to debate the mathematics 
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of these figures but to ask whether, if God's intention is absolute, must 

he not retain the power to accomplish his purpose even if the relative 

or contingent factors combine to force a loss again? One need not 

deny contingency in human affairs in order to assert God's power, as 

some have thought they must. The point is whether God retains any 

options if contingent events prove destructive in their outcome. God 

evidently has "omniscience" to the extent of being able to pick the 

central figure in the providence of restoration but not in the usud 

sense of foreknowing all events. The issue is mirrored in the question 

of Christology too. Jesus "can by no means be God himself" (p. 211), but 

the question is not so much the metaphysical one of Jesus' nature, or 

even God's complete foreknowledge, but whether Jesus retains God's 

full power to triumph over the tragedies which the contingencies of 

human existence lead to. Jesus does not need to be God, but he does 

need God's power. 

Again, the Divine Principle doctrine of True Mother (and True 

Father) leads us to an insight into God's nature. The Holy Spirit is a 

femde spirit (p. 215) and must come as the second Eve. Thus, to 

complete the duality in God, and to establish the four position 

foundation, "there must be a True Mother, along with the True 

Father, in order to give rebirth to the fallen children as children of 

goodness" (Ibid.). Whatever Rev. Moon's relation to the Principle, or 

whatever the office of the Lord of the Second Advent may be, it is 

clear that members regard him as the central figure of providence in 

the present age, and that he and Mrs. Moon are seen as True Father 

and True Mother in the process of restoration. Since this is the new 

truth reveded in the Principle, it is easy to see why Jesus should have 

married and established a family and why restoration even now must 

follow this process. It traces back to the duality of male and female to 

God, and thus it is in all things and must be expressed in creation and 

be part of any true revelation of God. The N e w Testament does not 

speak in these terms, but, knowing God's plan as we do now in its 

entirety, we see that Jesus did not live long enough to reved this part 

of the Principle. Thus, it is missing in the N e w Testament accounts. 

W h e n w e are told that "man must set up certain necessary 
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conditions in order to restore himself" (p. 224), we redize that God 

reveals this principle (only fully in the Last Days) but man must 

accomplish it. God works on a partnership basis. In so doing he 

subjects himself to human failure, although Divine Principle is optimistic 

about the outcome this time around. The crucid factor is to know 

precisely God's heart, but this the Lord ofthe Second Advent reveds. 

Moonists are aware that human action in the past has failed. They 

document these repeated tragedies, or partid successes, But our 

ability to know God's heart now is what they count on to reverse this 

history of human failure. They believe the way has been opened to 

success, and now we must decide whether this seems to be so and 

whether w e see God acting in terms of Principle. The foundation 

must be set up to receive the messiah if the mission is not to fail again. 

This, they say, cannot be accomplished by God's power alone, but is to 

be fidfilled "by man's joint action with God" (p. 283). 

VIII. 

W h e n Divine Principle tells us that "God cannot grant man grace 

unconditionally" (p. 341), we know that God's power is bound by the 

procedures ofthe Principle. Divine Principle goes on to explain that this 

is because God does not want Satan to accuse him of unfairness. But 

surely this evidences a restricted God. (Why should God care what 

Satan says?) John the Baptist looms as the figure in the failure ofjesus to 

restore the full Kingdom, which again indicates how dependent God 

is on certain human actions. The course is set, and even God cannot 

dter it, It is a scenario given by God but acted out by men. "The Lord 

of the Second Advent must restore through indemnity the providen-

tid course of restoration left unachieved at the time of the first 

coming" (p. 364). God evidently has no other choice. "God's form is 

also mathematical" (p. 381), so that numerology looms large in 

interpreting and plotting God's actions. He is addicted to signifi

cant numbers and evidently bound in his actions by them. He likes 4, 

21, 40 and 12. W e can calculate his actions in such figures and 

their combinations, 

God is a politician too, as well he must be, and he identifies with 
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democracy (p. 442). After the monarchical image of God that domi

nated divine imagery for centuries, it is refreshing to find a democratic 

model, but it is perhaps too literally tied to existing political systems 

and ideologies. Satan steers us to communism. But the Second Advent 

of the Messiah must make the present political system display its 

intended function centered on God's will (p. 471), which contrasts 

dramatically with Jesus' doofness from the politics of his day But this 

was his mission's failure, according to Divine Principle, Jesus never got as 

fer as his political and social program. 

The history of evil's sovereignty centering on Satan is said to end 

with the appearance of the Lord of the Second Advent (p. 476). 

However, it is hard to see how this can be asserted so confidently, since 

God cannot accomplish this change with certainty by himself. Divine 

Principle answers: God will let the prophets know the day and the hour 

of the coming of the Lord of the Second Advent (p. 497), but the 

question is, why? W h y must God share this secret, and can he know it 

with assurance in advance, given the restrictions on his own power of 

actudization? Korea is said to be the Third Israel (p. 521). 

Young Oon Kim asserts that the "universe reflects the personality 

of God" (p. 3).' The universe becomes God's body, and since God's 

nature involves polarity, the creation and nature exist in the same 

polarity Of course, this is not an empirical matter since the Fall makes 

man unlike God in that respect. This means jyou cannot see God by 

looking at man and nature directly but only in the "original mind" 

hidden within, Still, basic polarity is a primary feature of God, Kim 

says, and our problem is to evaluate this as a basic structure for 

understanding God. The inner invisible nature versus the outer form is 

a metaphysical structure which characterizes both God and his crea

tion. Subject, as the initiating force, and object, as the responding 

power, is another bi-polar mode for understanding God. The "four 

position foundation" is not so much a structure characteristic of 

nature as a form which prescribes relationships. "Give and take" also 

governs relationships. "The universal source energy emanating from 

God operates to stimulate and produce a give and take action between 

subject and object" (p. 11). 
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What shall we say about this metaphysicd scheme for under

standing God and his creation? Its value will eventually be determined 

by its use or disuse, but it is a "modem metaphysics," although derived 

from ancient sources. It has some counterparts in other suggestions 

about God, particularly either Process Theology or those based on an 

evolutionary scheme. It is, then, a viable framework for interpreting 

God, although, as I have argued, the metaphysics is not so important as 

the way in which God's actions are described according to Principle. 

However on one important score, that is, the protection of freedom 

and contingency in both God and man, Unification theory does better 

than most dassical metaphysical schemes in Western theology, many 

of which start with a preference for necessity and completion, for 

example, Aristotle and Aquinas. W h e n theologies derived from these 

principles want to interpret "freedom," they either have difficulty, 

because that notion runs counter to their metaphysicd base, or they 

offer freedom in only a limited sense. The Principle makes freedom 

and contingency both basic and natural, which has advantages in the 

m o d e m world, 

Since God as the dtimate subject "requires an object for the give 

and take ofhis love" (p. 18), God cannot experience joy without the 

creation of nature and man within it. Some dassical theologies asserted 

God to be dependent on nothing else, the sole absolute existent. 

Casting God with human qudities, particdarly emotion, Divine Prin

ciple makes the creation of our natural order a necessity for God. 

However, Christian theologies have always come dose to the assertion 

of the necessity of creation, so a metaphysicd scheme which links 

God's own experience of completion with creation and its perfection 

can fit a Christian scheme. In many ways it is easier than theologies 

which work laboriously to prevent saying God required nature as an 

object ofhis love. It is, in feet, easy for Divine Principle to assert love in 

God as an emotion, as well as suffering. H o w to do this is a problem 

which has plagued Christian theologies for centuries, since they 

wished to assert God's love for man and his willingness to suffer in 

Jesus, but at the same time tried to protect his independence. 

However, like other contemporary theologies, Principle compromises 
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God's power in order to assert these features, so much so that he 

becomes dependent on the outcome of history. 

Man and God become partners in moral and intellectual devel

opment (p.24). Man is challenged to become a co-creator. This 

enhances the significance of man, but it also compromises the control 

of God, as I have argued. Classicd theologies tried to prevent this, even 

at the expense of adopting metaphysical notions which worked 

against such Christian principles as love and freedom. Heaven must 

begin on earth, we are told for example (p. 30). But this ties God to the 

outcome of the historical process. "The center of Unification the

ology is to dleviate God's sorrow and to fill his heart with happiness" 

(p. 35). That is an exhilarating and exciting task for men, but what if 

they fail? What if the formula ofthe Principle does not work? What 

can God do to avoid catastrophic loss? One who is optimistic about the 

outcome of culture need not worry about this, but what is the 

evidence that the human drama will in fact turn out to be comedy 

rather than tragedy on its own power? The Unification view of God 

offers options for man's freedom and an openness of history to 

contingency which other theologies have had difficulty affirming. But 

what about God's power in the face of human failure? 

This question concerning God's power is illustrated again in 

Divine Principle's account of the Fall and the centrality it is given. Of 

course, there is the question of whether the Fall should be so central 

in Christian theology and also whether Genesis should be given such a 

literal interpretation. But Kim is quite dear in wanting to keep God 

free of responsibility for the Fall. "God is in no sense a responsible 

participant" (p. 62). However, what God does not share in he may not 

have control over. That is, if in the beginning he could not recognize 

evil as part of his plan of creation, as Kim asserts, God was rather 

limited and blind not to be aware of what would become so central to 

the human drama and occupy his own energy for centuries. Man is left 

"to discern evil and abolish it by the exercise ofhis own free will" (p. 

63). True, w e had not been given the formula of the Principle until 

recently, and we ought to give its program time to prove itself. But a 

God innocent of evil also becomes dependent on man for its cure, and 



134 THE GOD OF PRINCIPLE 

surely the human record to date does not hold out much optimism, 

given the demise of our confidence in evolution, progress, and trust in 

modern science, Divine Principle banks a lot on a dramatic reversd 

taking place in the present age. If it does not come about, what can 

the God of Principle do? 

Just as Moonists believe that "a forthright and unqualified 

endorsement of Jesus by the Baptist w o d d have turned the tide in 

Jesus' favor" (p. 98), so they still think a turn in politicd events is crucid 

in God's ability to establish his Kingdom today. Some in Jesus' time 

dearly expected him to make political moves to restore Israel's 

independence, and they were furious and dismayed when events did 

not move that way. Divine Principle retains this hope but moves its 

fulfillment up to the present day, What can God do if he is frustrated 

again? According to the Principle nothing except "try, try again"? 

"Without support, Jesus codd not hope to lay a foundation for a 

godly Kingdom" (p. 103), that is quite right. But if Jesus felled to do this, 

as Moonists and other Christians agree, what can God do? The 

traditiond version has God's power step in at the resurrection event, 

but Unificationists turn Jesus' resurrection into an account ofthe plan 

for historicd restoration. At this point they are quite similar to Process 

Theology. But is God limited to these options, and is he always forced 

to follow men? 

"God works in History," Kim says (p. 223), and when you read the 

account of God's operations in Divine Principle you find a God very 

much a stickler for detail, jealous and demanding, but little forgiving. 

His suffering and his love are dearly evident, but he is little able to do 

much about this except to keep working intricate schemes hoping to 

swing men to his side. "By the crucifixion of the Messiah of Israel," 

Kim tells us, "God's will was effectively thwarted" (Ibid.). Christianity 

has traditionally said that God did not accept Jesus' defeat and offered 

the resurrection as our hope. Unification theology does not accept 

this, and that does make it easier to account for why so little is 

changed in the world since Jesus' time. Some Christian traditions act 

too much as if the world were dready dianged as a resdt of Jesus' 

resurrection, when dearly little in the human condition has altered 
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since the Jerusalem trial. On the other hand, if God was thwarted then 

and could or would do nothing about it (Moon and the Christian 

tradition agree that Jesus was his highest hope), what leads us to think 

that the future will be any more favorable to God's hope? Here we 

face the Principle. Is it so powerful that its formula can bring in the full 

Kingdom on earth and prevent God's failure this time? 

Is "the inexorable march to goodness" (p. 253) as relentless as 

Divine Principle suggests? Here we face Divine Principle's romantic and 

evolutionary-progress optimism. "According to the Divine Principle, in 

our own time w e are witnessing a dramatic reversal ofthe direction of 

human events" (p. 256). That is fine, if true, but what can the God of 

Principle do if such optimism is not borne out? Are a new heaven and a 

new earth appearing? Most voices now speak of the spoiling of the 

earth and its devastation in the present age. Is love today increasing so 

that we now have the ability to "love as God loves"? (p. 258) The 

contemporary world talks more of holocausts. At this time in history, 

will "the spiritual and physical become one" (p. 261)? Will goodness 

steadily rise and evil dedine? The Jews of Jesus' time expected this too, 

but it didn't happen. Is our time so different that we can succeed 

where others failed?—that is the question. Through a man and a 

truth, is world harmony "within our grasp" (p. 288)? That is fantastic if 

true. But does the God of Principle have a contingency plan if tragedy 

strikes human optimism again? 

IX. 

What, then, shodd our "critical appraisal" of the God of Prin

ciple be? (1) In explaining what he/she is like, I have asked the 

important questions in that context at each step. (2) In outlining how 

the God of Principle acts, I have also raised the issue of the limitation 

which Principle places on his action. (3) If I am right, it is not so much a 

question of a metaphysicd appraisd ofthe technicd concepts Moonists 

use to describe God's nature (e.g., polarities) as one of assessing the 

picture given of how such a God acts religiously. (4) Like all theologies, 

Unification thought should in the end be tested by the vigor of the 

religious life it creates and sustains. M y assumption is that there is no 
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one single "true" theology but a variety of ways to describe God, some 

more effective in certain situations than others. Moonists have stressed 

the peculiar crisis, the turning point of the present day, Many of the 

excesses the movement engages in, which have brought down a hail 

of criticism, stem from their sense of urgency that the time for men 

and women to move is now. Couple this with the conviction that 

man's role is crucid for either bringing in God's Kingdom or delaying 

it, and you have the makings of a crusade. 

However, more important than an appraisd of either the origind 

doctrine, or their present campaign to bring the Kingdom of God on 

earth, is the question of what the movement will do and how the 

doctrine may be revised if the projected time table does not hold or 

men fail the central figure again. This is a religious movement and a 

theology in its formation stage, to borrow a phrase from Divine 

Principle. Thus, its critical appraisal eventually depends more on how it 

is developed in the future than on assessing its past record or even its 

present (controversial) performance, Christianity was not built in a 

day. Of course, the movement codd fade away, but that remains to be 

seen. I have argued:•» (1) that the movement is here to stay, dthough 

perhaps in lesser numbers than Moon hopes; and (2) that it is presently 

passing through its "crucifixion stage." Their crucid test will be, as 

for the early Christians, how the members respond to disappointed 

hopes, if they remain loyal and do not desert. 

However, since our concern is the God of Principle, our question 

becomes: What will, or can, the God of Principle do if the present 

time table does not hold? Of course, since Moonists believe in a 

necessary growth stage, in human freedom, in contingency in human 

events, and the necessity for human cooperation according to a strict 

plan for restoration to succeed—failure or postponement is no sur

prise to them or to the God of Principle. He and they have bome 

disappointment, suffering and delay before. Thus, dthough they have 

a program, its frustration is not as difficdt a matter for those who 

understand Principle as it w o d d be for a Calvinist deterministic God. 

Furthermore, Rev, Moon has indicated that he may revise the present 

version ofthe Divine Principle. Neither he nor his followers consider it 
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an infallible book, just as they do not accept every page of our present 

Bible literally. The question is whether the core of Principle can 

remain and the cdendar built around it still be altered or changed. 

This is a process many religions, particularly millennial groups, 

have gone through in the history of both Judaic and Christian 

messianic expectations. 

But will the God of Principle change any in the process? The 

terms in which he is described are not sacrosanct. If he did not dose 

revelation with the fixing of the canon of the N e w Testament, he 

codd speak again to Rev, Moon or to others. God's response to the 

lack of fulfillment ofthe Divine Principle program is almost more crucid 

than that of Rev. M o o n or his followers. Yet God never speaks directly 

but only through human instruments, so the form in which we 

receive his word is fragile and our hearing is never perfect, "We have 

our treasures in earthen vessels." Religions which immunize them

selves against change often crush themselves on their own inflexibility. 

Like Christianity, Unification thought incorporates many of the 

cdturally popular notions of its time of origin. This does not prove it 

wrong but only that, like everything bom in enthusiasm and pentecostd 

fervor, it needs refining. Some theologians refine away the core of 

their belief, using yet another more current set of cultural assump

tions to replace the ones from an earlier time that they do not like, 

The question is whether the God of Principle can survive the refining 

fire which the-God-beyond-the-Principle seems to send to test every 

new incarnation. 

(. However, as human beings, we come to know God by perceiving 

how he works. Where the vision of Divine Principle is concerned, the 

major issue is whether God works more through the major, the 

important, and the powerful figures in an era; or does he find the 

lowly, the humble, and the social outcast his preferable vessel? 

Christianity has in its theology traditionally stressed the latter, dthough 

like any institutional religion, in its practice it often cdtivates the rich 

and the powerful. The Principle corrects the picture that the N e w 

Testament gives of the band of lowly fishermen made powerful by 

God's action. They say that the stress on the poor and the meek is 
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simply the early church's apology for its failure to become successfd 

and powerful, move on to challenge Rome and usher in God's 

Kingdom. The issue, however, is not to debate the question of N e w 

Testament interpretation or Divine Principle's special hermeneutic but 

to ask ourselves how and where we find God active. This is the 

question Divine Principle raises for us. / 

Considering what we know about human nature, the powerful 

and successful seldom make good spiritual instruments, because they 

are too "full of themselves." Each has an agenda of his own, or he 

w o d d not have dimbed as far as he has. Those outside the power 

structure, those who lack temporal authority, are open and receptive 

to be filled by power outside themselves. "The well have not need of a 

physician." The Spirit can enter and find a home. It more easily 

transforms life in one who is not bound up with his or her own 

importance. In looking at the God of Principle, and as we seek to 

locate where God may be present in our own time, we need to ask 

what kind of human instrument God is likely to choose. Of course, 

both Rev, M o o n and Korea were humble in their origins and lacking in 

world power as they emerged on the scene. But the issue is whether 

God next needs the help of "world leaders" as those who have been 

chosen to usher in his Kingdom move out from their early obscurity. 

H o w could it have occurred to anyone that the way to usher in 

God's Kingdom on earth is to enlist the world's tempord authorities 

in the cause? At this point we come up against the element of 

shamanism in Unification thought. As I went to Korea to investigate 

the origins ofthe movement, the church's opponents repeatedly told 

m e that Divine Principle was simply "Korean shamanism dressed up." I 

puzzled about this, particularly as I came to see Moon's Presbyterian 

missionary background and Divine Principle's dose affinity with, and 

dependence on, Christian doctrine. But Moonists believe in an active 

spirit world. Rev. M o o n has traveled there to meet the sages of the 

past and to do battle with the forces of Satan. He even tdks of using 

the power of the spirit world in order to guide his church after his 

physical death,/The battles in that world are decisive for the turn of 

events on this earth—that is the shamanistic element in Divine Principle. 
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Thus, Unification Family members count on spirit men to assist them 

in their labors on earth. This gives them confidence that they can win 

over to their cause otherwise self-preoccupied tempord power figures, 

Spirit m e n and w o m e n will c o m e d o w n to sway those decisive to 

victory, they are sure. 

But if this shamanistic view ofthe power ofthe spirit world over 

our affairs is incorrect, and if G o d does not operate that way, the 

Principle is seriously in question.jlf G o d stands alone in his relation to 

affairs on this earth and seldom intercedes in h u m a n life, and if the 

spirit world is separated off from our o w n affairs more decisively than 

Divine Principle assumes, what then? G o d may still be present to us in 

the Holy Spirit, but Caesar's affairs would be his o w n and very little 

subject to spiritual influence. G o d would not correct the world and 

usher in his Kingdom by coercing powerful figures in the world of 

intellect, politics, and finance. H e would work through the lowly and 

the meek, and by his o w n spiritual presence to those w h o seek him, 

That is, he works indirectly and in silence, until the day the trumpet 

is blown, and he breaks the power of the present temporal order 

by the direct release of his o w n power held in suspension for that 

decisive m o m e n t . 

FOOTNOTES 
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LJn reading Divine Principle for the first time, I was especially struck by 

its coherence of structure and thought. To assess each ofthe individud 

chapters and sections aright it is necessary to see the work as a whole, 

and to redize how the individual parts fit into a master plan and how 

they mutually complement and darify one another. Thus the meaning 

and force of the chapter on the Fall of Man is not fully apprehended 

until one has seen the application ofthe ideas here put forward in the 

later sections ofthe book. Moreover even the specific teaching on the 

Fall of Man is not restricted to the chapter on which I have been asked 

to comment. In several places in later chapters we return to the 

teaching on the Fall, and these later references bring new insight, and 

even at times a new choice of wording which throws light on what is 

said in our chapter. 

It is right that I should "dedare an interest" at the start, and 

indicate m y own standpoint. I was for several years a Professor of 

Dogmatic Theology at the Pontifical Gregorian University, Rome, 

However, I hope my comments and my outlook will not be considered 

as too narrowly those of a Roman Catholic theologian and historian of 

Christian thought. M y present responsibilities, and my own heart-felt 

interest, are concerned with the religious brotherhood of mankind in 

the widest sense. I leam much from the faith and worship of others, 

and I find I am enriched when I reverence the reverence of those who 

do not share my own belief. 
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For the sake of easy reference, and darity in our discussion, I will 

group my comments under the headings of the Sections given in 

Chapter 2 of Part I of Divine Principle. I offer these reflections, for the 

most part, as questions, If I have not properly understood the origind 

meaning of the text, perhaps it will be a useful occasion for others to 

point out what I have failed to apprehend. 

Section I 

It is indeed with a striking daim that this Section opens: "Until 

the present era, not a single man has known the root of sin". The same 

daim is repeated, in equivdent terms, later in the book. It will be a 

useful question to ask at the end of the discussion, how this daim is 

justified, and in what essentid respects the answer given in Divine 

Principle is unique, in comparison with other answers given throughout 

history. 

Does Divine Principle establish that man is fallen, or does it take this 

for granted? In the chapter on the Fall of Man, it seems to be taken for 

granted; nevertheless if we turn back to the Generd Introduction, w e 

find the basic premise of the fellenness of man stated and justified 

there. In those opening pages of the book there is already sketched 

out a theology of "origind righteousness", or, as it is there termed, 

"the original mind of man" as intended in the divine creative plan. 

The fact ofthe Fall is taken as certain. Texts from Romans witness to the 

universd experience of the "great contradiction in man"—namely, 

that, "within the same individud, the power of the origind mind, 

which desires goodness, is at violent war against the power of the 

wicked mind, which desires evil" (DP, p.2). 

In asserting this universd experience and conviction of the 

fellenness and evil indinations of mankind, Divine Principle is at one 

with a fundamentd teaching in mainstream Christianity from N e w 

Testament times, through the Augustinian tradition, through the 

witness of the Reformation, and still present both in Catholic and 

Protestant theology to this day. This teaching is dso a constant in 

Eastern Orthodox Christianity, though there it is less prominent. If we 

ask whether this traditiond Christian doctrine implies that the fellenness 
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of mankind is so obvious from universal experience that it is naturally 

knowable, and known, even independently ofthe Christian scriptural 

revelation, we do not find unanimity among the theologians. Those in 

the Augustinian tradition w o d d answer affirmatively, Fallen man 

inevitably experiences and knows his predicament, even if he cannot 

know without revelation and grace the divine answer to it. On the 

other hand, an influential trend in Mediaeval and later Catholic 

theology, represented by the Franciscan, Scotist, Nominalist, Jesuit and 

other Molinist schools, wodd not necessarily answer in the affirmative. 

(For very different reasons, Karl Barth also denies that the reality of 

original sin can be comprehended independently of scriptural 

revelation.) As we shall see, these schools differed from the thorough

going Augustinian theology in their understanding both ofthe nature 

of origind righteousness and of the effects of the Fall. Since they did 

not agree that human nature was radically vitiated by the Fall, they 

did not assert that the fact of fellenness codd be certainly and 

universally deduced by all men from their experience of inescapable 

mord decadence. 

Since we are discussing Divine Principle in comparison not only 

with mainstream traditional theology but also in comparison with 

other influentid theologicd positions both in antiquity and in modem 

times, it is dso relevant to point out that since the days of Schleiermacher 

there has been a significant rejection within the world of Protestant 

theology ofthe dogma of both the Fall and fellenness of man. Liberal 

Protestantism turned away from what it saw as the pessimistic 

Augustinian heritage, and asserted an evolutionary optimism. There 

was no state of original righteousness from which man had fallen; 

human waywardness and the moral struggle were to be attributed to 

the imperfections and obstades inseparable from the upward march 

of evolutionary progress. 

It is true that the sombre experience of two World Wars in the 

twentieth century brought a sharp check to this evolutionary optimism 

of Liberal Protestantism, and a return to a theology of crisis based on 

the Pauline and Augustinian insights. Yet we should recognize that in 

the wide field of modern theological thought the evolutionary 
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perspective is once again a significant influence. Not only is it widespread 

in post-Barthian Protestantism, but it also has an important impact in 

Catholic theology, especially through the spread of the ideas of 

Teilhard de Chardin. N o w Divine Principle daims to promote and 

provide a synthesis between faith and science; yet the rding orthodoxy 

in science holds tenets about evolution which w o d d seem to be 

difficdt to reconcile with the premises of Divine Principle about the 

earliest condition of mankind and the Fdl. I w o d d like to hear this 

question further discussed. Later I shall refer again to the rival theories 

of monogenism and polygenism; whereas the latter is asserted by 

most biological scientists, Divine Principle seems to depend on accep

tance of the former. Or is there some reconciliation of these two 

apparently conflicting viewpoints, which is not explicitly spelt out 

in Divine Principle'1. 

Any theology ofthe Fall must presuppose a theology of creation 

and of origind righteousness. This Divine Principle provides, in Chapter 1 

W e cannot discuss the teaching on the Fall without constandy referring 

back to the principles laid d o w n in the previous chapter. I note here 

some points from that chapter which are very relevant to our present 

discussion. There is the affirmation on pp. 38-39: "Man was created to 

be the center of harmony of the whole macrocosm..,, However, the 

universe lost this center w h e n m a n fell; consequendy, all of creation 

has been groaning in travail, waiting..." Although this conviction of 

the travail and disorientation ofthe whole materid universe as a result 

of man's fell is not often asserted in m o d e m Christian theology, it has 

considerable support from Patristic and later traditions. 

Likewise the test to which the protoparents of the human race 

were put in their state of original righteousness, discussed in Section V 

of Chapter 1, is presented in a way which largely accords with much of 

Christian tradition. A notable exception is that in mainstream Christian 

tradition m a n was not cast for the role of rder ofthe angels (cf. DP, p. 

56 and p. 61),* The corollary, stated on p. 58, that "God does not 

dominate the world directly" is likewise untraditiond from the 

* There is, of course, I Corinthians VI.3, 
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standpoint of Christian theology, One may also remark in passing that 

the statement in the second paragraph on p. 56 seems akin to the view 

ofthe Semi-Pelagians about the "initium ftdei" being man's contribution, 

and not the gift of God's grace. This is not to imply, of course, that 

Divine Principle must be bound by or interpreted in accordance with 

the categories of traditional Christian theology. I mention this and 

similar points of contrast because I take it that our purpose is to make 

a comparative appraisal of the text before us, and especially to note 

what is distinctive in it. 

Turning n o w directly to the text of Section I of Chapter 2,1 note 

with interest the exegesis of Genesis III which sees the two trees in the 

Garden of Eden as symbolizing respectively manhood and womanhood, 

the Tree of Life being associated with A d a m and the Tree of Knowledge 

of Good and Evil being associated with Eve. Although, as I shall note 

later, there was a considerable body of opinion in ancient times which 

held that after the Fdl w o m e n were given special occult knowledge 

by the demons, I do not find that this interesting symbolism of 

the two trees of Eden has any dose parallel in the long history of 

scriptural exegesis, 

The exposition of the significance of the serpent in the Genesis 

account, given on pp. 69-71, is wholly consonant with traditional 

interpretations. Note the rejection of dualism, in the insistence that 

the spiritual tempter described in the guise of a serpent is not "a being 

in existence before creation with a purpose contrary to that of God". 

If that were so, as in Manichaean and Gnostic dualism, and as in 

Zoroastrianism (according to a c o m m o n interpretation) then, as Divine 

Principle puts it, "the struggle between good and evil in the world 

would be inevitable and eternal". As in dl orthodox Christianity, 

Divine Principle sees Satan as a spiritual being "originally created for the 

purpose of goodness w h o later fell and was degraded", There is no 

deep root of pessimism in Divine Principle, as in those ancient world 

views which also stressed the pervasiveness of evil in the world. Divine 

Principle feces the problem of evil and gives it an arresting statement; 

but throughout there is a dominant stress on the goodness of crea

tion, Evil neither enters into the divine nature, nor is it an indepen-
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dent empire over against God, nor can it eventudly thwart God's 

good purpose. 

To assert the fellenness of mankind is not the same as to assert the 

actual event and circumstances ofthe Fall, Divine Principle proceeds to 

do the latter in considerable detail. To what extent are Unificationists 

constrained to accept this account as historicd feet, and to what 

extent can they interpret it symbolically so that they need not assert 

that any such events ever happened in time and on this earth? In 

asking this question, of course, one inevitably makes comparisons 

with similar preoccupations within modern Christian theology. 

Although the author of Divine Principle discards naively literal 

interpretations of some details ofthe Genesis narrative (e.g., that the 

fruit was literally a fruit, and that the transgression of A d a m and Eve 

was literally through eating of that fruit), nevertheless he is very far 

from dlegorizing away the whole drama of Eden. The persons in the 

drama are red individud persons, even though they have a cosmic 

significance. Although the actual nature of the events is outside our 

experience and is not readily imaginable as a pictorial scenario, there 

is no doubt from the text ofthe Divine Principle that the events actually 

happened, that they were physicd happenings, and that they had dire 

physicd consequences for the whole human race, and conditioned 

the whole of human history. 

It is w h e n w e return to the remaining sub-sections in Section I, 

and the first two sub-sections of Section II (DP, pp. 71-80) that w e find 

what is most distinctive in the teaching of Divine Principle about the Fall, 

and what is in most marked contrast with mainstream Christian 

theology. Yet strange as the account given here may seem to those 

w h o k n o w only the mainstream Christian tradition, it is interesting to 

note that there are parallels to this teaching to be found in the history 

of Jewish and Christian speculation outside mainstream theology. 

The interpretation of the Fall of the Angel, as being an act of 

fornication, has many echoes in ancient religious literature. Although 

Divine Principle refers only to }ude I.6-7, this text is by no means an 

explicit assertion that the rebel angels fell through lust. There are 

m u c h more explicit and circumstantial statements in the Jewish 
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apocryphd literature ofthe inter-testamental period. In this literature, 

and in a long posterity of writings dependent upon it, there is a special 

preoccupation with a "Fall of the angels", not based on Genesis III, but 

on Genesis VI.1-4: "And after that m e n began to be multiplied on the 

earth and daughters were b o m to them, The sons of God seeing the 

daughters of men, that they were fair, took to themselves wives of all 

which they chose.... N o w giants were upon the earth in those days. 

For after the sons of God went in to the daughters of men, and they 

brought forth children, these are the mighty m e n of old...". In the 

apocryphd Book of Enoch, dating from about 170 B.C., there is an explicit 

explanation of the coming of evil into human experience, through 

interpreting Genesis VI.1-4 as relating a miscegenation between wayward 

angels and w o m e n . The "sons of God" were identified as the attendant 

angels called "watchers". W h e n , bewitched by the beauty of w o m e n , 

they copdated with them, they thereby begot a n e w mixed lineage. 

Moreover the fallen angels, Azazel in particdar, taught their human 

wives secrets of wickedness. Here sin is evil knowledge, not transmitted 

guilt. A similar interpretation of Genesis VIj-4 is found in other apocrypha 

dating from between the second century B.C. and the first century 

A.D., induding the Testaments ofthe Twelve Patriarchs, the Book of Songs, the 

Book of Parables, the Book of Jubilees (as interpolated) and the Fourfft Book of 

Ezra. It was especially the Book of Enoch that had most effect on Christian 

thinkers in the first four centuries of the Christian era, It was widely 

supposed to be canonicd, and for that reason many Fathers of the 

Church and ecclesiastical writers of repute repeated its fanciful 

embroidering ofthe events of Genesis VI.1-4. Tne interpretation ofthe 

text, which understood it to refer to a miscegenation between fallen 

angels and w o m e n , was given additional emphasis by a variant reading 

ofthe text ofthe Septuagint Greek translation ofthe Old Testament 

in verses 2 and 4 of that chapter. Instead of reading "hoi huoi tou Theou" this 

variant gave "fioi angeloi tou Theou"—that is, it was directly stated in this 

variant that it was "the angels of God" w h o went in to the daughters of 

men. This variant reading was for long the most widely accepted in the 

early Church. The Apologists ofthe second century found no difficdty 

in accepting the notion of camd commerce between angelic spirits and 
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women. For example St, Justin Martyr dearly knows the text ofthe Book 

of Enoch and the Book of jubilees, and explains that the offspring of this 

unnaturd union were the demons w h o tempt and prey upon m e n 

(Apologia II.5). The same tradition is continued by Athenagoras, Irenaeus, 

and Clement of Alexandria, w h o held that dthough the angels partook 

ofthe spiritud world, they were capable of being attracted to a lower 

beauty Likewise Tertullian calls these fallen angels "desertores Dei, amatores 

feminarum", and uses this example to warn w o m e n against cosmetics and 

bewitching finery. Jdius Africanus took the "daughters of m e n " to be 

the "daughters ofthe race of Cain". The Clementine apocrypha ofthe 

third century explained that after falling from their high estate into an 

illicit union with w o m e n the wicked spirits reveded to w o m e n evil arts 

such as idolatry, magic, astrology and other forms of human perversity. 

As in exegesis of the Eden story, so here there was a readiness to see 

w o m e n as especially connected with the origin of sin and evil. Lactantius 

explained that there were two kinds of demons; the first were spiritud 

creatures only, fallen from heaven; the others were the descendants of 

the perverse sexud union mentioned in Genesis VI. Although w e already 

find a rejection ofthe Book of Enoch as non-canonical by Origen in the third 

century, w e find a surprising survivd of the ideas sprung from it right 

into the fourth and fifth centuries, even in the work of eminent Fathers 

such as St. Athanasius, St. Ambrose and St. Jerome. From the time of St. 

Augustine the philosophical refinement of the distinction between 

spirit and matter made it seem absurd to postdate a sexud union 

between angelic spirits and human beings. St. John Chrysostom denounced 

as a fable the story of the fornication of angels widi the daughters of 

men, and from the fifth century onwards this tradition, sprung from the 

interpretation of Genesis VI j-4 as interpreted in the Jewish apocrypha, 

disappeared from orthodox Christian exposition. It had dso been 

present in Gnostic specdation, for example in Heradeon in the second 

century. It can still be traced, here and there, in obscurer writings of later 

centuries. 

I have pointed out that the tradition I have just referred to, of a 

kind of fornication between fellen angels and the daughters of men, 

was not based on the temptation narrative in Eden of Genesis III, but on 
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the subsequent text from Genesis VI. In this there is dearly a significant 

difference from the teaching of Divine Principle, which locates the 

original fornication of the Angel in Eden itself. Just as the Fall of the 

Angel is attributed to illicit intercourse between Satan and the first 

woman, so the Fall of the first man is dso understood to have been a 

sexual sin. The explanation in Divine Principle is nuanced, and takes 

account of obvious objections which could be brought against this 

interpretation of Genesis III. Some ofthe indications which are given in 

Divine Principle to show that this sin of the protoparents of humanity 

was a sexud transgression were dso used by writers in antiquity. 

Strangely enough, there was much greater readiness in the early 

Church to admit illicit carnal union between angels and women in the 

post-Eden period than to explain the sin of Adam and Eve as an act of 

fornication. This idea was, it is true, sufficiently current to call forth 

protests and counter-proofs from the Fathers and Doctors of the 

Church. It seemed especially significant, as Divine Principle points out on 

p. 72, that after the Fall Adam and Eve became ashamed of their 

nakedness and covered their sexud parts. St. Augustine himself seems 

to find that this detail is somewhat surprising, since one wodd more 

naturally suppose that they would have covered their mouths, the 

organs through which they had sinned. Moreover, the mdedictions 

delivered by God against the woman concerning the travails and 

sorrows of childbirth and maternity codd be taken to indicate a link 

between her sin and her sexual function, (The serpent, too, had sexual 

connotations in the context of Canaanite fertility cdts of which the 

Yihwist author w o d d have been aware.) However, the Fathers, induding 

both the Alexandrians and the Antiochenes, as well as the Fathers of 

the West led by St. Augustine, insisted that the Fall of our first parents 

was a sin of disobedience, and not of sexual disorder. The prohibition 

of God concerning the Tree ofthe Knowledge of Good and Evil, the 

Fathers pointed out, indicated a prohibited knowledge, and dearly laid 

down a divine precept which was a test of obedience and humility 

The inspired author of Genesis had exdted marriage in his account of 

creation and ofthe divine ordinance; would he go on to represent the 

union of spouses as a sin? (Divine Principle, of course, has an answer to 
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this objection. It was not married union as such that was prohibited, 

but its consummation at the wrong time, in the period of growth 

before it could come to proper fruition.) The punishment of the 

woman does not prove that the sin was sexud, any more than the 

divine mdediction ofthe man or ofthe serpent relates to the nature 

of their guilt. The ordinary interpretation of the "fig leaf" sequel of 

the transgression of Adam and Eve was that concupiscence arose as a 

consequence of the preceding origind sin which caused the Fall. St. 

Gregory of Nyssa even supposes that biologicd sex, and its use, arose 

only as a result of the Fall. The origind God-like men, in their ided 

state, w o d d have mdtiplied in a fashion unknown to us, without the 

use of sex (De Hominis Opiftcio, 17). In later mainstream Christianity 

it was taken as established beyond dispute that the first sin of Adam 

and Eve was one of disobedience, a sin ofthe spirit, a rebellion ofthe 

human will against the divine will. To interpret it, as Divine Principle 

does, as "an improper act of love" between the intended spouses is 

not indeed unheard of in the long history of Christian thought, but it 

sharply contrasts with the accepted Christian theology ofthe past 1500 

years. At the time ofthe Reformation, indeed, the notion reappeared, 

especially among sects of the Radicd Reformation, and can still be 

traced in m o d e m times. 

In the sub-section entitled "The Act of Addtery between the 

Angel and Man", and in the further explanation given on the two 

following pages (DP, pp. 74-75), there is much to discuss, and I shodd 

like to know whether I have understood the teaching aright. Evidendy 

there is a difficdty in admitting that there codd be "an addterous 

relationship between the angel and man". This primordid act, the evil 

union between Satan and Eve, is given great importance in Divine 

Principle, and one wants to be sure that one has understood both what 

is meant by the act and its consequences. Evidently it is not merely an 

improper union of will, through ill-regdated desire or consent; it is 

more than that, since the act is a physicd or ontological union, and it 

has physicd or ontologicd consequences of great importance. Phrases 

which need dear explanation here are, for example: "We have come 

to understand that the root of sin is not that the first human ancestors 
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ate a fruit, but that they had an illicit blood relationship with an angel 

symbolized by a serpent"; "From this act, all men came to be born of 

Satanic lineage, apart from God's"; "What were the circumstances 

surrounding the affair which made man the descendant of the fallen 

angel, Satan?" These questions are to be further elucidated in the light 

of what we read in the following Sections. 

Section II 

The doctrine of the angels contained in sub-section 1 accords 

largely with traditiond Christian belief. One may except the affirmation 

that the angels were created to assist God in the creation of the 

universe (dthough this doctrine does not lack some support from 

ancient and medisevd writers): likewise the affirmation that "man was 

supposed to dominate the angels, too". 

In sub-section 2 we return to the problem of the illicit sexual 

relationship between Satan and Eve. Although we are told that this 

was "the spiritud fell" whereas the illicit relationship between Eve and 

Adam was "the physical fell", it is dear that according to the teaching 

of Divine Principle the first fall was not merely in the mord or intentiond 

order. Feelings, sensations and contact can be predicated even of 

spiritual beings: "Therefore, sexud union between a human being 

and an angel is actually possible". On page 79 we read that "Eve 

received certain elements from Lucifer when she joined into one 

body with him through love". These elements are given as the sense 

of fear, leading to guilty conscience, and a kind of higher wisdom 

giving her insight into creative purpose, As I have observed above, 

there is an ancient, and quite long-continued tradition within the 

Christian Church, which saw no impossibility in an illicit carnal union 

between angels and women, leading even to the procreation of 

demonic offspring which partook of the nature of both parents. (I 

may dso recall that even when such a notion was rejected as impossible 

in the official theology of the Church, the idea of actual sexual 

intercourse between a devil and a woman long continued in mediasvd 

and later folklore—for example, in the popdar dread ofthe Plantagenets 

as the "Devil's Brood". The mediaeval doctors did not dispute that the 
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devil in bodily guise could so invade the body of a woman, nor that 

she codd be a willing accomplice in the unnaturd union; but they 

denied that it could be true generation, since a spirit codd not 

procreate from a human being.) 

The description given in Divine Principle of the Spiritud Fall of 

Lucifer, in his illicit union with Eve, is free from the grossness of some 

ancient and mediaevd speculations. The motivation which led Lucifer 

to tempt Eve to submit to him is of great interest. The explanation of 

this motivation has a resemblance to traditiond Christian teaching 

that it was because of envy of man, newly created and highly 

endowed and loved by God, that the devil brought about man's Fall. 

In support of this view there was the text in the Book of Wisdom 

(accepted as canonicd in the Catholic Church): "For God created man 

incorruptible, and to the image ofhis own likeness he gave him. But, 

by the envy of the devil, death came into the world" (II.23-24). One 

shodd note, however, that in traditiond theology the devil had 

dready fallen before he tempted Eve and Adam; whereas in Divine 

Principle the devil's fall was in the act of making the woman fall, The 

devil's sin was traditionally explained as basically a sin of pride, which 

led him to refuse to acknowledge the nobility of human nature, in 

which he was shown that God himself w o d d become incarnate in 

Jesus Christ. This explanation, I should add, was never an officid 

dogma of the Church, but a theological opinion widely held. 

What is significantly different in the teaching of Divine Principle is 

that Lucifer saw in his seduction of Eve his opportunity and hope to 

use this contact with human nature so that he might obtain the 

mediatorship between God and the whole universe, in addition to 

the mediatorship he dready possessed as the supreme archangel in the 

angelic world. 

The motivation which led Eve to draw Adam into a premature 

and illicit sexud relationship is dso described in a passage of great 

psychological interest. The consequences ofthe two-fold addtery are 

further explained later. The whole of this part of Divine Principle is very 

carefully constructed and dosely argued; to understand the significance 

of the two-fold Fall in its cosmic context and consequences one has to 
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return to the deep metaphysical foundations laid in Chapter 1, "Principle 

of Creation". 

Section III 

I find this short Section of particular importance, since it points 

to a basic premise which underlies the whole approach to reality put 

forward in Divine Principle. It is the assertion that the power of love is 

stronger than all, even stronger than the power ofthe Principle. There 

is a fundamental strength and soundness in a world-outlook which 

dedares the primacy of love. Fate, necessity, eternal law—affirmation 

of these ultimates can undergird sombre, pessimistic and world-denying 

philosophies and theologies. But the affirmation of ultimate love is the 

avowd that life-bringing goodness is at the heart of all reality and act. 

Bonuw est diffusivum sui. One is reminded ofthe mediaeval controversies 

about the primacy of divine Will or Intellect. One is reminded, at a 

deeper level, of St. Paul's "the greatest of these is love", and of St. 

John's "God is love". 

Section IV 

The consequences of the Fall of man are here worked out with 

darity and logical coherence. Understanding of these consequences is 

necessary for an understanding of the Restoration which is to be 

explained later in the book. 

In sub-section 1 emphasis is laid on how "the world came under 

Satanic sovereignty". There is, indeed, scripturd warrant for this 

conviction, and it has played a large part in Christian thinking through 

the ages. It is strongly reasserted throughout Divine Principle, and it 

seems to be a powerful psychological element in the spiritual attitude 

of those who accept Divine Principle as their guide. There is no need to 

point out how alien this viewpoint must seem to the majority of their 

contemporaries, not only those who accept materialistic and secular 

assumptions, but also a large proportion of believing Christians in the 

modern age. They see it as a psychological and religious aberration of 

past ages to be obsessively preoccupied with the action of demons in 

the world, and they pass unfavourable judgments on past ages, such as 
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the later Middle Ages and the period of the Reformation, when 

Christians were intensely concerned with the devil and with 

manifestations of diabolic power. Many Christians today either deny 

the existence of evil spirits, or at least hold that they should have no 

place in the religious consciousness of believers. Is there a danger that 

Unificationists give too much attention to the demonic and Satanic, 

and that by asserting that in some way human beings are descendants 

of Satan they are obscuring their assertion of the goodness of being 

and ofthe power of love? I redize that an answer can be given from 

the pages of Divine Principle itself (e.g., in sub-section 3, pp. 85-87); but it 

is an answer which needs to be discussed. 

I have some incidentd questions about points raised on page 86. 

There we read, in the second paragraph, "that even the world of evil, 

when turned towards the purpose of goodness centered on Christ, 

will be restored to perfect goodness, thus redizing the Kingdom of 

God on earth". This belongs rather to later stages in our discussion, 

when we consider the teaching on the Restoration. But in passing I ask 

whether there is here a hint ofthe doctrine, put forward in antiquity 

by Origen and a few others, which held that even Satan and his fallen 

angels w o d d eventually be saved in the find restoration of all things? 

I find the last paragraph on page 86, continuing on to page 87, 

obscure. Is the English translation perhaps to blame? 

Another point on which I should like darification is the teaching 

about "the spirit men of evil men on earth" (p. 84). Sub-section 4, on 

"The Works of Good Spirits and Evil Spirits" is relevant here. Are "the 

evil spirit men" permanently such, or do men who are at other times 

collaborating with the work of good spirits become temporarily "evil 

spirit men" when they collaborate with the work of evil spirits? I may 

note in passing that sub-section 4 has a number of resemblances to a 

famous section of the Spiritual Exercises of St. Ignatius Loyola, entitled 

"On the Discernment of Spirits". 

The definition of the four kinds of sins, given in sub-section 5 

(pp. 88-89), maY usefully be discussed, I note there is a distinction 

between "origind sin", defined as "the sin derived from the spiritual 

and physicd fell ofthe first human ancestors", and, on the other hand, 
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"hereditary sin", which is defined as "the sin ofthe ancestors transmitted 

to the descendants through blood lineage". This distinction of two 

kinds of derived sin, one derived from the first parents ofthe human 

race, and the other presumably derived from less remote ancestors, 

seems unusud. It codd be objected that the text from Exodus XX.5, 

cited in Divine Principle at this point, does not say that the sin of the 

parents will be conveyed through several generations, but that the 

iniquity ofthe fathers will be visited upon the children to the third and 

fourth generation of those w h o hate God. The third kind of sin 

distinguished in this sub-section, namely "collective sin" is one that is 

m u c h discussed in m o d e m theology. Many theologians equate a 

collective "sin of the world" with what older theology described as 

origind sin. 

In this connection, I may observe that the view, widely accepted 

in m o d e m Christian theology, that the account in Genesis III is not a 

divine revelation that there was an initid Fall involving individud 

protoparents ofthe whole human race, but is a symbolic assertion of 

the universdity of "collective sin", is not only in opposition to Divine 

Principle but dso to the traditional teaching of the Christian Church 

and the universd belief of the faithful throughout the greater part of 

Christian history. It is also in opposition to the teaching still maintained 

by the ordinary magisterium ofthe Roman Catholic Church (as can be 

seen in the Encydicd Humani Genesis of Pope Pius XII and in a later 

pronouncement by Pope Pad VI), and to the biblical understanding of 

many other Christians, notably the Eastern Orthodox and many in the 

Protestant Churches, O n this point w e do not find Divine Principle 

ranged over against mainstream Christian theology, but rather in the 

same camp with traditional mainstream theology. Thus the same 

criticisms which are levelled against conservative Catholic and Evan-

gelicd theology, for being "fundamentalist" and "outmoded", will 

naturally be m a d e by many m o d e m theologians against the Unifica

tionist interpretation of Genesis III and ofthe doctrine of original sin. 

However, because the perspective of Divine Principle, like that of 

conservative Christian theology, is n o w dismissed as old-fashioned, 

that is no reason for denying it serious consideration. Fashions in 
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theological thinking vary from age to age, and a Zeitgeist can change 

remarkably in a fairly short span of time, An example was the great 

swing ofthe pendulum when Liberal Protestantism waned in the first 

part of the twentieth century, and neo-orthodoxy became the most 

dynamic movement within Protestant theology. It w o d d be rash to 

assume that the present near-abandonment ofthe doctrine of origind 

sin will necessarily be permanent; in a future age it may be restored to 

centrality in Christian theology. 

The last sub-section in Section IV is entitled "The Original Nature 

ofthe Fall". Some very controversid questions, which have exercised 

the minds of Christian theologians throughout the centuries, are 

relevant to a discussion of this brief sub-section, interpreted in the 

light of what has preceded it. What are "all the characteristics" which 

were transmitted from Lucifer to Eve, then from Eve to Adam, and so 

"gave rise to the fallen nature of man"? On page 79 the only two 

"elements" mentioned, as received by Eve from Lucifer in her illicit 

act of love with him, were the sense of fear and wisdom concerning 

her intended spouse. Nevertheless, it is dear from severd references 

throughout Divine Principle that "the fallen nature of man" implies the 

influence of considerably more than these two "elements". 

The "fallen nature of man", stemming from the inherited 

characteristics, is evidently something positive and intrinsic to man, 

containing active propensity to evil. There is wide scope for discussion 

of this point, to ask how the teaching of Divine Principle stands in 

relation to the historic controversies between theologians about the 

nature and constituents of transmitted origind sin. While the teadiing 

of Divine Principle is dearly more "optimistic" about the fallen nature of 

man than is the thorough-going Augustinian teaching of totd corruption, 

it w o d d also seem that it w o d d not go so fer as the opinion, 

predominant in Roman Catholic theology since the Middle Ages, 

according to which original sin is essentially a privation, the absence of 

something (namely, sanctifying grace) which ought to be there accord

ing to the origind endowment by which God raised man's natural 

capacities to a supernatural destiny 

Again, Divine Principle does not enter into the question, so hotly 
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debated in past centuries, about the manner of transmission of 

origind sin. Clearly, it agrees with the traditional teaching, reaffirmed 

both by the Protestant Reformers and by the Council of Trent, that 

origind sin was transmitted by the process of human generation, and 

not merely by m o r d influence or imitation. The opinion of St. 

Augustine, that it was the human procreative act precisely as affected 

by lust that was the causd instrument for the transmission of original 

sin is not here asserted in such terms. Is something similar implied 

in what w e read on pages 75-76, about addtery as the root of 

sin, about the significance of circumcision, about the "evil blood" 

received because of universd adultery, and about the inevitability 

of this evil indination in all humanity up to the time of the Lord of 

the Second Advent? 

The notion of "concupiscence" has a wider significance in Christian 

theology than disordered sexual desire, and Divine Principle dearly does 

not restrict the evil indination in m a n to sexual disorder. O n e may ask 

h o w Unificationist theology w o d d stand in relation to the vexed 

historicd controversies about the place of concupiscence in origind 

sin; whether it is identical with transmitted original sin, as Luther held, 

or whether it is a partial ("material") element of it, as Aquinas held, or 

whether it is not a constituent element of it at all, but merely a pend 

consequence, as the Scotists, Nominalists and Molinists held? 

Section V 

The discussion here about human freedom in the various phases 

of man's existence dso has andogies with parallel discussion in traditiond 

theology about freedom in the supralapsarian, inftalapsarian and 

eschatological phases, Divine Principle seems to be in accord with the 

stricter Augustinian tradition, and with Reformation theology, in 

asserting that "man lost his freedom because of the fell" (p.93). This 

absolute-sounding assertion is, however, mitigated by the statement 

that follows, to the effect that "man, though fallen, still has a remainder 

ofhis original nature which seeks freedom in God", and further, "that, 

as time goes by, man's zeal for the pursuit of freedom grows". It w o d d 
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be anachronistic to interpret these statements in terms of the dassic 

debates about free will and divine determinism; but at least they offer 

some andogies with both Arminian and Roman Catholic teaching, 

even if they do not go so far as the Council of Trent, which anathematized 

any who asserted that "after the sin of Adam the free will of man was 

lost and extinguished" (Canon 5 de iustificatione). 

A noteworthy feature of this Section of Divine Principle, not 

found in any ofthe traditiond views mentioned above, is the teaching 

that the tendency and the yearning for "the freedom of the origind 

mind" has been renewed and developed in the course of time. "In the 

providence of restoration" it seems that this hunger and zed for 

freedom is pointing forwards to its fdfilment. The socid revolutions 

of recent centuries are not said to be a legitimate part of this 

providentid process, but at least they testify to the growing strength 

of man's yearning for his origind freedom. 

Section VI 

The deep questions raised in this Section cannot be brushed 

aside as mere anthropomorphism, or as mere metaphysicd subtleties. 

They involve the problem of evil itself, the radicd search for a 

theodicy which perpetually presses on the religious conscience of 

mankind, and which all the world religions seek to answer in one 

way or another. 

W h y did God, although omniscient and omnipotent, "not 

intervene to prevent the act of the fell when He foresaw it"? Divine 

Principle says that this basic question "has been left unsolved throughout 

human history". One may understand this assertion to mean that 

none ofthe solutions proposed are considered satisfactory. In Christian 

theology many great minds have offered partid solutions, but there is 

a readiness to admit that the full resolution of this mysterious question 

lies beyond the adequate grasp of human reason. 

Although modem theologians wodd refuse to discuss die question 

in the categories presented here, theologians of past centuries, especially 

the mediaeval scholastics and the Calvinist thinkers of the sixteenth, 

seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, would have acknowledged 
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that this way of presenting and discussing the question was meaningful 

and usefid. The Scotist and Ockhamist theologians who distinguished 

momenta rationis in the divine will and providential decrees, were well 

aware that this kind of distinction referred to ontological priority, not 

to tempord sequence or mdtiplicity, which codd have no place in 

the being of God. Nevertheless they, like Protestant theologians later 

who discussed the order of the divine decrees, found this form of 

theological specdation a necessary path to a deeper penetration of 

the divine mystery. The use of similar processes of reasoning in Divine 

Principle when discussing the counsel and volition of God can likewise 

be defended from the charge of anthropomorphism. 

Of the three reasons given in this Section, the first, namely that 

God did not intervene to prevent the Fall in order not to circumvent 

the free responsibility he had delegated to man, can be found not only 

in the thinking of Pelagians but dso in some Catholic thinkers of later 

centuries. The second reason would be countered by most Christian 

speculative theologians, on the grounds that God's permissive will 

does not implicate him either in causdity of or in responsibility for the 

mord evil attending some physical act. Mord evil as such requires no 

positive cause, since it is a negation, a falling away from due goodness, 

a "surd", as Lonergan puts it. 

As for the third reason in this Section, it depends on the 

metaphysicd postulates about divine and created dominion which 

were set out in the previous chapter. Those who accept the postdates 

in question will find the present reasoning cogent; those who do not 

will likewise be unconvinced here. 

S o m e Concluding Reflections 

o n "The Fall of M a n " 

In its interpretation of Chapters II and III of Genesis, Divine Principle 

succeeds better than the usual Christian expositions, it seems to me, in 

giving coherence to the divine prohibition, given origindly to Adam 

and Eve, not to eat of the Tree of the Knowledge of Good and Evil. 

The Yahwist author presents the act of eating from that tree as an act 

of enlightenment, and he indicates that man acquired a fecdty of 
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discernment by his act of disobedience. It wodd be a relevant 

difficulty to bring against the ordinary Christian exegesis to object 

that according to Christian doctrine the Fall did not bring enlightenment 

or enhanced discernment, but ignorance and m o r d obfuscation, 

I have dready noted the strong impression given by Divine 

Principle of a creed which is optimistic, positive and life-affirming. 

There are some significant phrases on page 86: "...the purpose of 

creation was to obtain joy, and joy can be obtained only w h e n desire is 

fulfilled, If m a n had no desire or ambition, he could have no joy". This 

is in direct opposition to creeds which show man's dtimate god as 

reached by the part of the extinction of desire. The perspectives of 

Divine Principle are very different from those of Stoicism, Quietism 

or Buddhism, 

Nevertheless, Divine Principle is dso in opposition to exaggerated 

evolutionary optimism, which would see the m o r d obliquity of m a n 

as no more than imperfection and defectibility inherent in the process 

of evolution from a state of primitive struggle towards higher 

consciousness. "Misuse of human liberty is one thing: it is involved in 

origind sin, But the misuse reveded is one that brings with it a 

privation of godliness, which is not identical with defective 

creaturehood" (C.J. Peter). 

W h e n referring earlier to evolutionary theory, I said that I w o d d 

return to the problem of monogenism. Like the traditiond Christian 

theology of origind sin, Divine Principle has to face the widespread 

assumption that belief in an individud pair of human protoparents, as 

the starting point of the "history of sdvation", is incompatible with 

science. To put the objection in a nutshell: "The appearance of an 

individual mutant is not evolution; only populations evolve and 

survive, not individuals" (E. Bone, Nouve/le Revue Tfieologiijue, 1962). Some 

Christian theologians deny that this dictum of science can determine 

what happened at the dawn of human spiritud responsibility; since 

human evolution is unique, a specid teleology can be assumed for it. 

Others accept the postdate of polygenism, and adopt a symbolic 

interpretation of Genesis which they see as compatible with it. According 

to Karl Rahner and others, such a reinterpretation is not exduded for 
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Roman Catholic theologians, even by the papal Encyclicd, Hwnani 

Generis. H o w would Unificationists view a similar enterprise to reinterpret 

Divine Principle in a polygenistic perspective? 

The great vdue of discussions such as the one on which w e are at 

present engaged is, in m y opinion, that they insistently redirect the 

attention of Christian thinkers to the reveded doctrine of origind sin, 

which has during the past century become a largely neglected branch 

of theology, relegated to the limbo of unimportant or outmoded 

opinions. This doctrine of origind sin runs counter to so m u c h of what 

is taken for granted in m o d e m thought, so that, to quote Karl Rahner, 

"It is understandable but not on that account excusable that the 

doctrine plays a very small part in the contemporary presentation of 

Christianity". It is n o w fifty-six years since N.P Williams, in the first of 

his Bampton Lectures, described the contemporary theological situation 

in terms which are even more applicable to the situation today: 

"There was a time when the scheme of orthodox dogma 
appeared to all as an unshakeable adamantine framework, reposing 
upon the two pillars of the Fall and of Redemption. These two 
complementary conceptions—that ofthe great apostasy, which 

defaced the image of God in man, and that ofthe great restoration 
through the Incarnation and the Atonement, which renewed 
it—were universally taken for granted as the twin focd points 
which determined the ellipse of traditiond theology.... It is not 
too much to say that, whilst for professed and genuine Christians 
the second great pillar ofthe faith, the doctrine of Redemption, 

remains unshaken, founded upon direct experience of the 
redeeming love of God in Christ, even they have the uneasy 
feeling that the first pillar, the doctrine of the Fall, has been 
irretrievably undermined, and totters on its base, no longer 
capable of bearing its former share of the super-incumbent 
weight. There are, indeed, those w h o urge that it is now a source 
of weakness rather than of strength to the fabric which it 
supported for so long and should be razed to the ground." 
(The Ideas of the Eall and of Original Sin, London: Longman's, 

Green, 1929, pp. 8-10) 

This brings m e to m y last observation, which I regard as substantid. 

Divine Principle seems to explain the predicament of m a n dmost 
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entirely by reference to the account in Genesis II and III, expounded 

independently of Christology. Both Catholic and Protestant theologians 

insist that the mysterious doctrine of origind sin cannot be illuminated 

or seen in its correct setting unless the primary reference is to 

the N e w Testament revelation of the divine sdvific will through 

the incarnation of G o d in Jesus Christ. True, m u c h of the older 

systematic theology, especially in the Reformation tradition, has fol

lowed the same methodology as that of Divine Principle in this 

question. The protest of Karl Barth has m a d e a profound impression 

in the present century: 

"The indine obviously begins at the point where we think we 
have to create the message of sin from some other source than 
that of the message of Jesus Christ. This forces us to ask for an 
independent normative concept, and to move forward to the 

construction of it, and w e fall at once into the whole arbitrary 
process.... And why shodd w e not avoid the mistake at the 
point where it begins? What reason is there for that first belief 

that the doctrine of sin must precede Christology and therefore 
be worked out independendy of it? The belief is a traditiond 
one which has seldom been questioned but has usually been 

treated as more or less self-evident. In opposition to it w e 
maintain the simple thesis that ody when w e know Jesus Christ 
do w e really know that man is the man of sin, and what sin is, 
and what it means for man.... Because the God against w h o m 

the man of sin contends has judged this man, and therefore 
myself as this man, in the self-offering and death of Jesus Christ 
His O w n Son, putting him to death and destroying him; ... 

Because the verdict passed in His resurrection from the dead 
unmasks this old man, showing what everyman is before God, 
and therefore what I myself a m before Him, the man w h o is 

judged and put to death and destroyed. All this came upon Jesus 

Christ for every one of us and therefore for me, in our place and 
therefore in m y place.... Because He is the One w h o has done 
this for us, the verdict of God passed in His resurrection and 

reveded in His being and living and speaking and witness is 

relevant to all m e n and therefore to ourselves.... In this verdict 
w e leam what God knows about us, and therefore how it really 
is with us.... The fact that man is a sinner, and what his sin is, is 
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something that in the last resort we can measure properly and 
fully only by that which on the N e w Testament understanding 
is man's salvation, the redemptive grace which comes from 
God to man." 
(Cnurcfi Dogmatics, Vol. IV Part 1, E.T Edinburgh: Clark, 1956, 

pp. 389-91) 

This insight of Karl Barth is shared by Christian theologians today, 

both Protestant and Catholic, w h o take seriously the theology of sin. 

They do not look first to Genesis II and III for the revelation of Christian 

hamartiology, but to I Corintfiians and Romans. Karl Rahner sums it up 

from the viewpoint of Catholic theology: "The feet that the mystery 

of origind sin has its ground in the mystery of the bestowd of 

sanctifying grace dso explains w h y the actud doctrine of origind sin 

only appears in Scripture w h e n the divinization of m a n by the Pneuma 

of God is explicitly grasped.... Origind sin and being redeemed are 

two existentids of the human situation in regard to sdvation, which 

at all times determine human existence" (Sacramentum Mundi, Vol. 4, s.v. 

"Origind Sin"). 

In this perspective, I submit, our present discussion of the Fall 

and sin of m a n can only be proleptic, pointing forward to and 

presupposing the doctrine of Redemption and Restoration. 
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In this paper I outline that understanding ofthe will and of freedom 

which I believe is implicit in Divine Principle. Divine Principle offers 

important suggestions for further thinking: the notion of polyspheric 

willing and the concept of freedom as perfect justice are two such 

ideas. They are important for theology, for ethics, and for politics. 

Unification thought rejects the individualistic model of human actions 

presupposed by the teleological/deontological debate. It also rejects 

the communal model of human action presupposed by contextualists 

and Marxists. In m y judgment, it offers resources to help us think 

beyond the dilemmas faced by contemporary thinkers. 

Willing as a Polyspheric Act 

Unification theology describes human action as polyspheric. For 

example, M o o n says we must act on the "individual, familial, tribal, 

national, world, and God levels." Again, the scope of salvation is said to 

apply to the religious, political, economic, educational, linguistic 

scientific, familial, and individual spheres. 

Unification theology does not have, as far as I know, any theoret

ical conception of the human act as polyspheric. However, in m y 

judgment, such a conception is implicit in its various descriptions of 

action. M y goal, in this paper, is to outline a theoretical conception of 

hum a n freedom as polyspheric action. M y goal is not to be original, 

but to attempt to unify several theories of action. In so doing, w e 

will come to see that the polyspheric character of human action is 

already understood. 
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The word "sphere" is here defined as a level, or dimension, of 

action which has a unique end, or purpose, The unique ends, or 

purposes, of action are: 

the economic, or "event-forming" 

the scientific, or "rule-forming" 

the social, or "group-forming" 

the linguistic, or "meaning-forming" 

the spiritual, or "character-forming" 

the judicial, or "judgment-forming" 

The distinctiveness ofthe spheres, or dimensions, pertains to the 

uniqueness of their several ends. Events, rdes, groups, meaning, char

acter and judgment are not only different ends, but they are 

incomparably different, i.e., unique. This is why they are not merely 

several ends that might belong to the same sphere, but are severd 

ends each belonging to different spheres, 

Ethical theories have considered these various spheres in relation 

to the conception of the rightness, or goodness, of action. For 

example, Kant discussed whether the rightness of an action was 

determined by whether it produced a good-yielding happiness, or 

whether it conformed to a rule capable of universdization. The 

Kantian perspective, challenged by later utilitarianism, and recently 

developed by the teleological/deontological debate, discriminates 

two distinct spheres of action: the rule-forming and the event-forming. 

Every act both produces an event and also expresses a rde. The rde it 

expresses relates both to the event-forming and the rde-forming 

spheres, namely, that (1) if I act in such a way, then the event I seek will 

happen, and (2) if I act in such a way, then the possibility of acting (as a 

way of producing events) will be maintained. 

The rule-forming dimension of human action seeks to develop, 

or maintain, the order within which human action can be rationally 

purposive and, therefore, free. I call this dimension the "scientific" 

sphere, (It is traditionally cdled the "mord" sphere.) 

The event-forming dimension of human action indudes those 

things which can be intended as particular ends of human action for 

the sake of the happiness they bring. 
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Human actions can aim at causing an event which brings happi

ness and at expressing, or establishing, a rule which maintains the 

rationally purposing character of human action itself. In feet, any 

particular choice—or aspects of that choice—indudes both these 

spheres. They are two dimensions of the same choice and not two 

different choices. This is why we speak ofthe polyspheric character of 

human action. 

However, from this andysis, we can also see that a human action 

can indude not merely event-forming and rule-forming dimensions, 

but dso severd others: the group-forming, the meaning-forming, and 

the character-forming. 

The group-forming dimension of every act is of special interest 

to contextud ethics. Every action has a socid character, It reaffirms a 

set of socid relations, or it can expand or decrease that set of relations, 

Sexud intercourse can have an amative as well as procreative function, 

i.e., it can bond two persons thereby creating a group. For example, 

abortion is an act which, whether right or wrong, excludes prenatd life 

from the group of moral subjects. All human actions have some 

group-forming character. This group-forming character is always seen 

in manners, courtesy, and style. 

In a society with high group consciousness, the contextual char

acter of human action is the most important criterion of moral 

rightness and wrongness. H o w an action affects the group is the most 

important consideration in evaluating it. In Christianity, with its 

strong emphasis on God's desire to unify the human race, there is an 

ethical disposition towards universality, and this becomes a contextual 

value that affects our evaluation of all human actions. Human actions 

that establish social solidarity with a more universal community have a 

greater worth than those which have a particularistic tendency. 

A fourth dimension of every human action is the linguistic. All 

human action is significative. Just as speech is a form of action, so action is 

a form of speech—especially moral speech. More simply, whenever 

we do something (for we do what we think is right), this shows what 

we mean by our words. In societies where action is systematically at 

variance with words, language itself is destroyed. That is, people learn 
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that words do not mean what they say, but they mean what is done. 

Because all action is significative, therefore, all action forms language. 

Recent studies of Nazi and Communist destruction of language 

through propaganda help us appreciate how all action has a linguistic 

dimension. Hence, a mord action must not only aim at a good, act 

according to a right-rde, and create a universal context, but it must 

also tell the truth. It must maintain the meaning of human life by 

expressing truth in action, If it fails to do this, it does injury to the 

linguistic sphere. 

A fifth sphere of action is the spiritud. Here I define the spiritud 

as that which pertains to a person because he is formed by the effects 

ofhis own free action. While, on the one hand, our acts express our 

competence as free beings, one of their chief effects is dso to shape 

our character. Every free action has a reflexive effect upon the subject 

of that action and, taken cumdatively, our actions determine our 

character and make us the kind of people we are. 

Were our actions, in dl their other spheres, mordly laudable, we 

w o d d tend to become (through their reflexive effects) persons 

possessing ideal mord character. As it is, however, the accumdated 

failures of our actions in their other spheres have an impact upon our 

own character. W e become diverted from our "true selves," blind to 

moral truth, and now formed in the image of our own sin. 

But the formation of character is not merely the reflexive 

consequence of actions that pertain to other spheres. Just as there are 

sphere-specific actions in the order of language (e.g., correcting gram

mar) or in the order of social relations (e.g., getting married), so there 

are sphere-specific actions in the order of character formation (e.g., 

the prayerful imitation of Christ, or confession or penance). Sphere-

specific actions have, as their primary aim, the production of the 

personal character ofthe moral subject, strengthening his capacity to 

act rightly in the severd other moral spheres. However, his right or 

wrong action in the several other mord spheres also reflexively affects 

his own character (in his ability to act rightly). 

There remains one further sphere of human action. W e have, to 

this point, discriminated five functions: the event-forming, the rde-
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forming, the group-forming, the meaning-forming and the character-

forming. W e have suggested that these functions define five dimensions, 

or spheres, that pertain to every h u m a n action: 

the economic—event-forming 

the scientific—rule-forming 

the socid—group-forming 

the linguistic—meaning-forming 

the spiritual—character-forming 

I have also suggested that ethical theoreticians have given con

sideration to the qualities of these spheres as criteria for moral action. 

Hence, teleological, deontological, contextual, and meta-ethical the

ories relate to the first four spheres and traditional spirituality is 

specifically interested in the fifth. 

The problem that n o w arises is h o w are these several spheres that 

exist within each human act to be reciprocally related and harmonized? 

Because they are quite distinct from one another, they often do exist 

in disharmony For example, a person can choose a happiness-yielding 

event by violating a universal rule, or can follow the rule and not be 

happy. Or a person can affiliate with a universal community and be 

obliged to violate rdes of significative moral language, or vice versa. 

The fact of the matter is that it is difficult to act in such a way that 

there is harmony among the several dimensional tendencies of our 

actions. W e usually establish a unity within our actions by raising the 

moral criterion of one or another of the spheric tendencies to a 

principle of primacy. (For example, Kant extracts the principle of 

moral action from the rule-forming sphere.) 

Because all ofthe spheres are intrinsically necessary to every action, 

one cannot argue that any one is more important than the others. 

Moreover, because the vdues they individually involve are incompa

rable, one cannot argue from a hierarchical ordering as a way of 

producing unity. For these reasons, the sole way to unify the spheric 

values in h u m a n action is by harmonizing them. This activity of harmo

nization must itself be yet another unique sphere of action: the judicial. 

The moral activity which seeks to establish the best possible 

harmonization among the several moral tendencies within every 
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action is justice. Justice is the weighing of incomparables which takes 

effect as a judgment giving specific form to the polyspheric act. In this 

act, a judgment is expressed as how best to indude (or exclude) the 

various spheric tendencies. 

Under conditions of sin, the best justice we can obtain involves 

the sacrifice of some values and some spheres in order to save others. 

Under these conditions, the harmony justice can obtain is, at best, a 

balancing of goods and evils, rights and wrongs, accommodations and 

hopes. The sole principle relating to such "imperfect justice" I wish 

specidly to note, however, is that justice dways aspires to full redemp

tion. Hence, justice must always act so that the possibility of perfect 

future harmoni22tion is maximdly maintained. 

Even under conditions of human perfection, i.e., perfect harmo

nization, the activity of justice is necessary. For example, just as in 

music any theme can be expressed in several variations which are all 

equdly perfect (their difference does not arise from degrees of 

imperfection), so in even a perfect world there is need for justice. The 

judicial sphere, therefore, is essentid to every human action. It is the 

judgment which establishes the maximd harmony of mord tenden

cies within the human act and, even in a perfect state, creates mdtiple 

new perfect harmonies. 

Freedom as the Perfection of the Will 

The concept of freedom pertains, in the normative case, to the 

act of perfect willing. A free will is a will which chooses as it shodd. 

Failures of a will to act as it should are lacks of its perfect freedom. 

Hence, a will which is unfree has lost its perfection—chief of which is 

losing its capacity to act justly, or to harmonize all the sphere-specific 

values which it simdtaneously desires. 

W h e n I desire both that the moral rule for my act be 

universalizable and I dso choose a good that I w o d d not dso want for 

everyone else, then my two desires are in contradiction. This contra

diction in my own desires cannot be harmonized and, hence, I myself 

cause my own unfreedom or my own inability to will perfectly. 
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Of course, I could will freely if I could bring my desires into 

harmony. As Anselm noted, the truly free man wants only what is 

right and all that he wants is right: hence, there is harmony between 

his two specific desires. 

Given the fellenness of man, the sole being w h o m we can 

imagine possessing perfect freedom is God. God's will is perfectly free 

because all that God desires is capable of harmonization. There is, 

therefore, no limitation on God's freedom or His creative power. In 

this conception, the moral perfection of God is the basis for His power 

and sovereignty. In the same way, when a human being overcomes sin 

(the self-contradiction in his own desires) he is capable of willing like 

God and gains in His capacity for creative (free) action. 

The cause of all unfreedom is internal disharmony of desires. The 

supposition that there are external constraints on one's freedom 

confuses the feet that one cannot have everything one desires with 

the idea of a limitation of one's power of free choice. This limitation 

arises in the encounter with two types of situations: moral and 

non-moral. A moral limitation to one's willing is encountered when 

the will of another impedes one's own desires. Since, in this case, one 

can gain one's own desires only at the cost of denying the will of 

another, such a purpose w o d d stand in contradiction with the 

sphere-values of rule universality and of group-extension (at least!). If 

one should go ahead and attain some particular desire by sacrificing 

these other values, then one would act in contradiction to those 

very conditions that maintain even relative free will. Hence, a 

moral impediment to one's choice cannot be construed as a limita

tion on one's freedom—even though it may be an impediment to 

one's willing. 

The same type of argument applies also to being limited by 

non-moral entities. Obviously, in such situations, when someone 

cannot have what he desires, then he should transform his desire to 

what is really possible. To want what is not possible is to create one's 

own unfreedom. It is a self-limitation on one's freedom to desire what 

is impossible, a self-limitation that can only be removed by transforming 

one's desires so that they can be effectively willed. Hence, it is no 
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limitation on freedom that a person wants what he cannot attain 

through his choice. 

The imagination that extemd impediments to our actions con

stitute limitations on our freedom arises from regarding freedom as a 

form of mere willing (velle). Mere willing, sometimes cdled spontaneous 

willing, is the abstract idea of a single desire taken in separation from 

the conditions of tfie moral act. W h e r e persons act spontaneously, giving 

momentary precedence to a single sphere-specific willing over the 

other willings that are dso necessary, then their patterns of choices 

evidence a back-and-forth choice and reversd, doing and undoing, as if 

they codd not make up their minds. But, marrying today, divorcing 

tomorrow, marrying again, divorcing again, or wanting children, 

complaining w h e n one has them, impregnation, abortion—these are 

not the patterns of action of free beings, These patterns reved an 

actor engaged in constant self-contradiction of his o w n previous 

actions. That such a person feels he acts spontaneously, abstracting the 

dominant desire of the m o m e n t from its place in the polyspheric 

m o r d self (and from the continuity of time) does not make his actions 

free. His spontaneous actions are not free because they never are 

effective; they are constantly being undone by the subject of these 

actions himself, w h o thereby destroys his o w n freedom. 

The concept of human freedom, like the concept of God's 

freedom, pertains to the conditions of volitiond poiver or effective action. 

Freedom is the perfection of willing, i.e., the condition of its efficacy. 

Without freedom, our actions dways lack full efficacy. As Augustine 

said, a sinfid act is non posse non peccare, a deficient (not an efficient) 

willing. In the same way, according to Augustine, a free act is one 

which is perfectly efficacious because it cannot fail to achieve its 

purposes. 

For man, at least, the concept of efficacious willing (i.e., free will) 

must be determined with respect to the tempord order. (We shall 

later see this is dso true for God.) Efficacious willing is willing through 

which a m a n is able to attain his ends, or shape his o w n life, through 

the whole course of time. This requires that he act in a pattern of 

choices which are not self-contradictory, but reciprocally harmonious 
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and self-reinforcing. A sinful man, day by day, acts to undo his previous 

day's choices. A m a n possessing freedom acts, day by day, to build on 

(thereby reaffirming and also extending) what he has previously 

chosen. W h e n this occurs, a m a n creates his future because his past 

actions are efficacious in making his future purposes become real. 

The characteristic of free human willing is efficacy in shaping the 

future by creating continuity of events in time that bring a person 

eventudly to attain his goals. A conception of human freedom is not 

adequate if it does not account for the capacity of a human being to 

direct the course of his life towards his o w n ultimate future and, 

through his o w n free acts, to shape his o w n destiny. Particularly the 

conception of "consumer freedom"—the lady in the supermarket 

confronted by mdtiplicities of possible choices (products) from which 

she spontaneously chooses what she prefers—is a false conception of 

freedom. In feet, this notion of "consumer freedom"—emphasizing 

spontaneous reaction to externally provided possibilities—is a notion 

betraying the idea of freedom itself. It is 31984 conception of language 

where true freedom is taken away in the name of "freedom." 

True freedom rests on the possibility of fulfilling one's purpose. 

W h e r e this purpose is the goal of an entire life, true freedom requires 

perseverance as its chief virtue. In the temporal order, a long-range 

purpose can be attained only step by step, through a series of 

intermediate purposes which lead towards one's final goals. This 

means that human freedom requires the exercise of the full range of 

virtues essential to willing: for example, the exercise of reason in 

planning and scheduling tasks and the exercise of justice in balancing 

and harmonizing the various tasks. The characteristic of a free being is 

that, from the point of view ofhis purpose, the course ofhis life can 

be seen to have a rational order expressive of that purpose. 

These same considerations also apply to God's purposes for His 

creation. If God has a purpose for creation—and He must have since 

He created the world—then that purpose must be exhibited as a 

rational order of God's action in time. The debate among theologians 

whether such a "philosophy of history" is possible only reveals h o w 

little they understand the character of freedom, For Reinhold Niebuhr, 
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for example, the "freedom" of God is the same spontaneous arbitrari

ness of a housewife in a supermarket—a "freedom" unrelated to 

purposive action, Hence, quite consistent with his denial of God's true 

freedom and any philosophy of history, Niebuhr also denies that God 

has a purpose for this world. 

If God has a purpose for this world, then the realization of that 

purpose must take the form of a rational order of historicd laws and 

events that move towards its attainment. In the contemporary world, 

only Unification and various revolutionary theologies understand this 

principle and seek to exhibit it as a philosophy of history. These 

theologies understand the basic truth that if God is the free, purposing 

Lord of history, then history itself must exhibit a purposive order. 

In time, freedom is manifested as an order of events which leads 

toward the attainment of a goal or goals. To this activity, planning and 

harmonizing are of crucial importance. However, it has dready been 

pointed out that freedom is, first of all, a spiritud activity It does not 

depend upon time. Rather lime depends upon it. Freedom is a supra-

temporal activity by which a person determines purposes and possibil

ities, The temporal act of a person merely expresses, in another order, 

what has already been established as a spiritud reality: the judgment 

which, in its perfect form, is the free act of the will. 
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in the effort n o w gaining m o m e n t u m 1 to understand and respond to 

the fresh theological energy ofthe Unification movement, Christolog-

icd issues obviously have a pivotal role. Divine Principle states that the 

most important questions of all fell within this area.2 This would 

necessarily be so in the broad sense of "Christ" standing for the axial 

event or person on which any religion is grounded, but it is particu

larly the case with respect to an intensely messianic movement such as 

Unificationism. Moreover, standing as it does on its o w n historic norm 

of Jesus as the Christ, the mainstream Christian tradition naturally 

focuses its assessment of any n e w religious movement in Christological 

terms, as w e have seen in provisiond pronouncements upon Unification 

belief by committees of the National Council of Churches and the 

Association of Theological Schools. Since Sun Myung M o o n launched 

his mission expressly to unify world Christianity it is inevitable that 

the most sensitive flash points of discussion would arise within the 

interpretation of Christ. 

In, through and under an immense variegation of terminology 

and conceptual detail, "Christ," in general, stands for the decisive 

means by which the purpose ofthe world is rectified and fulfilled. In 

historic Christianity as well as in Unification teaching, this decisive 

means is envisaged in two primary instantiations: (a) the coming ofthe 

Christ in First Century Palestine, and (b) his expected return to 

consummate history. While the dialectical relation between the two 

instantiations is at the heart of any living Christology attention within 
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our present space shall be addressed to the first, the Christ who has 

already come, This is not to deny that the most arresting claims of 

Unificationism arise with respect to the second, that is, the returning 

Christ.'' Such claims, however, are couched in terms that fundamen

tally depend upon the Unification understanding of the Christ as the 

historical Jesus, particularly what he left undone. Hence any respon

sible effort to comprehend and critically evaluate Unification messi

anic themes must join discussion at the level ofthe biblical and dassicd 

Christological data, as w e n o w undertake to do. 

i The Humanity of Christ 

One of the mos;t deep-seated principles of Unification theology 

generally is its clear and emphatic recognition that "the providence of 

restoration cannot be fulfilled by God's power done, but... is to be 

fulfilled by maris joint action with God."' It shodd be underscored 

what a notably Christological principle this is, In spite of obscurations 

that have occurred in the classical theological tradition (viz. the virtud 

theoretical annulment at some points of a real human participation in 

the salvific process—as has been tellingly analyzed in our time by 

Process Theology), it is elemental to the very notion of Christ that the 

setting free and making whole of the world is a divine and human 

action. In its widest peripheries this action intends to engage all of us 

and perhaps all creatures whatever, but its inner core, its definitive 

paradigm, is the Christ per se. "Christ" means, in other words, God 

incarnate, God enhistoricized, God enhumanized, God with us (Immanuel). In 

its very essence it is a theanthropic notion, and the dearer it becomes the 

more firmly both its terms—the divine and the h u m a n — a r e articu

lated. O n the foundational witness ofthe Gospels, such an articdation 

was achieved in the climactic orthodox formula of full humanity 

inseparably as well as unconfusedly united with full deity in Christ's 

person. It was lucidly upheld, to cite another shining example, by St. 

Anselm in his exposition of Christ's work, in which the question 

" W h y God-man?" (Cur Deus-homo?) cannot be answered except by 

seeing the integral role of both deity and humanity in the creative and 

restorative process. In spite ofthe firm anchorage of this truth in the 
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great landmarks of dassical tradition, most scholars would accept D.M. 

Baillie's judgment6 that it was a special service of the nineteenth 

century search for the original Jesus to bring an "end to Docetism" and 

thus vindicate radical humanity as Christologically axiomatic. Assessed 

along this line, Unification Christology gets high marks for its categor

ical affirmation of h u m a n soteriological responsibility in indefeasible 

give and take with God's. At the christic center of soteriology this 

means a theologically healthy predisposition in behalf of Christ's 

unimpeachable humanity. 

2, The Deity of Christ 

O n the other side ofthe basic christic formula the situation is less 

dear, and yet there are in Unificationism propitious elements for a 

strong thematization also of Christ's deity. As a cardinal premise of 

such thematization, Unification commitment to a radical God-

centeredness is unequivocal. In emphatic opposition to communism 

as well as the secularist "death of God" strain in recent theology, this 

continues to be a main plank in the Moonie platform.7 Nor has there 

been, in general terms, any failure in Unificationism to apply God-

centeredness to the salvific process, O n the contrary, it has been 

insistently maintained that God is the world's Creator and Restorer in 

incommensurably greater degree than humanity, whose (indeed real!) 

"portion of responsibility" is itself grounded in divine will and nature. 

This determinative theistic note is conspicuous also in the existential 

religious witness of Moonies. Such a theistic frame of reference is 

surely pertinent in assessing the broad Christological intentionality 

of Unificationism, even if it does not ipso facto insure congruence 

with the orthodox model of Christ's person, at least not immediately 

or objectively. 

At present, Divine Principle stops short of the full traditional 

affirmation of christic divinity as that was established at Nicaea, 

Constantinople, and Chalcedon.8 A pivotal formulation of its view is 

that while Jesus "may well be called God," because he exemplified 

individual h u m a n perfection, "he can by no means be God himself"0 

This is typologically a "low" Christology of the Antiochean type, as 
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opposed to the "high" one of Alexandrian tradition. In the former, 

Christ's humanity is substantive and his divinity adjectivd; he is the 

divine man, that is to say, the perfectly God-related or God-indwelt 

man. In the Alexandrian tradition on the other hand, there is an 

obverse focus, The humanity is adjectival and the divinity substantive; 

Christ is the incarnate or enhumaned God. Chalcedon's achievement 

was to synthesize Antioch and Alexandria, not in logicd explanation 

but nonetheless in faithful affirmation. Unificationism so far does not 

espouse this synthesis, even though both sides of the dialectic under

lying it come to expression in Divine Principle. The latter can aver that it 

"does not deny the attitude of faith held by many Christians that Jesus 

is God, since it is true that a perfected man is one body with God."10 

This phraseology of the unity of "body" has per se much to recom

mend it, harmonizing not only with a prime image like Colossians 2:9" 

but also with the pervasive biblical feel for body—not to speak of its 

analogical suggestiveness in terms of m o d e m physics and ontology. But 

though ostensibly saving the phenomenon of the N e w Testament 

witness to Christ (on this, its deific side) Divine Principle's mode of 

predication seems unmistakably intended in the Antiochean sense of 

Paul of Samosata and dynamic monarchianism, rather than of Nicene 

and Chalcedonian orthodoxy. What dinches this is the express denid 

that Christ can be God himself (tantamount prima facie to negating the 

Nicene homoousios, the "very God of very God"), While it can be said 

that fulfilled humanity "attains" and "possesses" deity, "feeling exactly 

what God feels and knowing God's will,"1- the Christological mode of 

union one must judge to be construed morally or functionally rather 

than ontologically. Christ, who is rightly seen to be fully human, while 

flawlessly united with divine purpose, does not really share divine 

nature as Chalcedon affirms in the idea of the hypostatic or persond 

union. 

Do we confront here, then, a basic antithesis between Unifica

tionism and dassical Christian orthodoxy? Before jumping to this 

condusion, a number of considerations invite attention. 

One concerns the overdl situation in contemporary theology. 

Beyond Christendom's multifarious long standing divisions and irre-
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spective of ecumenical progress, it is a commonplace that since 

mid-century there has occurred a further bewildering break up of 

theological cohesion. Christology particularly is "up for grabs." Jesus 

Christ is more or less incontestably the norm of Christian faith, but 

there is sorely lacking consensus as to what the Christ norm means. 

The World Council of Churches itself operates under a banner ("Jesus 

Christ as God and Savior") which in the eyes of many theologians is 

dubiously orthodox, omitting as it does to register the categorical 

humanhood of Christ. Mindful of the recent ruckus over Kiing and 

Schillebeeckx, our question here would be whether there remains 

enough conceptual unison in mainstream theology—outside, let us 

say, the R o m a n magisterium—to render a credible judgment as to the 

orthodoxy ofthe Unification construal of Christ's person. It does not 

settle this question simply to ascertain literal disparity between the 

dassical creeds and Divine Principle. Only for fundamentalism would 

that be the case. Mainstream theologians have long recognized that a 

kind of historicd parallax—a basic displacement in conceptud position— 

must be reckoned with in any attempt to state what Nicaea and 

Chalcedon mean for us today. This is the premise and hermeneutical 

task of all constructive work in theology and Christology. 

O n e might ask in this whole connection whether Unificationism 

appears to be any less orthodox regarding Christ's divinity than, for 

example, such a notable mainstream theologian as Pad Tillich. There 

is probably no major constructive theologian of modern times at 

w h o m the charge of heresy has not been hurled, and certainly Tillich 

has been so indicted. Nevertheless his reputation is unassailable as one 

of the "greats" among this century's systematic expositors of historic 

Christian faith. It was, of course, crucial to the figure Tillich cut in 

theology that he always evinced a will to stand in the orthodox 

tradition, that is to say, in what he took to be its authentic d e p t h — 

wherefrom he mounted sharp criticism against the pervasive distor

tions he saw in current would-be versions of the tradition. Does 

Unificationism similarly manifest a will to valid orthodoxy as the 

implicit reference of its reforming and unifying zeal? There is evidence 

in Divine Principle that this is so—not only generally in the appeal to 
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biblical authority, but with Christological specificity, for example, in 

not wanting to deny (as cited just above) "the attitude of faith of many 

Christians that Jesus is God," i.e., the banner ofthe World Council of 

Churches. Comparing further, Tillich's theology is also patently 

Antiochean. Jesus is the Christ inasmuch as he is essential or true 

humanity under the conditions of existence.1' For Tillich it is synony

mous to speak also of Jesus' God-manhood since essentid humanness 

ipso facto embodies a normative God-relationship; where ideal human 

being is posited so, relationally, is God too. Pad of Samosata codd 

readily have agreed with this. It is likewise quite parallel to Divine 

Principle's language about Jesus' or anyone's (though till n o w Jesus was 

in feet the sole case) perfect humanity being "one body" with God and 

thus in a manner of speaking God. 

N o w there are in Tillich's system complementary elements 

which in significant degree make up for what might otherwise be 

assessed—in the specific thematization just adduced—as a serious 

Christologicd shortage.1'' These further elements, like additiond parti-

des in another ring ofthe atom, can be and are seen by many as, so to 

speak, bdancing out the vdence of Tillich's orthodox Christian iden

tity, Pivotd in this regard are his trinitarianism, his profound doctrine 

of sin, and on the basis of these his incamationd thrust.x5 Essentid 

God-humanhood, or the potentidity of ided human life (which into 

itself as a kind of crowning matrix subsumes all finite potentidity), is 

equivalent to the Logos or second trinitarian persona. This essentidity 

or potentiality or Logos becomes incarnate w h e n undistortedly 

instantiated as an existing human being—an event which, given the 

measure of the human plight, can only be a mirade of grace. Tillich 

never resolves the conceptual problems implicit here of so-called 

subordinationism in the Trinity and of differentiating the divine and 

human in Christ. But w h o would daim that anywhere in the tradition 

these problems have been dtogether resolved? The point is simply 

that the affirmative role played in his thought by such elements 

greatly helps (in spite of his fairly numerous detractors) to credential 

Tillich as a mainstream theologian. They show in him a right minded 

fides implicita even though this may lack adequate Christological 
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explicitation. Would it be too much to daim that a similar situation 

obtains with respect to most, if not all, individual theologians? Are 

they not as individuals, if not one-sidedly Antiochean in Christology, 

then (like Karl Barth) one-sidedly Alexandrian, wherewith their larger 

orthodoxy, if such can indeed be imputed, is then made out by their 

attitudinal orientation and such further complementary elements as 

w e have alluded to? 

If in any case w e n o w ask whether there are corresponding 

complementary elements in Unification teaching, the answer is that 

there are but these so far are not fully developed in terms especially of 

their Christologicd implications. Noteworthy are (a) the intuition of 

the gravity ofthe h u m a n problem—a very important source, let it be 

recalled, in Anselm's derivation ofthe need for the God-man, (b) the 

envisagement of a superhuman power opposing restoration—a large 

factor in the so-called "dassical" (Aden) view of Christ's work and its 

correlative Christology, and (c) an affinity for the biblical theme of 

divine providence in history—which, while congenial to narrational 

process modes of thought, tends to weight Christological reflection 

against simplistic kinds of Ebionism and Adoptionism and toward a 

stress on divine involvement. 

Divine Principle also has a brief section on the Trinity in which the 

notion of Logos is adduced and w e are told, in a way intriguingly 

suggestive of Schleiermacher, that "Jesus and the Holy Spirit become 

one body centered on God."10 This points promisingly in the direction 

of a doctrine of what is called the "economic" Trinity (the Trinity as 

historically and sdvifically effectuated), but regarding the so-called 

"immanent" or internd Trinity there is a problem. To use Tillich again 

as a contrasting example, his fundamental ontology—aligned with 

Hegel and Western tradition—finds immanent trinitarianism spon

taneously congenid; the inmost dialectic of God's life (the dynamic of 

being-itself) is triadic. Hence there is a convenient mutuality in Tillich 

of economic and immanent Trinity; the two symbolic constellations 

seem at least prima facie to be mutually supportive. But Divine Principle's 

fundamental ontology initially is arranged in such terms as the "four

fold position" and the "dual essentialities." Crassly put, w e are 
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primordially confronted with 4 and 2, rather than with 3, There is so 

far lacking, so far as I a m aware, a thorough systematic mediation 

between these prime concepts (owing much, as they do, to such 

Chinese conceptual roots as the yin-yang motif) and classicd Western 

trinitarianism. Such mediation is certainly not impossible; indeed, the 

present time is a kairos in which it particularly beckons. As it proceeds 

there figures to be a generative enrichment in Christological 

conceptuality—Unificationist and otherwise. 

This occasions the further observation that Unification Christology 

is obviously still (religionsgeschichtlich) very young and inchoate, or to 

emphasize the positive, it is just n o w undergoing vigorous evolution. 

It is not inconceivable that the express negation of Christ's deity 

might be annulled; for it codd be argued already on Unificationist 

grounds that this element, which flies in the face of Nicaea and 

Chdcedon, is gratuitous. Rev. M o o n is still speaking, and one hears 

there is m u c h esoterica which outside interpreters (like myself) have 

not seen. Moreover, a corps of able younger theologians are devotedly 

at work parsing and reconceptualizing the emerging parameters of 

Unification Christology. They are doing this in intense give and take 

with biblicd, dassical, and current models. It is not predictable, really, 

what may become ofthe trinitarian and other rudiments—the Logos 

motif, the accent of providence, the doctrine of deranged human 

nature and of Satan as superhuman evil to be overcome—which 

potentidly conspire to generate a strong Christology on the divine as 

well as the human side. The Unification doctrine of Christ's person, 

from where it is now, can either diverge more widely from the 

Christian mainstream or move into dearer synthesis with it. 

Which way Unificationism moves will be greatly influenced by 

the interplay of its o w n fundamentd theological attitude of faith-

disposition with those it encounters in the Christian mainstream. If 

the original Unification thrust, as most definitively given so far in 

Divine Principle, congeals into an anti-Nicene and anti-Cbalcedonian 

slant, then the gap with the mainstream will widen. But if the dassical 

heritage is appropriated in the spirit of positive demythologization or 

reinterpretation—the stance, for example, of Tillich, but dso of all 



UNIFICATION AND TRADITIONAL CHRISTOLOGY 189 

creative mediating theologians—then Unificationists will find them

selves, at least at many points, collaborating in the common enterprise 

of contemporary ecumenical theology. Standing with the classical 

Christian tradition is, prior to one's specific conceptual lineaments, a 

choice of existential orientation. At present it seems, in view of the 

energetic program of advance study and dialogue being undertaken 

from within Unification theology, that there exists in the latter a 

potent disposition toward dliance and resynthesis with the Christian 

heritage. Also crucial, however, will be the response(s) coming from 

the other side—from the mainstream tradition. If it is a response 

dominated by aloofness and defensive rejection, this will exacerbate 

antithesis and tend to objectify Unification Christology into heresy by 

defining it as such. If on the other hand, the would-be heirs of biblical 

and dassical Christian faith respond with humility and openness, glad 

for any opportunity to witness to Christ, seeking with whoever will 

the truth in love, they may—while hopefully enlarging their own 

vision—significantly facilitate a kind of reconversion of Unification 

Christology into resonance with the ecumenical mainstream. 

3. The Work of Christ and its Incompletion 

Yet we may be thinking too fractionally when we envisage an 

orthodoxizing of Unification Christology without having fully pondered 

the wider soteriological setting, According to the well known maxim 

of Melanchthon, "to know Christ is to know his benefits"; the 

doctrine of Christ's person cannot be seperated from the under

standing of his work. However well otherwise disposed to christic 

orthodoxy, Unificationism could still be unable to harmonize with 

mainstream Christology what has generally been taken as Divine 

Principle's view ofthe failure ofjesus. For the classical thematization of 

Christ developed as a conceptual doxology to Jesus and his achieve

ment. It was not intended as a hypothetical formula stating what must 

be conjoint divine-human pivot of salvific process, which might then 

be applied to the Christ yet to come. Classicd Christology emerged 

rather as a functional ensemble of religious language saying something 

ultimate about a particular man's life, death, and resurrection. Its 
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communicative intelligibility was and is the same as its feith-vdidity, 

namely, its witness that God with Jesus has accomplished our salvation, 

W h e n something substantively corresponding to that is experienced 

and believed, classical Christology—demythologized and reinter

preted but still itself—remains viable and necessary. O n the other 

hand, w h e n the experience of Jesus as Savior is lacking or severely 

diminished, the intentionality of Nicaea and Chalcedon becomes 

otiose and false, 

Of course these generdizations cannot offhand yield definite 

results in our present discussion, because they require qudification in 

two directions. In one, the fact must be weighed that biblicdGhristian 

tradition does not say simply and only that the Christ as Jesus has dready 

accomplished sdvation. In spite of the theologicd position k n o w n as 

"redized eschatology," the dear thrust ofthe tradition is that some 

part of the sdvific process remains unfulfilled, so that Christ must 

return to consummate his work. In the other direction, Unificationism 

does not say simply and only that Jesus felled. O n the contrary, there are 

sdient respects in which Divine Principle affirms his achievement. Thus 

w e have in the abstract a possible congruence between the two sets of 

variables: orthodoxy holds Jesus (a) did succeed, and yet (b) not 

entirely; Unificationism holds he (x) did not entirely, and yet (y) did 

succeed. The sums ofthe pairs of variables are in some way "y." They 

both add up to what is respectively construed as the full sdvation of 

the world. But h o w decisive is the proportiond difference between 

the anterior and posterior terms—between the first and the second 

instantiations of Christ? 

Unificationism teaches that Jesus was divinely sent (a motif 

counting toward his deity) to bring about the restoration and fulfillment 

of creation. N o w the aim of creation according to Divine Principle 

embraces the distinct levels of (i) individual perfection, (ii) founding a 

God-centered family, and (iii) actudizing world dominion, i.e., establishing 

the Kingdom of Heaven on earth.17 Jesus, while attaining the first of 

these and thus entitled, as noted above, to be regarded as "one body 

with God," was prevented from accomplishing the latter two. He did 

not marry and procreate, nor did he establish God's realm throughout 
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the earth. Thus, in a nutshell, it might appear that two-thirds ofthe 

messianic task is still outstanding, waiting to be completed by the 

second christic instantiation. 

This arithmetic w o d d be misleading, however, for Unificationism 

holds that w h e n frustrated in his primary mission Jesus picked up, as it 

were, an alternative mission also provided by divine providence— 

that of dying for the sins ofthe world. " W e can never deny," says Divine 

Principle, "the magnitude of redemption by the cross."18 It seems in fact 

that the indemnity rendered by Christ's death, though mainly repre

sented as a back-up plan on God's part, was quite necessary to the 

salvific process. W e are told that "Jesus, w h o came as the second 

Adam... had to serve and honor God from the position of being 

abandoned by him, in order to be able to restore mankind from the 

bosom of Satan to that of God" and that "herein lies the complex 

reason that God had to forsake Jesus when he was crucified."10 Since 

Divine Principle elsewhere daims novel revelatory insight that Jesus did 

not come into the world to die—a matter on which it thinks all 

Christians till n o w were mistaken,20 there is a strain upon coherency at 

this point. But this not unusual situation in Christology does show in 

any event, more of an ambivalence than might first meet the eye in 

the Unification thematization of Christ's work. Insofar as the passage 

just quoted is given weight—and there is a more than negligible line 

of thought supporting it in Divine Principle—how can it be said that 

Jesus failed? 

O n e might therefore speak ofthe tradition as, indeed, like Divine 

Principle, recognizing with respect to Jesus two wills and providences of 

God, one subtending the plenary establishment ofthe kingdom and 

the other entailing sacrificid self-offering as exacted by the obduracy 

of evil which provisionally thwarts the first providence. The first 

might be said to be willed by God primordially but nonetheless 

contingently since there is the component of human response. The 

second w e could say to be willed consequently, in view of the fact of 

human sin and guilt that actually arises,̂  Historically this would be the 

infra-lapsarian position, to which the Unification view is dearly akin. 

However, instead of construing the phases of divine will in temporal 
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sequence, theological tradition has in the main integrated them 

logically as a complex providential unity, in effect opting for a kind of 

dialectical supra-lapsarianism. This avoids a bifurcation of divine 

intentionality which Christian consciousness has increasingly tended 

to find abhorrent, In the last andysis, both infra- and supra-lapsarianism 

express something essential in the Christian self-consciousness, as both 

are likewise transcended by the aporias of eternity and time and grace 

and freedom. Here, as at other points, what might appear to be an 

impasse between Unificationism and tradition can dso be seen as an 

unresolved struggle within both. 

But if Divine Principle is not as novel as it assumes on Jesus' destiny 

ofthe cross, it does diverge sharply from tradition in assigning major 

responsibility for Jesus' failure to John the Baptist. "Since the time of 

Jesus till the present," w e are told, "no one has been able to reved this 

heavenly secret."2^ W h a t n o w makes the insight possible is said to be 

an abandonment of the fear "to remove old traditional concepts," 

enabling a more accurate reconstruction from the biblical data, whidi 

is corroborated by occult communication.20 Yet, whatever hermeneu

tics might make ofthe methodology, it is not out of line with m o d e m 

research into the Baptist to condude that there was, far more than the 

received stereotype w o d d suggest, a complex tension between his 

movement and that ofjesus. In a broad sense, therefore, Divine Principle 

can hardly be gainsaid in theorizing that John failed to prepare the 

way of Christ in the measure that he might have. Not only is this 

historicdly plausible, it also accords with the theologicd insight that 

the "Christ event" is perforce more indusive than Jesus in isolation.2" 

Thus what constituted the event as itself, what caused it to succeed so 

far as it did succeed or fail if it did fail, was undoubtedly in appreciable 

degree John the Baptist. W e can recognize here once more a hedthy 

tendency in Divine Principle to envisage in the salvific process a genuine 

h u m a n contingency, one rightly seen to be inevitably socid even at its 

nudeus. The work of Christ, concentrated decisively in Jesus, never

theless involves in preparation, execution, and extension—and cer

tainly in fruition and frustration—what perhaps finally is the whole 

company of history. Patently, as types ofthe rest of us, it engages those 
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dramatis personx who are center stage with the main protagonist. 

N o w if something like this is consistent with Divine Principle's 

insight into the role of the Baptist, it is only fair to ask if it is not 

likewise the witness of the dassical Christian mainstream. Does not 

the latter also say that the flawless input to God's realm of Jesus' o w n 

will and effort was and still is conditioned positively and negatively by 

dl the viscissitudes and characters ofthe human drama? The work of 

Christ thus is complete (= perfect) in Jesus and incomplete wherever 

else w e look. But if so the question would be: why pick out the Baptist 

so egregiously? W h a t about Judas, or Mary, or Peter, or oneself? A 

vdid insight can be forfeited if overdrawn. This is not to deny that 

Divine Principle, with its frequent flashes of historical intuition, can 

make us more sharply aware of a lack of coordination between John 

and Jesus. But the fundamental principle of the human "portion of 

responsibility," anchored in the Christ's o w n real humanity and distri

buted through the whole w e b ofhis interpersonal relations, w o d d be 

obfuscated by individuated scapegoating. The tradition itself incurs 

this danger in its stereotype of Judas. To the Baptist, without pre-

duding the ambiguity research divulges, it still attributed the pre

dominant image of witness. Would it be too much to suggest that, 

with a kind of synthetic or integral—as opposed to the more differen

tial calcdus—of Divine Principle, the classical witness shows here again a 

tendency to take up provisional failure into paradoxicd victory—a 

dialectic historicdly concretized in the key moments of Cross and 

Resurrection? John, for all the blemishes of his o w n martyrdom, 

addresses the summed-up human question to Jesus (Matt. 11:3) and 

becomes a saint—a specially honored cooperator in the complete and 

incomplete work of Christ. 

4, The Resurrection of Christ 

From even so cursory a treatment of our subject as here under

taken we can hardly disengage without touching findly upon the 

Resurrection in its o w n right. Methodologically this is awkward, since 

w e set out under the limitation of addressing the first as distinguished 

from the second instantiation of Christ, But the distinction between 
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these instantiations—in spite of its plausibility and necessity—is in the 

Christian mainstream bridged and modified, if not blurred and annulled, 

precisely by the Resurrection, Besides, if in general theological forum 

Christology is, as w e said, "up for grabs," this is a fortiori true ofthe 

conceptualizing ofthe Resurrection, Nevertheless, in looking back to 

the first epiphany of Christ, w e seem at least prima facie to confront in 

the theme of Jesus' rising from the grave perhaps the most blatant of 

all the differences between Unificationist and mainstream interpreta

tion. For it is a commonplace of m o d e m scholarship that, however the 

event of Resurrection may or may not be understood, it—or at least 

belief in it—was absolutely crucid to the birth of Christianity. But 

Unificationism, on the other hand, though it does envisage his spirit 

in paradise, appears not to predicate resurrection of Jesus at all.28 

In the tradition the Resurrection of Jesus means (i) that his 

kingdom-inaugurating mission, mediated n o w through the Holy Spirit 

or Living Christ, continues in spite of and in fact by virtue ofthe Cross, 

looking ahead to his return at the end ofthe present evil age; (ii) that 

the person ofjesus is vdidated (raised to God's right hand) as enduring 

norm of the christic and salvific process; and (iii) that there is in 

what God does with the Cross a triumph over the negativity 

of sin and death. Let us compare these points sequentially with 

Unification teaching. 

Obviously nothing is more basic to Unificationism than the 

teaching that Jesus' failure to found the kingdom in the First Century 

does not amount to permanent defeat for God. The mission continues, 

structured n o w by a rather elaborate scheme of providential episodes 

(which give meaning to intervening history), but expedited by the 

Holy Spirit and the Living Christ.20 At the end of the present age the 

second christic instantiation will establish the kingdom on earth. How, 

then, does this differ from the mainstream view? O n e idea put 

forward by Divine Principle is that the intervening work, between the 

first and second epiphanies of Christ, is spiritual only; wherefore 

physical renewal must await the procreative input of the Lord (and 

Lady) ofthe Second Advent. Yet it is dso acknowledged, as Christian 

tradition would certainly maintain, that "spiritual changes... sanctify 
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the human body... transforming it... to the temple where God may 

dwell."'0 A n d it also appears that the incorporation of persons into the 

unified family of the Second Advent is not construed in any literally 

genetic way, but rather volitionally and spiritually—though this cer

tainly has its communal, institutional, and material aspects. But h o w 

then, in principle, does this differ from the mainstream? 

Perhaps what w e listed as the Resurrection's second traditional 

meaning is the crucial sticking point. Mainstream Christianity une

quivocally posits Jesus as the enduringly normative Christ, whereas 

Unificationism appears to teach that the Lord of the Second Advent, 

while filling the same christic office, will be a separate and distinct 

human individual. Yet here too the seeming antithesis invites careful 

mediation. O n the side ofthe mainstream, it codd hardly be claimed 

that in theology today there is any conceptual unanimity at all as to 

h o w the subjective individuality of Jesus perdures in unison with the 

christic process. Indeed, there is no one way this was ever settled in 

tradition either, although a broad consensus has existed and d o e s — 

within Catholicism, the World Council, Orthodoxy, and the Evangel

ical groups—that the character of Jesus, his personal attributes of 

sacrificial humility, of righteous and forgiving love, are indefeasibly the 

marks of Christ. O n the side of Unificationism, however, it would not 

seem to be denied that this is the case, whereupon the question 

would become whether the putative Lord ofthe Second Advent does 

in feet manifest the character in question. A categorical continuity, in 

any event, is posited between Jesus in the heavenly sphere and the one 

appointed as the n e w messiah in that Jesus reportedly calls and 

commissions and continues to communicate with him. Is this not in 

fact a symbolic way of expressing his identity or unison with Jesus? 

Moreover, in Divine Principle's notion of spirit persons being resurrected 

in those presently living on earth,'1 there is a suggestive analogy for the 

matter in hand, the Lord ofthe Second Advent could be construed as 

the Resurrection of Jesus, the delayed parousia, of which the N e w 

Testament appearances ofthe Risen One would then be the prolepsis. 

Divine Principle does not propose this, partly no doubt because of a 

different initial tack taken in the elucidation of resurrection which 
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makes it awkwardly inappropriate for Jesus.'2 It would be a fairly 

superficial matter to revise the preclusive definition of resurrection 

(which in any case wants systematization with other connections 

within Divine Principle). But a deeper intuition may be at stake. The 

Unification movement may at bottom not be able to understand and 

constitute itself in terms of continuing lordship (supreme norma tiveness) 

ofjesus Christ. It may—in answer to the Baptist's question in Matthew 

11:3—finally turn out to be looking for another. As w e suggested in 

discussing the classical creeds and the work of Christ, that and only 

that w o d d decide the issue. There are those w h o say Unificationism is 

a Christian heresy, just as it says in effect that Christendom will become 

heresy if it rejects the returning Christ. Heresy (from heredein) means 

firmly making up the mind. But is this firm deciding already done? 

Or are w e right n o w still openly on the way to it? Obviously this 

essay believes there are significant senses, at least, in which the latter 

is the situation. 

The third point of comparison promised above w o d d concern 

the Resurrection as overcoming the negativity that is epitomized in 

the Cross: that is, the sway of sin and death—of injustice, meaning

lessness, unlove, the destruction of persons. M h Unificationism and 

the Christian mainstream affirm this as God's aim and promise, for 

which the creation still groans and travails (Romans 8:22). Both see it as 

implemented by the indemnity of Jesus' Cross and the coming ofthe 

Spirit, though tradition couples the Spirit with an already witnessed 

Resurrection while this term is reserved by Unificationism for what 

will come. The issue is: h o w able to cope with sin and death is the 

Christ w e know, the Christ of our o w n most persond witness? A n d 

the other side of this is Bonhoeffer's question: w h o is Christ for us 

today? Patently w e have here a c o m m o n ball park, even if w e stand on 

relatively different sides. It would patently be as heretical to deny 

Christ's return as to deny his first epiphany and enduring lordship. 

Hopefully the dialogical interaction about this can proceed with a 

fairness, openness and mutual love that the risen and returning Christ, 

as in Matthew 25, would recognize and own. 
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"One has in mind the wide-ranging dialogue being engendered by the Unification 
Theological Seminary and the Unification Church. The theological initiative of 
this open-ended program is remarkable. Still in its initial formative phases, 
Unification theology deliberately seeks to conceptualize and recognize itself in 
critical give and take with the entire contemporary theological and philosoph
ical spectrum. For representative example of this burgeoning dialogue see 
Richard Quebedeaux and Rodney Sawatsky, eds., Evangelical-Unification Dialogue 
(Barrytown, N e w York: Unification Theological Seminary, Distributed by Rose 
of Sharon Press, Inc., 1979) and M . Darrol Bryant and A. Durwood Foster, eds., 
Hermeneutics and Unification Theology (Barrytown, N.Y: Unification Theological 
Seminary, Distributed by the Rose of Sharon Press, Inc., 1980). 

-Divine Principle, 5th ed. (Washington: Holy Spirit Association for the Unification of 
World Christianity, 1977), p. 205. 

'Reverend Moon's organization emerged as the Holy Spirit Association for the 
Unification of World Christianity, As time has gone by, without relinquishing 
the aim thus posited, the intentionality ofthe term "unification" has seemed 
to become increasingly universal, embracing all religions as well as the sphere 
of the secular. 

4l have dealt preliminarily with interpretive problems involved in these claims in a 
forthcoming article, "Christology and Hermeneutics, especially regarding Dia
logue with Unification Theology," in Frank Flinn, ed., Hermeneutics & Horizons: The 
Shape of the Future (Barrytown, N.Y: Unification Theological Seminary, Distributed 
by Rose of Sharon Press, Inc. 1981). 

5Dii>ine Principle, p. 283. 

°D.M. Baillie, God Was in Christ (Scribner's, 1951), esp. Ch. II. 

"Ignoring this point, many liberals have read Unification anticommunism simply as 
socio-economic conservatism. The conclusion seems precipitous, though it is 
true that the movement has yet to elaborate an economics and theory of 
society. 

sYoung O o n Kim, in her engrossing give and take with modern theology, Unification 
Theology and Christian Thought (New York: Golden Gate, 197s), p. 142, states that "In 
an age of theological reconstruction... like our own, Nicasa and Chalcedon 
look like moss-covered gravestones over a very dead past," Though its view of 
Christ's person is also sub-Nicene, such a decided negative tone toward classical 
Christology does not characterize Divine Principle. The less renunciatory m o o d 
ofthe latter, which is quasi-canonical as no other Unification statement is, may 
encourage the rising generation of Moonie theologians to approach the 
Christological tradition with a more conciliatory attitude than that evinced in 
Dr. Kim's book. Cf. Jonathan Wells, "Unification Hermeneutics and Christology," 
and Anthony Guerra, "The Historical Jesus and Divine Principle," in Flinn. 
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°Divine Principle, pp. 210-11 

'"Divine Principle, p. 209 

""For in him the whole fullness of deity dwells bodily" (RSV). 

'-Divine Principle, pp. 43,140-41 

"Paul Tillich, Systematic Theology, (University of Chicago Press, 1957), III, esp. pp. 138IT; for 
further on Tillich, see below. 

^To be sure, some critics of Tillich have, like George Tavard in his Paul Tillich and the 
Christian Message (New York: Scribner's, 1962), not been willing to accept the 
proposed compensation. Tavard regards Tillich's literal disparity with Chalcedon 
as a fatal flaw in his would-be orthodoxy. 

"Perhaps even more decisive is Tillich's dear assertion ofthe permanent normative 
bonding through the Resurrection ofjesus as the Christ with the salvific process, 
the "power ofthe new being" in Tillichian parlance. I have called attention to 
this point vis-a-vis Unification theology in m y essay in Flinn. 

lbFlinn, p, 217 

"Divine Principle, pp. 42-46, passim. 

l8Divine Principle, p. 142. 

^Divine Principle, p. 226. 

-"Divine Principle, p. 152. A detailed theological analysis of Divine Principle's coherence has 
to m y knowledge not been undertaken. 

-"Albert Schweitzer, Tfie Owes! of the Historical Jesus (London: Black, 1910), passim. Divine 
Principle agrees that the first strategy foundered on the failure (which it blames 
on John the Baptist) to find requisite faith in Israel, but it does not follow 
Schweitzer in attributing to Jesus the thought of then compelling the Kingdom 
through his death. 

2-A fine example is William Temple, Nalure, Man and God (London: Macmillan, 193s). 
Also deserving mention is the chess game analogy which goes back at least to 
William James. God, the master player, continuously shifts strategy to over
come the wiles of those w h o would thwart the divine goal of salvation. 

2'Yet Divine Principle's tendency to prescribe marriage as humanly essential—by stipu
lating A d a m and Eve rather than Jesus as the original human norm—is a latent 
problem in this regard. It tends in spite of everything to undermine the image 
of Jesus as perfect humanity. Contrastingly, the tradition recognizes and blesses 
marriage and parenthood as communally integral to human history while not 
required for the ideal fulfillment of the individual per se. 

:-iAmong recent writers Leslie Weatherhead has proposed distinctions with respect 
to divine will that broadly correspond with these. Cf. Tfie Will of God (New 
York: Abingdon, 1944). 

"Divine Principle, p.163 

-"Divine Principle, p. 163, 
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-'John Knox was particularly effective in making this point. Cf., for example, On the 
Meaning of Cfirisl (New York: Scribner's, 1947), 

;SDivine Principle, Ch. V passim. In view of requirements ofthe modern intellect (p. 165), 
which knows the h u m a n body is not designed to live forever (p. 168), Divine 
Principle offers an elucidation of resurrection which in itself is a rather engaging 
piece of demythologization but which awkwardly results in a determination 
ofthe concept (as rest oral from sin) which could not apply to Jesus, whose soul 
or spirit forfeits its body to Satan and goes to Paradise. To be sure, issues of 
coherency arise in respect to other passages in Divine Principle. For example, pp. 
3S8-9 speak of Christians "setting up the resurrected Jesus as their object of 
faith," and ofthe "40-day resurrection period." Moreover, the view of Jesus' 
body as captured by Satan (p. 148), which prevents the achievement of the 
physical kingdom, seems to betray a latent need for the dassical meaning of 
resurrection, Then too it is admitted (p. 172) that restoral ofthe spirit to God 
does after all entail spiritual dianges, and that thus "in that sense it may be said 
that the physical body is also resurrected," Additionally there is the intriguing 
theme of the resurrection of those w h o have gone to the spirit world as they 
descend upon and assist, in the last days (primarily), enfleshed persons of the 
contemporary earth. This will occur in, through and around the messianic 
return. Divine Principle seems close here to seeing the Lord of the Second 
Advent as, not just the reactivator ofthe christic office, but the Resurrection of 
Jesus. Cf. below. 

-QDivine Principle, p. 2i6f., and Part II, passim. 

'"Divine Principle, p. 172. 

"Divine Principle, pp. 187-91 

"See footnote -8, above. 
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