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From the Editor

Welcome to the first issue ofThe Journal ofUnification Studies. The launch

ing of this publication realizes a long-sought dream of the faculty at the

Unification Theological Seminary to provide a journal which can be a forum

for investigations into Unification theology, philosophy and practice. It also

marks a new level of maturity for the community of Unificationist and

Unification-related scholars and intellectuals. Even though the Unification

Church (now the FFWPU) is only 43 years old, its tradition of theological

reflection has already gone through substantial development to reach the

moment when this journal could be launched.

It is in itselfexceptional that a new religion, still bathed in the white-hot

heat of continuing revelation by its living founder, could have consolidated a

tradition of theological reflection. It is farmore frequent for a religious move

ment to pass through the death of the founder, followed by a considerable peri

od of simple remembrance and re-presentations of the founder's words, before

any substantive theological thinking would arise. St. Paul, for example, did not

begin his distinctive theological work until some fifteen years after
Jesus'

passing. Perusals of the histories ofIslam, the Latter-Day Saints and Christian

Science show a similar pattern of theological silence in deference to the

unchallenged authority of their living founders.

Unificationism, on the other hand, was graced from its early days with

two pioneering thinkers who produced substantial work in philosophy and the

ology. I am referring first to the late Dr. Sang Hun Lee, author ofEssentials

of Unification Thought (1992) and The End of Communism
(1985),1

who

developed both Unification Thought as a philosophical system and the theo

ry of Victory Over Communism, a thorough and trenchant treatment of

Marxist-Leninist philosophy and political theory. The pioneering

Unificationist theologian was Dr. Young Oon Kim, the first Professor of

Theology at the Unification Theological Seminary and author of Unification

Theology (1980) and Unification Theology and Christian Thought
(1975).2

Like St. Paul, Dr. Kim was a missionary whose work in America required a

cultural translation. The work of these elders marked the first stage of

Unification theological and philosophical reflection and set the tradition for

their students, some ofwhom are published in this issue.
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The second stage in the development ofUnification theology began with

the founding of the Unification Theological Seminary in 1975. Soon after

wards, the seminary became the site ofecumenical conversations with
Christian

scholars and ministers from diverse denominations. Out of the give-and-take

of these discussions, dozens of academic theologians gained insight into

Unification theology and a cadre ofUnificationist students gained proficien

cy in apologetic theology. A number of these conversations were published,

notably Exploring Unification Theology (1978) and Evangelical-Unification

Dialogue
(1979).3

Several of the non-Unificationist participants in these con

versations published articles in such volumes as: A Timefor Consideration: A

Scholarly Appraisal of the Unification Church (1978) and Ten Theologians

Respond to the Unification Church (198
1).4

As these discussions became more frequent, they led to the creation of

theNew Ecumenical ResearchAssociation (New ERA) in 1980, and later the

International Religious Foundation (IRE) in 1983, as institutional supports for

expanded dialogues, both ecumenical and interreligious. The conferences

sponsored by these organizations became the locus for Unificationist theo

logical reflection during this second stage. In books such as God: The

Contemporary Discussion (1982), Hermeneutics and Horizons (1982), The

Family and the Unification Church ( 1983), Restoring theKingdom ( 1984) and

Society and Original Sin
(1985),5

articles by Unificationists and non-

Unificationists treating a variety of theological and social topics stood
side-

by-side. Moreover, in a symposium onUnification Thought published as The

Establishment of a New Culture and Unification Thought ( 199
1),6

Unificationists stood toe-to-toe with distinguished professors of philosophy

and social theory.

On entering the third and current phase, investigation into Unificationist

theological, philosophical and social thought should stand on its own ground.

While the tenor ofpast conferences promotedmainly theological apologetics,

contemporary Unificationist reflection should include systematic, critical and

constructive works. It should embrace reflection and investigation into the

wide variety of activities through which Unificationists seek to fulfill their

callings, whether in the fields of religion and philosophy or more widely in

the humanities and the arts. This phase opened with a collection of

Unificationist essays, Unification Theology in Comparative Perspectives

(1988), and has continued with the recently published Explorations in

Unificationism
(1997).7

Now, with the inauguration of the dournal of
Unification Studies, this reflection has a permanent home.

Two articles in this first issue deal with the lingering stigma still attached
to the Unification Church and Reverend Moon, in spite of numerous indica

tions that in 1997 the church is finally achieving mainstream status in

American
society8
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Thomas Ward and Frederick Swarts correct an inexcusable oversight in

the current crop of histories of the Cold War period, which have passed over

in silence Reverend Moon's considerable efforts spent in the fight against

communism. In a careful and balanced presentation, Ward and Swarts do not

attempt to prove the rather difficult claim that Reverend Moon's work was

decisive in the defeat of communism. Limiting themselves to facts which

have objective support, their thesis is more modestly put:

[ReverendMoon's] activities comprised a broad spectrum which spanned

the domains of politics, religion, the media, academia and grassroots

activism. Yet, for whatever reason, Reverend Moon has been disregarded

in existing histories purporting to identify contributors to the fall ofSoviet

communism, whereas other less prominent actors often appear center stage.

In support of this thesis, the authors have amassed a wealth of data, backed

up by extensive citations, to show that Reverend Moon's investments in the

media, e.g., The Washington Times, programs of ideological education such

as CAUSA and IFVOC, and face-to-face diplomacy with communist leaders,

each had significant impact on the course of the Cold War. This is the first

definitive study ofReverendMoon's substantial accomplishments in this area.

Jonathan Wells reviews the National Council of Churches Faith and

Order Commission's 1977 "study
document"

critiquing the theology of the

Unification Church. It amounted to a smear of the church and its founder, inas

much as its authors refused to accept repeated offers for consultation with

Unificationist theologians or even with objective scholars familiar with

Unification theology. The NCC continues to distribute the Critique, even

though it violated a cardinal principle of ecumenical relations, that all groups

be accepted and evaluated according to their own self-understanding. In a

thorough analysis of the claims of the NCC Critique, Wells points out its

many misrepresentations of the Divine Principle. Contrary the Critique's con

clusion that "the claims of the Unification Church to Christian identity can

not be
recognized,"

Wells argues point by point that the Divine Principle's

understanding ofTrinity, Christology, and the saving work ofChrist can well

be construed as within the normative traditions of Christian theology.

Undoubtedly, the issues surrounding theUnification Church's Christian iden

tity need further clarification; this could be possible in the context ofrespect

ful ecumenical relations between the Unification Church and the NCC. A

constructive step in that direction would be for the NCC to withdraw its

Critique and publish a letter of retraction.

In light of the bowdlerized theology of the NCC Critique, it is fitting that

Robert Price has written an article dissecting one reason why traditional

Christians are uncomfortable with new indigenous expressions ofChristianity

and why they so often cast them outside the pale of orthodoxy. Christian mis-
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sions, ofcourse, have planted the seeds offaith inmany lands and amongmany

cultures. But these same missionaries are scandalizedwhen some oftheir seeds

sprout into indigenous movements which translate Christianity into the idiom

of another culture. Churches like the Kimbanguists of Zaire, the Latter-Day
Saints ofNorth America, the Taiping rebels ofChina or theUnification Church

bom in Korea have taken the powerful Christian idea of Incarnation seriously

and claimed for their own leader the mantle of prophet, apostle, brother of

Christ, or evenMessiah. Why do they cause offense? asks Price. He compares

these new Christianmovements to the first Christians who labored to translate

Judaicmessianic concepts into the cultural world ofHellenism. They, too, strug
gled mightily with the question of the what, who and how of Incarnation.

Biblical scholars have uncovered the seeds of these diverse expressions of

Christianity in the New Testament itself, but the church could not bear with

them, and so restricted the limits oforthodoxy. Thus, forWestern Christianswho

regard the historic Hellenistic formulations ofthe Church as normative, and who

do not wish to admit that some of their own cherished doctrines were never

absolute but rather also the result ofa cultural translation, thesemovements pre

sent a fundamental challenge to Christian identity.

Mature philosophical reflection often finds valuable insights in other tra

ditions, which can illuminate the understanding ofone's own position. Keisuke

Noda looks at the problem of how a person comes to understand truth. He

finds in Unification philosophy a thread common to the Western philoso

phers Husserl and Nietzsche as well as to Zen Buddhism, that true under

standing is far different from grasping conceptual knowledge. True

understanding is to embody the truth in one's being. Noda's article elucidates

why the Divine Principle is so difficult to understand: to truly know theWord

ofGod, we have to embody the Word in our thinking, feeling and behavior. It

is to realize the fullness of one's being, what the Divine Principle calls an

"individual embodiment of
truth."

Here is a strong critique of the materialist

epistemological presuppositions ofWestern culture and a rich resource for our

own deeper apprehension of the Word.

Laurent Guyenot gives us a tour deforce ofbiblical scholarship to make

the case for the Divine Principle's view that John the Baptist's failure to sup

port Jesus was a decisive blow to his ministry. Such scholarly investigation is

necessary if the Divine Principle's assertions about the relationship between

John and Jesus are to find any support in the world ofbiblical studies, which

relies on the historical-critical method. Guyenot's approach is in line with a

paper ofAnthony
Guerra,9

who showed that historical criticism supports the

Unification position that the crucifixion of Jesus was not the will ofGod; a
point of agreement explicitly affirmed by Marcus Borg, who noted,

"Unification's claim that
Jesus'

intention was not to die for the sins of the

world is historically
correct."10
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The essay by Yoshihiko Masuda draws together a number ofsocial themes

to delineate the shape of the realized eschatology unfolding in our time. Few

topics for Unificationists have been more mysterious and open to misunder

standing than what form the future world will take. Masuda has brought clar

ity to this issue by pointing to the unfolding trend in all areas ofsocial relations

in the 1990s, away from the old paradigms of dependence and independence

towards a new paradigm of interdependence. In line with Unificationism 's

emphasis on the family, he identifies as a primary locus of this new paradigm

the growing awareness of the feminist movement, which has begun of late to

abandon the model of the independent, assertive, self-realized woman in favor

of woman in a warm and loving mutual relationship with her husband.

Moreover, in line with Unificationism 's teaching that the final war to usher in

the Kingdom has been the struggle between democracy and communism,

Masuda argues that communist ideology's promotion of the conflictual para

digm had been the chief obstacle to recognizing the value of interdependent

relationships. ReverendMoon's leadership in the struggle against communism

(see Ward and Swarts 's paper) is thus directly linked to his teaching that inter

dependent relations characterized by true love are to bloom in the
Kingdom."

The reigning psychological theories ofmoral development as expound

ed by Piaget and Kohlberg are discussed by Jennifer Tanabe, who then points

out their major weakness: they postulate that moral development arises sole

ly from intellectual structures within the individuals, independent of social and

familial context. Recent research indicates, however, thatmoral development

is inextricably linked with family and cultural norms. In this context, Tanabe

presents the family model of moral development advocated by Unification

Thought. In a careful and detailed analysis, she demonstrates that the

Unification Thought model explains more about the stages of human devel

opment, particularly in the stages of adolescence and adulthood, than do the

structural models ofPiaget and Kohlberg. It also generates testable hypothe

ses which seem to fit the empirical data. This paper will be ofparticular value

to character educators and psychologists who want a theoretical foundation

for Unificationism's apparently common-sense ideas about the centralify of

the family.

At the launching of the Journal ofUnification Studies, it is fitting that

we remember Isaac Newton's phrase, "If I have seen further, it is by standing
on the shoulders of

giants."

First of all we thank the Reverend Sun Myung

Moon, without whose dedication to truth none of the insights in this journal

would be possible. We also are deeply appreciative ofDr. David S. C. Kim,

the first president of the Unification Theological Seminary, whose enthusi

astic advocacy ofacademic ecumenism
helped fuel the advance ofUnification

theology particularly during the conference phase of its development.

Gratitude is also due to the many scholars and intellectuals, of the faculty at
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UTS and elsewhere, who over the years have added their insights to the dis

course on Unification theology. Mention has already been made of our debt

to Drs. Sang Hun Lee and Young Oon Kim. Dr. Lee passed to the other side

on March 22, 1997, and we dedicate this first issue to his memory.

AndrewWilson
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RUSH TO HISTORY: A NOTABLE

OMISSION IN POSTMORTEM

LITERATURE ON THE COLD WAR

Thomas J. Ward and Frederick A. Swarts

In two dizzying years the worldwitnessed the epic dissolution of the Soviet

empire, beginning with Solidarity's victory in Poland on June 4, 1989,

punctuated by the fall of the Berlin Wall on November 9, 1989 and cul

minating with the implosion of the Soviet Union itselfDecember 25, 1991.

The sudden collapse caught most by surprise: the working hypothesis held that

communism would remain a dominant fixture in the world order. Those com

mitted to ending the communist threat were themselves unprepared for the pre

cipitous nature of its demise.

Since the conclusion of the ColdWar, themsh has been on among schol

ars, analysts and pundits to identify the key personalities and factors which

contributed to the Soviet empire's disintegration. Competing theories abound,

with fundamental roles having been ascribed to Ronald Reagan, Pope John

Dr. Thomas Ward is a Visiting Professor of International Studies at the University of

Bridgeport. From 1986 to 1993 he served as the Executive Director of the American

Leadership Conference, an educational and research institute which conducted semi

nars and symposia on comparative political systems for political leaders in the United
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related to ecosystem maintenance in the Pantanal region of Brazil. He served until

recently as the Administrative Director of the American Leadership Conference. Dr.

Swarts did his doctoral studies in biology and education at Columbia University and

at the Union Institute where he was awarded his Ph.D. in 1992.

Journal of Unification Studies Vol. I, 1997 l
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Paul II,Mikhail Gorbachev, Norman Podhoretz, Alexander Solzhenitzen and

Sidney Hook, as well as to freedom fighters, refuseniks and populist forces

such as Solidarity. Some, in their interpretation of the various developments,

have opted to depersonalize the process, crediting phenomena such as evolv

ing patterns of economic development, or the information revolution.

Lacunae in the postmortem literature on communism's collapse have

already begun to be
noted.1

Nevertheless, despite voluminous analysis and com

mentary, omissions still need to be addressed. Our intent in this article is to point

out one particularly salient case. During the ColdWar, Korean religious leader

SunMyungMoon and the various organizations which he founded appear fre

quently and conspicuously in numerous and diverse facets of the war against

communism. Literally billions of dollars and a plethora of organizations and

activities committed to winning the ColdWar can be traced to the initiatives of

Reverend Moon. These activities comprised a broad spectmm which spanned

the domains ofpolitics, religion, the media, academia, and grassroots activism.

Yet, for whatever reason, Reverend Moon has been disregarded in the existing

histories purporting to identify contributors to the fall of Soviet communism,
whereas other less prominent actors often appear center stage.

Among the recent contributions to the postmortem literature is Richard

Gid
Powers'

Not Without Honor (1995), which professes to be "The History

ofAmerican
Anticommunism."2

This 554-page opus of names and organiza

tions omits all of the American entities associated with ReverendMoon, and

their involvement in opposing communism throughout the 1970s and 80s. In

the 672 pages of On the Brink: The Dramatic Behind the Scenes Saga of the

Reagan Era and the Men and Women who Won the Cold War
(1996),3

Jay
Winik did record a briefmention of one Reverend Moon-related organization,

The Washington Times, but only in noting its early reporting on the unfold

ing story of Iran
Contra.4

Likewise representative is an article by Wesleyan professor Peter

Rutland in The National
Interest.5

Critical of
sovietologists'

failure to accu

rately forecast the Soviet Union's fall, Rutland did single out one foreign pol

icy specialist (Zbigniew Brzezinski) and one edited volume of essays for

"showing extraordinary prescience about the Soviet political
system"

and

"pride of place for a precognition of the events of 1989-1 99
1."6

The essays

to which Rutland referred were the proceedings from a conference entitled

"The Fall of the Soviet
Empire,"

held in 1985 in Geneva by the Professors

World Peace Academy, an organization founded by Reverend
Moon.7

Rutland

asserted:

It is hard to believe that theMoonies got it right when the CIA, Brookings,

RAND, Harvard, Columbia and the rest got it wrong, but I would urge

skeptics to read the
book.8
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Rutland goes on to point out, however, that none of the contributing authors

were members of the Unification Church, ostensibly having failed to uncov

er that the conference's theme of the imminent demise of the Soviet empire

was developed in consultation with Reverend Moon, who stood firm on that

title in spite of subsequent objections by some of the conference
conveners.9

Rutland's seemingly presumptive dismissal of Reverend Moon and the

Unification Church could also explain his failure to consider Reverend

Moon's history of public prognoses, documented from at least the early 1970s,

that fundamental flaws in theMarxist-Leninist ideology would lead to the col

lapse of the Soviet bloc by the end of the
1980s.10

Why have historians omitted Reverend Moon's role in opposing com

munism during the Cold War? Given the far-reaching size of the effort and

its extensive coverage by the major print and broadcast media of the time, a

serious scholar could hardly claim complete unfamiliarity with Reverend

Moon's involvement during the ColdWar. It is possible, of course, that some

historians failed to grasp the totality of the effort, given the many, diverse orga

nizations involved. On the other hand, some historians may well have cho

sen to prejudicially ignore the literature given the controversial subject, or

deigned to distance themselves from what they may have assumed to be insin

cere self-promotion. Reverend Moon and his organizations may also have

been summarily dismissed as inconsequential to the battle against commu

nism.Whatever the motivation for leaving out ReverendMoon's historic role,

the consequence is that students of history have not yet been afforded a more

indepth analysis of what research reveals to be rather striking activities dur

ing the Cold War.

In this article, we do not pretend to provide an all-encompassing elabora

tion of Reverend Moon's efforts against communism. Nevertheless, we will

review certain pivotal initiatives and, where appropriate, indicate the ways in

which they impacted upon the Cold War. We will begin with initiatives in the

media, notably The Washington Times; then turn to efforts at ideological educa

tion; and finally treat ReverendMoon's direct contacts with communist leaders.

1. Building a Media Network

Certain policies pursued by President Ronald Reagan in his efforts to end the

Cold War stalemate met opposition and derision in the establishment media.

The President's effort to follow through on President Jimmy Carter's com

mitment to deploy ground-launched cruise missiles and Pershing II interme

diate range missiles inWestern Europe resulted in media criticism and a storm

of protests in both America and Europe. President Reagan's advocacy of the

Strategic Defense Initiative was derisively referred to as "star
wars"

in the

press and viewed as destabilizing the delicate balance of power, thus
escalat-
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ing the threat of nuclear war. Reagan's support of the Nicaraguan contras met

with decided opposition as did his description of the Soviet Union as the

"Evil
Empire."11

The international media network created by Reverend Moon helped to

demonstrate the viability of the Reagan Doctrine and had an impact on key
congressional votes. It also affected public opinion and the establishment

media's coverage of Cold War issues. Of the media projects undertaken by
Reverend Moon in the United States (which include The New York City

Tribune, New York's Spanish-language newspaper Noticias delMundo, and

Insight Magazine, among others), the founding of The Washington Times

(1982) was certainly the most significant. The Times broke key news stories

on Soviet bloc operations, and sometimes brought to the front pages vital

Cold War issues which newspapers such as The New York Times and The

Washington Post chose to bury on back
pages.12

The Times highlighted Soviet

human rights violations, did expansive features on the public relations and lob

bying activities of left-leaning organizations such as the Christie Institute and

the Institute for Policy Studies, and frequently reported on the
Soviets'

nuclear

build-up and their sizeable military and logistic aid to national liberation

movements in Asia, Latin America and Africa. Within the first three years of

its existence, The Washington Times became one of America's most quoted

newspapers.13

Three issues help to illustrate the
Times'

role in the Cold War: Nicaragua,

Gorbachev and the U.S. Congress, and SDI.

a. Nicaragua

One area of notable coverage was on the anticommunist insurgency in

Nicaragua known as the Contras. The Washington
Times'

investigations and

reportage lent credence to executive and legislative efforts to support that

Nicaraguan Resistence in its commitment to derail that country's move into

the Soviet-Cuban sphere of influence. For example, from April 8 to 1 2, 1985,

just prior to a crucial Congressional vote on providing support to the

Nicaraguan contras, the Times ran a five-part expose on how leftist grassroots

networks were pressuring the U.S. Congress to abandon the freedom fight
ers.14

When on April 24, 1 985 the U.S. Congress voted down a bill to provide

$14,000,000 in humanitarian aid to the Nicaraguan resistance, dealing a major

geopolitical setback to the Reagan administration, The Washington Times

took the U.S. Congress to task, announcing on May 6, 1985 its establishment

of an infrastructure to seek private humanitarian funding for the
contras.15

The

Times also announced its decision to provide the first $ 1 00,000 of seed money
for the project. Co-chaired by Jeane Kirkpatrick, William Simon, Midge

Decter and Michael Novak, the TTme^-initiated Nicaraguan Freedom Fund

became national news much to the discomfiture of the Congress.16
In its
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news coverage, the Times contrasted the Congressional negative vote with the

subsequent trip by Nicaraguan President Daniel Ortega Saavedra toMoscow,

April 28-29, 1 985 to secure additional Soviet aid, and it also reported on new

shipments ofSoviet military supplies to
Nicaragua.17

The
Times'

strong focus

continued until the Congress reversed its position in June, resulting in a new

$27,000,000 commitment of humanitarian assistance to the Nicaraguan resis
tance.18

American aid to the contras, as well as the provision of stinger mis

siles to the Mujahadeen in Afghanistan which the Times also strongly

supported, were decisive factors in the eventual wearing down of the

Sandinistas in Nicaragua and in the Soviet decision to abandon Afghanistan.

b. Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI)

On November 1, 1983, The Washington Times did a high profile, full-color

article on this space-based anti-missile system and on one of the project's key

supporters, Lt. General Daniel O.
Graham.19

In its editorial policy, the Times

rigorously and frequently advocated the system's
development.20

Indeed,

when President Reagan unveiled SDI in a March 23, 1983 TV address, the

Times editorialized that this address was "maybe President Reagan's best
ever,"

stated that the idea of a space-based shield has "had our interest and

support for
months"

and cited its potential leverage in future arms negotia

tions.21

This advocacy can be contrasted with the position of The New York

Times, which strongly called for restraints on SDI's
development.22

Reflecting
the debate of the time, The New York Times further denigrated both the pro

gram and Reagan's position on its development and deploymentwith such ter

minology as "a pipe
dream,"

"a projection of fantasy into
politics,"

"science
fiction,"

and "dangerous
folly,"

and concluded that Reagan left the impres

sion that SDI is "a harebrained adventure that will induce a ruinous race in

both offensive and defensive
arms."23

Regardless of U.S. internal debate on

SDI's efficacy, the fact remains that President Reagan's unswerving com

mitment to this program (and the support of publications such as The

Washington Times) contributed to a shift in the Soviet Union's handling of the

nuclear issue vis-a-vis the United
States.24

c. Gorbachev and the U.S. Congress

In November of 1987, The Washington Times ignited a nationwide contro

versy which resulted in a rescinding of plans to have Mikhail Gorbachev be

the first communist leader to address a joint meeting of Congress. This priv

ilege had previously only been extended to foreign dignitaries who were

strong allies of the United States, such as Lafayette, Winston Churchill,

Margaret Thatcher and Francois Mitterand. Nonetheless, theWhite House and

Democratic congressional leaders apparently had negotiated behind the scenes

to afford this honor to President Gorbachev on December 9, during the
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Reagan-Gorbachev Summit in Washington, D.C. The Washington
Times'

breaking of this story (first broached on November 13 and headlined on

November 17) and its follow-up coverage and editorializing helped to gen

erate a furor among conservative
lawmakers.25

The swelling chorus of oppo

sition led theWhite House and the congressional supporters of the invitation

to begin backpedaling by November 20 and to totally abandon plans for the

address by November 22. In the months following this public embarrassment,
President Gorbachev took a number of steps, including his announcement to

withdraw Soviet troops fromAfghanistan, which clearly established glasnost

as more than a political ploy.

That the Times would play such a pronounced role in the ColdWar was

apparently intuited by affected parties from its inception. Neither the Soviet

nor the Chinese governments allowed the Times to open a news bureau in their

capitals. The radical left newsletter Overthrow in its June/July 1982 issue

called for sabotage of The Washington
Times,16

and the Times was subjected

to frontal attacks in leftist publications such as CovertAction and

CounterSpy.21
On the other hand, it was reported that Ronald Reagan made a

practice of reading The Washington Times every
morning,28

and The

Washington Times was credited with certain of President Reagan's responses

to critical foreign policy issues, including the 1985 forced landing and appre

hension of Palestinian terrorists responsible for the hijacking of the Achille

Lauro and the cold-blooded murder of American businessman Leon

Klinghoffer.29

d. The Washington
Times'

Impact on Other WorldMedia

The impact ofReverendMoon's Washington Times extended to the news dis

seminated worldwide, including in communist and frontline countries. In

1988, Nobel peace laureate Oscar Sanchez Arias, then president of Costa

Rica, a country bordering on Nicaragua, told the American Society of

NewspaperEditors that Costa Rican newspapers depended on TheWashington

Times for news of their world. He went on to say that the only American

newspaperCosta Rican citizens know exists is The Washington Times, and that

ifCosta Rican newspapers published something from the U.S. it was from the

Times.30
In 1990, future Nicaraguan President Violeta Chamorro Barrios,

owner of La Prensa, the only daily newspaper which dared to defy
Nicaragua's Sandinista government, confided to The New York

Times'

edito

rial board that the Sandinistas themselves regarded The Washington Times as

"the newspaper of the Nicaraguan opposition."31

Throughout the 1980s the World Media Association (WMA), a media-

related organization associated with The Washington Times, provided jour

nalists from numerous publications with first-hand exposure to numerous

vortices of the Cold War. In 1983, WMA brought 155 journalists, from 55
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countries, to visit sites on the border of Nicaragua and Honduras, including
refugee camps and the track known as "Blood

Alley"

which two days after

the Media Association tour was the site where Sandinista solders killed two

American journalists. That same year, journalists were brought to Europe by
WMA to report on the Nuclear Freeze Movement and afforded the opportu

nity to cover the October 22 massive demonstration in Bonn against NATO's

planned deployment ofEuromissiles. During the same tour, a side visit to East

Berlin by WMA allowed journalists to observe a plethora of East German

posters opposing the deployment of US cruise missiles, and a total absence

of any criticism against the presence of Soviet SS 20's on East German terri

tory.

In 1984, WMA sponsored a journalist fact-finding tour focusing on the

Southeast Asia front lines, including a trek inside communist Kampuchea to

meet with leaders of the Khmer People's National Liberation Front who were

resisting the large Vietnamese military presence in their country. Other fact

finding trips included encounters with leaders ofRENAMO, UNITA, SWAPO

and Solidarity. The WMA tours, which often also included meetings with

heads of state and detailed government briefings, provided journalists access

to first-hand information on the status of communism, largely validating the

salience of the Reagan Doctrine.

2. Ideological Education

Personalities such as the Reverend Carl Mclntyre and Dr. Fred Schwartz and

his Christian Anti-Communist Cmsade are recognized by Richard Gid Powers

for their grassroots initiatives against communism, as are the controversies

which surrounded
them.32

Nevertheless, these activities are dwarfed by the

anticommunist activities initiated by ReverendMoon (and the controversies

related to them) which Powers fails to mention.

In his critique of communism, Reverend Moon emphasizedMarxism's

ideological shortcomings. This contrasted with criticisms ofMarxism devel

oped by figures such as Alexander Solzhenitsyn, Robert Conquest and

Richard Wurmbrandt who tended to focus primarily on the enormity of the

atrocities committed by the Marxist-Leninist system. In the case of

Solzhenitsyn and Conquest, their writings also occasionally explored the char

acter flaws of communism's protagonists, including Lenin and Stalin. On cer

tain occasions, Solzhenitsyn also commented eloquently on the ideologcial

bankmptcy of communism; however, he ostensibly felt no need to formulate

a systematic, comprehensive critique of Marxism-Leninism. Critiques of

Marxism's deeds and doers played an important role in revealing the dis

turbingly sinister dimension ofMarxism, yet such approaches were blunted

in some circles by the moral equivalence argument which played down
com-
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munism's excesses by pointing to the problems on the anticommunist side as

well.

In his approach to communism, ReverendMoon chose to focus on devel

oping and popularizing an analysis and critique of Marxism-Leninism's

underlying tenets. From his own life experience, he had come to view the

Marxist ideology itself as the
Achilles'

heel of communism, having con

cluded that the Marxist positions on alienation, dialectical materialism, and

historical materialism were scientifically and philosophically invalid. His

exposure to this theory and its consequences had been extensive, having
worked as a missionary in North Korea from June, 1946 to December, 1950.

This period included two years and eight months in a concentration camp in

Hungnam, North Korea where he, like other prisoners, was subjected to

required indoctrination in Marxism.

Over time, Reverend Moon, with the collaboration of one of his associ

ates, Dr. Sang Hun Lee, formalized a comprehensive analysis of Marxist-

Leninist ideology, including Marxist political economy. Reverend Moon

devoted special attention to the practical implications ofMarxism-Leninism's

militantly atheistic position, the point de depart of his opposition to commu

nism. His analysis and critique came to be known as Victory Over

Communism theory (VOC). The first English language translation of this

material was published in 1972. It was refined through subsequent rendi

tions.33

One adaptation of this material, the CAUSA LectureManual (1985),

was translated into eleven languages. In his book Jesuitas, Iglesia yMarxismo,

Spain's renowned historian and former Minister of Culture Ricardo de la

Cierva wrote that "the CAUSA Lecture Manual offers the best analysis of

Marxism-Leninism in
print."34

While VOC had a serious academic dimension, it distinguished itself

from other ideological critiques of Marxism by being adapted for presenta

tion to general audiences. During the 1970s, and 80s, millions throughout East

Asia, North America, Latin America, Europe, and Africa, including political

leaders, scholars, religious leaders, national security experts, military officers

and grassroots activists, were educated in VOC theory.

a. VOC Activities in Korea and Japan

Popularization of VOC first began in Korea in 1963 when Reverend Moon

initiated what came to be known as the International Federation for Victory
over Communism

(IFVOC).35

By the early 1970s VOC theory had estab

lished itself as one of the principal sources of anticommunist education in

South Korea. In 1974, The Washington Monthly reported that annually hun

dreds of thousands of civil servants, local officials and soldiers in South Korea

were being trained in VOC theory, with government cooperation.36 On June

7, 1975, an anticommunism rally organized and addressed by ReverendMoon
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attracted over 1 million demonstrators at Yoido Island in Seoul,
Korea.37

Regular education programs continued during the 1970s and 1980s and a

strong grassroots VOC organization was established throughout the Republic

of Korea. Activities included a nationwide campaign to boost South Korean

morale in 1983 in the wake of the Soviet downing of KAL 007, and the ter

rorist bombing of South Korean officials in Rangoon, Burma. It resulted in

hundreds of thousands ofSouth Koreans joining in rallies and demonstrations

in every major South Korean city.

VOC activities in Japan began with the establishment in 1964 of a stu

dent VOC organization, and an IFVOC national chapter in 1968. In response

to the proliferation of anti-American activities on Japanese university cam

puses in the 1960s, the Japanese VOC movement held public teach-ins, per

taining to the ideological limitations of Marxism-Leninism. The activities

continued throughout the 1980s. Frequently these programs provoked a vio

lent reaction from leftist students. In the print and broadcast media, IFVOC

challenged Japan's Communist Party to public debates on Marxist theory

more than 60 times, with the Communist Party circumventing each such chal
lenge.38

The Japanese Chapter of IFVOC also played a crucial role in the

Taipei-based WACL (World Anti-Communist League) beginning in
1970.39

b. CAUSA

Following the Sandinista takeover ofNicaragua in July, 1979, ReverendMoon

inaugurated VOC activities in Latin America under the auspices of CAUSA

International, the name used beginning in 1980 for the IFVOC organization

in theWest. Under the leadership ofDr. Bo Hi Pak, CAUSA developed a state-

of-the-art audio-visual presentation ofVOC theory, and throughout the 1980s

it conducted hundreds of seminars in Latin America for political, military and

civic leaders. It set up branch offices in the Caribbean (the Dominican

Republic), the Southern Cone (Uruguay), and in Central America (Honduras).

Between 1983 and 1987, CAUSA's Central American office alone conduct

ed over 120 seminars, for more than 10,000 political leaders, scholars, mili

tary officers, teachers, students and campesinos. At the request of the

Salvadoran government and with their support, CAUSA's Central American

director, Mr. Jesus Gonzalez, frequently penetrated the lines of Salvadoran

guerrilla (FMLN)-controlled territory to conduct seminars on VOC theory for

local residents.

In the 1980s CAUSA International also developed a significant presence

in North America and in Europe. Between 1980 and 1990, CAUSA

International conducted more than 250 VOC conferences in 40 nations, most

ly three- and four-day programs, attended by an estimated 60,000 leaders.

These programs mobilized the support and involvement of presidents, vice

presidents, cabinet officers, senators and
other high-ranking officials. From
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as early as 1982, CAUSA USA, CAUSA France, CAUSA Uruguay and other

national chapters also organized and conducted many of their own confer

ences. By 1985, CAUSA conferences were even secretly being conducted in

Nicaragua and Poland.

c. VOC Activities in America

While many ofCAUSA's worldwide activities had important implications, it

is particularly appropriate to highlight some of the initiatives taken in the

United States. Reverend Moon's American VOC activities began with the cre

ation of the Freedom Leadership Foundation (FLF) in 1969. Functioning pri

marily out ofWashington, D.C, FLF conducted seminars on Marxism and

organized rallies and demonstrations exposing and denouncing human rights

violations occurring behind the Iron Curtain. The FLF published texts criti

cal of communism and created a bi-weekly newspaper, TheRising Tide, which

was widely distributed and read by members of Congress and their staff.

Throughout the Vietnam conflict, the FLF steadfastly supported the American

military presence in Vietnam.

When President Reagan took office in 1981, there was a pervasive pub

lic attitude of resignation towards communism's long-term staying ability.

American anticommunism itself had grown weak, defeated and scattered dur

ing the previous Ford and Carter administrations, and generally was portrayed

negatively in the
media.40

Meanwhile, the Left actively promoted their posi

tions, targeting universities, African-American and Latino communities, and

various religious bodies, which often proved to be fertile ground for their

efforts. It thus came as no surprise when President Reagan's Central American

policy was openly challenged by these sectors, including the leaders of most

U.S. mainline Protestant denominations.41 Such resistance hindered White

House plans to rebuild America's military and face down Soviet expansion

ism.

During the 1980s, American VOC programs intensified, resulting in an

interesting synergy between the educational foci of these programs (i.e., meth

ods for responding to Soviet expansionism and ideology) and the strategic goals

of the Reagan doctrine. Beginning early in the Reagan administration, Reverend
Moon directed massive funds towards projects aimed at strengthening the

American public's resolve against communism. CAUSA International and its

affiliated projects, including the International Security Council and the

American Leadership Conference, conducted hundreds of educational programs
and conferences. They targeted a broad range of American opinion makers,

including students and professors, journalists, religious leaders, military officers,
national security experts, political leaders and grassroots activists.

Initiated by ReverendMoon in 1983, CAUSA USA fust organized VOC

programs forAmerican religious leaders, who were the prime targets ofLeftist
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organizations such as CISPES (Citizens in Solidarity with the People of El

Salvador) andWitness for Peace (a pro-Sandinista organization committed to

stopping aid to the Nicaraguan contras). CAUSA USA described its central

objectives as educating Americans about the dangers of atheistic commu

nism in theory and practice, and as developing programs aimed at addressing
social conditions which had permitted communism to take root. Between

1984 and 1986, over 70,000 Christian ministers heard the CAUSA critique

of
Marxism.42

In 1985, CAUSA USA organized 27 national VOC confer

ences, each attended by 300-700 religious leaders, as well as an estimated 200

local programs for clergy.

CAUSA USA seminars had notable appeal in the African-American

Christian community, a constituency which had not traditionally been pursued

by organizations opposed to Marxism-Leninism. Dr. David N. Licorish,

Publisher and Senior Editor of The Baptist, devoted an issue of that magazine

to CAUSA and even chose to reprint Dr. Martin Luther King's sermon "Why
a Christian Cannot Be a

Communist."43

Writing of his experience at a CAUSA

seminar, Licorish noted CAUSA's ability to attract people of diverse ethnic

and racial
origins.44

Numerous prominent Civil Rights leaders such as Dr.

Ralph Abernathy and Dr. James Bevel, a key strategist for Dr. Martin Luther

King, also became active in CAUSA USA activities and often were featured

speakers at their events.

In 1985 CAUSA USA decided to expand its initiative to the general pub

lic. It launched a national signature drive, inviting Americans to sign a peti

tion in support of the organization's efforts to educate Americans about the

dangers of atheistic communism. Over 10 million Americans signed this peti

tion, and these results were reported to the White House.

American political leaders were the focus of another organization offer

ing VOC theory, the American Leadership Conference (ALC), founded in

1986 under the chairmanship of Amb. Phillip V Sanchez, former U.S.

Ambassador to Colombia and Honduras. This CAUSA International program

provided a forum where legislators could explore and discuss international and

domestic issues. However, the principal focus of the ALC program was to

educate elected officials about Soviet military strategy and on the underlying

tenets of Marxist-Leninist ideology, contrasting it with the historical and

philosophical foundations of American democracy.

Aided by an invitational committee consisting of some 50 state legisla

tors from throughout the United States and an advisory board of former diplo

mats, congressmen and governors, the ALC elicited a considerable response

from American political leaders. By the end of 1990, over 10,000 had attend

ed one of 30 national,
three- to four-day anticommunism

conferences.45

Participants included around 100 current and former members of Congress,

1 30 mayors, more than 2,000 state legislators, many prominent federal and
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state officials, as well as university presidents and leaders of think tanks,

grassroots organizations and private foundations. In addition to the CAUSA

presentations on Marxism-Leninism, guest speakers added their views on

American military strategy and domestic policy. ALC speakers included 25

members ofCongress (e.g., Senators Jesse Helms, Al Gore and Richard Lugar,

Congressman Henry Hyde) and other luminaries (e.g., Alan Bloom, Thomas

Sowell, Mona Charon and Maureen Reagan). At most conferences, partici

pants also heard presentations by those with an intimate experience of front

line Marxist-leaning states, including UNO (United Nicaraguan Opposition)
leaders Pedro J. Chamorro Barrios, Arturo Cruz and Adolfo Calero,
Nicaraguan Roman Catholic Church official Monsignor Bismarck Carballo,
and American Indian Movement (AIM) leader RussellMeans who shared his

experiences with the Ramo, Sumo and Miskito resistance to Nicaragua's

Sandinista government.

Active and retired military officials were exposed to VOC theory under

the aegis of the CAUSA International Military Association (CIMA). More

than 800 retired high-ranking officials of the United States armed forces

attended CAUSA presentations on VOC, including a sizeable number of

America's retired four-star generals and full
admirals.46

A number of those

officers later played cmcial roles in the formation of a grassroots, activist orga

nization founded in 1987, known as the American Freedom Coalition (AFC).

With opposition to Marxist-Leninist expansionism as one of its ten founding
planks, AFC drew significant media attention on the occasion of the 70th

anniversary of the Bolshevik Revolution in November, 1987 when it orga

nized rallies in all fifty states reminding Americans of the millions of men,

women and children who had been senselessly eliminated in the Soviet Union,

China, Cambodia and elsewhere in the name of communism.

Another organization initiated by CAUSA International, the

International Security Council (ISC), gathered together strategists, diplomats,
government officials, academics and former senior military officers to assess

American military security and the relevance of diplomatic initiatives vis-a

vis the Soviet Union. During the latter years of the ColdWar, ISC held 43 con

ferences, symposia and roundtables, published 39 position and research

papers, and started an academic journal, GlobalAffairs. Chairing the symposia

were national security and foreign affairs experts such as Eugene V Rostow,

Charles Lichenstein, Richard Perle and Richard Pipes.47
ISCs strategic rec

ommendations concurred with President Reagan's decision to strengthen

America's strategic position through a substantial military build-up.

ReverendMoon's ministry on the university campus was carried out by
the Collegiate Association for the Research of Principles (CARP), a

Unification Church-related organization which became known during the

1980s for its rallies, publications and seminars countering communist
expan-
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sion and Marxist ideology. CARP regularly countered CISPES demonstra

tions, which called for cutting off U.S. military support to El Salvador, and

conducted its own rallies on campuses calling for an end of the Soviet and

Cuban presence in El Salvador and Nicaragua.48 The oppression of Solidarity
in Poland was a focus of CARP rallies, as was the persecution of religious

belivers in the USSR. High-profile KAL 007 protests by CARP were covered

by print media such as Newsweek, USA Today, U.S. News andWorldReport,

and The Philadelphia Inquirer and depicted in these publications as repre

sentative ofAmerica's outrage at the Soviet downing of a civilian Korean air

liner resulting in 269
fatalities.49

CARP's organization ofKAL 007 and other

anti-Soviet demonstrations on colleges "from Columbia to Madison to
Berkeley,"

led the Revolutionary Communist Party USA's newspaper, Young
Spartacus, to describe CARP in one of its headlines as "Campus Shock Troops

for Anti-Soviet War
Drive."50

Reverend Moon's extensive educational initiatives on Marxism-

Leninism undoubtedly strengthened the understanding of, and conviction

against, communism in key sectors of American society: clergy, university

students, political leaders, minority communities and
scholars.51

Such efforts,

combined with the vocal rallies and demonstrations, would have helped to

expand the base of public support for Ronald Reagan's foreign policy.

Reinforcing these programs were many films, videos and multi-media

presentations on Marxism. For example, human rights violations inside

Nicaragua gained greater visibility due to the efforts of Lee Shapiro, a

CAUSA International associate. At great personal risk, Shapiro traveled with

the Nicaraguan Resistance forces. He filmed, wrote, produced, and directed

the award-winning documentary entitled Nicaragua was Our Home, which

captured on film testimonies of the atrocities committed by the Sandinistas

against the Miskito Indians. The documentary was aired nationally by PBS

(which made the highly irregular demand for a wrap-around pointing out the

filmmaker's ties to CAUSA International). It was also previewed at theWhite

House on June 28, 1985, and President Reagan personally commended

Shapiro for his
work.52

CARP also produced a full-length film entitled El

Salvador: Revolution andRomance, which highlighted the Marxist-Leninist

ties of the
FMLN.53

Such educational efforts helped the general public to

understand the ideological bankruptcy of communism, the duplicity of the

Marxist appeal for human rights, and the real threat of Soviet expansionism.

3. Contacts with Communist Leaders

ReverendMoon's anticommunism activities also included amediating dimen

sion, which initially he most visibly pursued through the previously men

tioned WMA (World Media Association). In 1982, Reverend Moon asked
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WMA to organize fact-finding tours which would bring Western journalists

to the Soviet Union. Between 1982 and 1989, WMA brought hundreds of

American and foreign journalists to Russia and many of the other Soviet

republics. As early as 1983 these journalists dialogued with leaders of TASS,

Pravda, Izvestia, and Novosti News Agency. EarlyWMA participants were

subjected to verbal sparring matches with Soviet specialists in disinformation;

however, relations had improved by the 1988 fact-finding tour, when WMA

received permission for the first time for a journalist exchange program with

the
U.S.S.R.54

The following year, WMA hosted Soviet journalists on a tour

of the United States. The Soviet delegation includedAlbertVlasov, Chairman

of the Board forNovosti News Agency. That tour opened the way to a work

ing relationship between theWMA and the Soviet media, including Izvestia,

Novosti, and TheMoscow
News.55

On April 11, 1990, Reverend Moon met in Moscow with U.S.S.R.

President Mikhail Gorbachev. An aftermath of the meeting was the decision

by the U.S.S.R. to allow its leadership to attend American Leadership
Conferences. In December of 1990 and February of 1991 ,

the ALC sponsored

seminars for 80 deputies of the Supreme Soviet (federal, republic and city lev

els), as well as delegations of some 60 cabinet ministers and members of par

liament from Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Germany, Hungary, Poland,

Romania, and Yugoslavia. Attendees included Sergei Lushchikov, then the

SovietMinister of Justice, andGeneral Oleg Kalugin, former director ofKGB

operations in the United States. Participants received lectures on VOC theo

ry as well as briefings on the underpinnings of Western democracy. From

April 30 to May 7, 1991, the World Leadership Conference, affiliated with

ALC, sponsored an unprecedented seminar and fact-finding tour in

Washington, D.C. for approximately 200 high-ranking Soviet officials and

political leaders, comprised of official delegations from all 15 republics of the

U.S.S.R. This was the only time during these final years of the Soviet Union

that any person, government or private organization brought together repre

sentatives from all of the 15 Soviet republics. In attendance were 26 deputies

of the U.S.S.R. Supreme Soviet and some 75 deputies of the Supreme Soviet

of the various republics, as well as Republic vice-presidents, cabinet minis

ters and ambassadors. While in the United States, the delegation met with fed

eral officials inWashington, D.C. andwith city and state officials and business

representatives in the New York City
area.56

a. ReverendMoon and North Korea

Reverend Moon's Cold War efforts also extended to isolated and potentially
volatile North Korea. Because of his outspoken views against communism,

Reverend Moon was long viewed with hostility in North Korea. As late as

1987 the FBI arrested a reputed member of the Japanese Red Army, an orga-
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nization with established ties to North Korea, for his involvement in an assas

sination plot which targeted Reverend Moon.

Reverend Moon nonetheless secured an invitation in November, 1991

to meet with D.P.R.K. President Kim II Sung. The meeting led to some tan

gible results. A few months after this visit, President Kim II Sung gave his first
interview to the Western Press in 20 years, via The Washington Times. In the

interview Kim II Sung expressed his desire to improve U.S. -D.P.R.K. rela

tions. The meeting also led to an opportunity to concretely improve such rela

tions via the aforementioned American Freedom Coalition (AFC).

During May and June of 1992, the AFC conducted a peacemaking mis

sion to Pyongyang after consultation with the Bush White House. The 40-

person delegation, headed by former Congressman Richard Ichord, included
numerous former Congressmen and federal officials, including former CIA

DeputyDirector Max Hugel and AmbassadorDouglas MacArthur II, nephew

and namesake of Gen. MacArthur, the Supreme Commander of U.N. troops

who had repulsed the 1950 attack on the South. The AFC delegation target

ed the cooling of abusive language (toward the US and South Korea) by
D.P.R.K. officials as the principal goal of their visit. The delegation addressed

this and other topics with high-ranking Party officials, including Kim Young
Sun, architect ofPyongyang's foreign policy, and with President Kim II Sung
himself, who hosted the delegation for lunch and spent more than three hours

responding to their questions.

In a subsequent June 23, 1992 meeting in New York, a North Korean

Ambassador to the United Nations relayed to Congressman Ichord and sev

eral other members of the AFC delegation to Pyongyang that the D.P.R.K.,
as a consequence of the recent AFC visit, had made a unilateral decision to

cancel its annual anti-American
demonstrations.57

Such demonstrations had

taken place every June 25th to July 27th since the end of the Korean
conflict.58

On the request of the D.P.R.K. official, Congressman Ichord conveyed this

decision to the Bush administration, which he did on June 24, 1992. The anti-

American demonstrations have remain suspended since that time.

b. Theological Paradigm

It is useful to reflect upon the paradigm or prism through which Reverend

Moon apparently approached these meetings with Presidents Gorbachev and

Kim. The Divine Principle, the religious teaching of Reverend Moon, posits

the biblical struggle between Cain and Abel as the underlying dynamic of all

historical development. Cain and Abel were brothers; instead ofmurder they

should have reconciled with each other peacefully. Such a peaceful reconcil

iation between hostile brothers was realized by Jacob and Esau. Their strug

gle, again between a younger brother and an elder brother, is seen as a

continuation of the original
Cain-Abel rivalry. Jacob finally won the respect
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of Esau, and thus resolved the Cain-Abel problem in his family. He could

achieve this result by preparing well for his encounter with Esau, having
acquired a certain level of spiritual and material strength. In accord with this

view, all struggling individuals, nations and blocs can be analyzed as taking
the positions of Cain and Abel, Jacob and Esau.

For Reverend Moon, the Cold War represented a different level and

expression of the same Cain-AbeEJacob-Esau struggle. Like Jacob, Reverend

Moon returned to his homeland to meet Esau (Kim II Sung) only once he

could be recognized as a man of accomplishment. Having become a leading
anti-communist, Reverend Moon's meeting with President Kim, the most

hardline of communists, took on a wider significance. The peaceful reunion

and reconciliation of these two leaders represented the resolution of the East-

West struggle at the place where the the outbreak of first violent East-West

conflict had occurred following WorldWar II.

Reverend Moon's role in the struggle against communism did not end

with his encounterwith Kim II Sung. According to his teachings, communism

emerged because of real social injustices and is the consequence of deep-

seated human resentment which can only be healed through service and love.

Based on this understanding, ReverendMoon has continued to work in places

such as North Korea and the People's Republic of China, with the expressed

goal of resolving the problem at the very root. It is anticipated that his involve

ment will thus continue.

Conclusion

This article has traced only some of the contributions which Reverend Moon

and organizations which he founded made to the struggle against communist

expansionism. Such efforts expended more than capital. In the late 1960s and

the early 1970s, Unification Church missionaries were sent clandestinely to

every Eastern European country. In the U.S.S.R., some were imprisoned and

later expelled from the country. In Czechoslovakia and in Poland, Church mis

sionaries were jailed for up to six years. Several members were executed after

the communist takeover of Ethiopia because of their Church affiliation.

CAUSA filmmaker Lee Shapiro, who had produced Nicaragua was Our

Home, was killed by Soviet soldiers on October 9, 1987 while filming with

the Afghan Resistance. Martin Bauer, President of CAUSA International in

the Dominican Republic, was assassinated in 1985.59

Reverend Moon's activities may have filled a unique niche during the

Cold War. While nongovernmental, his media initiatives and educational ini

tiatives in key sectors of society bolstered internal support for governments

opposed to communism. A distinctive feature of his work was the extensive

popularization of a comprehensive ideological critique ofMarxism-Leninism.
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Meanwhile, ReverendMoon carried out activities in communist nations them

selves which seem designed to help the leadership of those nations come
closer to the leading Western powers.

Reverend Moon was acutely attuned to the dominant importance of the

United States in the struggle against communism. Perhaps for this reason, he

placed so much emphasis on the need for an anticommunist president to guide

the nation, which for him was fulfilled in the person of Ronald Reagan. Upon

Reagan's election, Reverend Moon systematically developed programs

designed to support the President in his stance against communism programs

such as The Washington Times and the various organizations which worked to

develop an anticommunist consensus among a broad spectrum of politicians,

religious leaders, statesmen, and civic and educational leaders.

How different would the course of the ColdWar, and more specifically
the fate ofNicaragua, SDI, and the Reagan doctrine have been, had Reverend

Moon's educational and grassroots activities and The Washington Times never

existed? Would this void have otherwise been filled? Any such assessments

constitute mere speculation, yet one matter remains evident. During the 1970s

and 1980s ReverendMoon's anticommunist activities were the target of deri

sion in publications such as The New York Times, The Washington Post,

Newsweek, Time, and The Los Angeles Times, and they were the focus of

decided animosity in leftist publications including Izvestia, Pravda, EINuevo

Diario, Barricada, Granma, CounterSpy, USSR Today, Nation and

CovertAction.60
Yet today he and the organizations which he founded do not

appear in Western accounts of the demise of communism.
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THEOLOGICALWITCH-HUNT:

THE NCC CRITIQUE OF THE

UNIFICATION CHURCH

Jonathan Wells

On June 21, 1977, the Commission on Faith and Order of the National

Council ofChurches ofChrist in the U.S.A. (theNCC) released to the

press and other interested persons a "Critique of the Theology of the

Unification Church as Set Forth inDivine
Principle."

The Critique describes

itself as a "study
document"

prepared primarily for the purpose of "theolog

ical
assessment,"

not an official policy of theNCC, and cautions against using

it for "arbitrary or punitive
purposes."

The conclusion of the Critique is that

the Unification Church is not a Christian Church, and that its claims to

Christian identity cannot be recognized.

Before and after the preparation of their report, however, the

Commission refused to meet with experts on Unification theology, and the

Critique contains numerous errors and misrepresentations. As a scholarly or

ecumenical effort in theological assessment, the Critique is a failure.

Furthermore, despite its claim that the Critique is not official policy and

should not be used for arbitrary or punitive purpose, the NCC has distributed

the Critique through official channels for two decades and condoned its use

in partisan attacks on the Unification Church. Thus the NCC Critique, though

cloaked in theological language, looks suspiciously like a witch-hunt.
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American Academy of Religion. He has written extensively
on Unification theology,
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1. The Preparation and Distribution of the Critique

Approximately one year before the Commission on Faith and Order released

its Critique, a preliminary report had been prepared for the Commission by
Dr. William L. Hendricks, Professor of Theology at Southwestern Baptist

Theological Seminary in Texas. At first, members of the Unification Church

were unaware that the report was being prepared, and only learned of it

because ofwidespread newspaper coverage.

Dr. Young Oon Kim, Professor ofTheology at Unification Theological

Seminary and author of Unification Theology and Christian
Thought,1

wrote

to Dr. Hendricks to correct some serious misunderstandings in his report. Dr.

Kim also wrote to the Commission requesting that a friendly discussion be

initiated to prevent further misunderstandings. She followed this up with a

telephone call and letter to Dr. Jorge Lara-Braud, Executive Director of the

Commission, reiterating her request for dialogue. A similar request was then

made by Dr. Herbert Richardson, a Presbyterian minister and Professor of

Theology at the University ofToronto, who was serving as a theological con

sultant to the Unification Church. The Commission refused to meet with Dr.

Kim or Dr. Richardson, or with any other representative of the Unification

Church. Furthermore, although Dr. Hendricks acknowledged in his prelimi

nary report that he was "not competent to judge English translations ofKorean
works,"

the Commission never consulted anyone with such competency.

In addition to Drs. Hendricks and Lara-Braud, the Commission includ

ed SisterAgnes Cunningham, Professor ofPatrology atMundelein Seminary
(Roman Catholic), and Dr. J. Robert Nelson, Professor ofTheology at Boston

University. During the year between Dr. Hendricks's preliminary report and

the issuance of the final Critique, large volumes of material (including Dr.

Kim's book) were submitted to the Commission. As the Critique explains in

its Introductory Statement, the Commission "received solicited and unso

licited authoritative statements of self-clarification from the Unification

Church and some of its
sympathizers,"

but "for the sake of keeping the dis

course entirely within the realm of what is authoritative and in the public

domain,"

it chose to ignore these materials and to "confine itself to the offi

cial doctrinal text of the Unification Church, namely Divine
Principle."2

The Commission's stated reason for ignoring the materials which were

sent to it is transparently disingenuous, given its own acknowledgment that

some of them were
"authoritative"

and the undeniable fact that some of them

(including Dr. Kim's book) were already "in the public
domain."

Its decision

to ignore expert opinions, from Unificationists and others, casts serious doubt

on its claim to have produced an objective "study
document"

for the purpose

of "theological
assessment."

Since the Commission persisted in its misrepre

sentations ofUnification theology even after Dr. Kim had pointed them out,
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it seems to have been less interested in assessing Unificationism than in dis

crediting it.

In its Introductory Statement, the Critique explains that, as a study docu

ment, it "does not become official
policy"

of the NCC "unless, through an appro

priate process, the Council's governing board approves
it."

This process was

never followed, and the Critique never became an official policy of the NCC

Several years after itwas initially distributed, a representative of the Unification

Church approachedNCC officials Joan Campbell and EileenLindner and object

ed to the Critique's misrepresentations of Unification theology. Campbell and

Lindner replied that the Critique could not be retracted or revised because itwas

only a study document, not an official policy of the NCC.

Yet the Critique has been widely circulated by the NCC as though itwere

an official policy. It was initially distributed in June, 1977, with a cover let

ter on NCC stationery (Appendix A). Soon afterwards, it was published with

NCC permission in the quarterly OccasionalBulletin ofMissionaryResearch.

In 1985 an official NCC cover letter accompanied the Critique when it was

sent to American religion editors and reporters; and in 1987 the Critique was

again distributed with an official NCC cover letter (Appendix B) togetherwith

a similar critique by the National Christian Council of Japan. As
Secretary-

General of theWorld Council ofChurches, Emilio Castro regarded the NCC

Critique as definitive, and announced publicly that there is nothing more to

be said about the Unification Church. From 1991 to the present, the Critique

has been officially circulated in Japan, Korea, Europe, and the Caribbean, as

well as South America, where Roman Catholic bishops recently cited it in a

letter condemning the Unification Church.

The Critique's introductory statement claims that "nothing would be

more contrary to the spirit of this critique than for it to be used for arbitrary

or punitive
purposes,"

and that the NCC is "wholeheartedly
committed"

to

religious liberty. Yet the official cover letter which accompanied the NCCs

1987 mailing of the Critique (Appendix B) encourages people to obtain fur

ther information on the Unification Church by contacting "the office within

the Southern Baptist Convention that deals with
cults."

The letter even pro

vides the address of the anti-cult office. Under the circumstances, the NCCs

professed commitment to religious liberty seems hollow, to say the least.

The actual uses to which the Critique has been put also belie the NCCs

claim to be concerned about religious liberty. In 1984, opponents of the

Unification Church in England used the Critique to justify a lawsuit chal

lenging the Church's tax-exempt status, costing the Church almost half a mil

lion dollars in legal fees before the lawsuit was dropped in 1988. In the United

States, members of the Unification Church continue to be denied membership

in many campus ministry groups on the basis of the Critique's conclusions.

Some ministers ofmainline Christian churches in America have even lost their
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jobs for attending conferences sponsored by the Unification Church, with the
NCC Critique being used to justify their

dismissal.3

Therefore, although the NCC Critique purports to be a scholarly exer

cise in theological assessment a sincere effort to clarify one church's claim

to Christian identity the closed-door manner in which it was prepared sug
gests that its authors set out not to understand Unification theology, but to dis

credit it. Not surprisingly, as we shall see below, the Critique seriously
misrepresents Unification theology. And although the NCC warns that the

Critique is not official policy and should not be used for arbitrary or punitive

purposes, it continues to distribute it through official channels and condone

its use as a weapon against Unificationists and their friends. Under the cir

cumstances, the NCCs pious caveats seem to be merely a disguise for a

witch-hunt against the Unification Church.

2. The Contents of the Critique

According to the Critique's Introductory Statement, its principal purpose is

"to clarify the claim to Christian identity made by the Unification
Church."

According to the Critique's Conclusions, The NCC defines "continuity with

the Christian
faith"

in the following affirmations:

1 ) Essential to Christian identity is the biblical affirmation that Jesus of

Nazareth is the Christ, the eternal Word of God made flesh.

2) The life, death and resurrection of Jesus are the ground and means of the

salvation of persons and of the whole creation.

3) The triune God Father, Son, and Holy Spirit has acted as Creator,

Redeemer, and Sanctifier identifying with the suffering and need of the

world and is effectively saving it from sin, death, and the powers of

evil.

4) There is an essential relationship between faith in the saving work of the

triune God and obedient response of the believing community.

One could legitimately question the adequacy of these criteria. For

example, some Christian churches would prefer narrower (or at least clearer)

criteria, though even if applied consistently in their present form they would

exclude some current members of the NCC (such as the non-trinitarian

Swedenborgians and Friends). Historically speaking, defining "Christian-

ness"

has always been a controversial enterprise, and only the seven ecu

menical councils between 325 A.D. and 787 a.d. were able to claim anything

approaching a general consensus.

For the sake of argument, however, let's accept the NCC criteria as they

stand. Applying them to the Unification Church, the Critique concludes:
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A. The Unification Church is not a Christian Church.

1 . Its doctrine of the nature of the triune God is erroneous.

2. Its Christology is incompatible with Christian teaching and belief.

3. Its teaching on salvation and the means of grace is inadequate and

faulty.

B . The claims of the Unification Church to Christian identity cannot be rec
ognized.

1 . The role and authority of Scripture are compromised in the teachings

of the Unification Church.

2. Revelations are invoked as divine and normative in Divine Principle

which contradict basic elements of Christian faith.

3. A "new, ultimate, final
truth"

is presented to complete and supplant

all previously recognized religious teachings, including those of

Christianity.

So the Critique judges the Unification Church to be non-Christian in four

doctrinal areas: trinity, christology, salvation, and scripture. Let's examine

these in order.

a. Trinity

According to the Critique, "the doctrine of the Triune God, as set forth in

Divine Principle, is incompatible with Christian
teaching."

This refers to the

Divine Principle's use of the word
"trinity"

to mean a true man and true

woman centered on God: Adam and Eve should have formed a trinity "as Tme

Parents centered on
God,"

but because of the fall they formed "a trinity cen

tered on Satan"; when Jesus came as the second Adam he and the Holy Spirit

formed the "spiritual Trinity"; and when Christ comes again he will establish

the "substantial
Trinity,"

which will be both physical and spiritual, (pp. 216-

218)4
The Critique judges this to be "inconsistent with Christian understand

ing"

of the doctrine of the Trinity. (III.B.6)

Actually, Unification theology has a doctrine of the Trinity which is

thoroughly consistent with traditional Christian formulations, but the Critique

missed it. According to Divine Principle, God has dual characteristics of
pos-

itivity and negativity, and internal character and external form. God's heart is

described as the internal subject of the dual characteristics of Logos and

Universal Prime Energy; yet God is indivisibly One. The relevant passages

in Divine Principle (pp. 20-39) are reminiscent ofAugustine's reflections on

the mystery ofGod's internal relations in de Trinitate, or ofKarl Barth's dis

cussion ofGod's "modes of
being"

in Church Dogmatics.

In 1978, Catholic philosopher and theologian SebastianMatczak saw "a

point-for-point parallel between Unification philosophy and Christian
theol-
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ogy"

in their "understanding of the internal character of
God."

Matczak

described the Unification view of God as follows: "The Father is Heart and

Love, the eternally begotten Son is the Logos, and the Holy Spirit. . . is the cre

ative energy and activity ofGod. This conceptualization of the Trinity that

doctrine so central to Christianity is closer to my understanding of the truth

than are many of the other diverse explanations of the Trinity taught in the

various
churches."5

Perhaps because Divine Principle uses unfamiliar language, the NCC

Critique misinterpreted its discussion ofGod's dual characteristics as evidence

of a "cosmic dualism which conflicts with Christian biblically based
teaching."

(III.B.l) The Critique goes on to claim that in Divine Principle "the eternal

unity of the one God is jeopardized by the assertion that upon such dual essen

tialities. . . depends the very being of
God."

(III.B.l
.a)

This is oddly inconsis

tent with the Critique's earlier assessment that "the God portrayed in Divine

Principle is a monotheistic
God."

(II.D.2) It is also incorrect: God's unity is

no more jeopardized by "dual
essentialities"

than by the "three
persons"

of tra

ditional trinitarian formulations. If the Faith and Order Commission had not

refused to meet with scholars ofUnification theology, it would have realized

that "dual
essentialities"

refers to inner relations in God, not to two gods.

Thenwhat about the Unification use of the term
"trinity"

to describe rela

tions between God, man and woman? Since this terminology refers to rela

tions between God and human beings, in traditional theological categories it

would actually be considered part of the doctrine of Christology. In fact, the

section on
"Trinity"

in Divine Principle is in the chapter entitled

"Christology."

Such terminological confusion is not surprising when one con

siders thatDivine Principle was written by and for Koreans who were not the

ologically trained. We will consider this christological use of
"trinity"

below.

So the NCCs Commission on Faith and Order, ignoring the views of

Unificationists and other scholars, misread a christological statement as a

trinitarian one. Then, contradicting its own assessment ofDivine Principle as
"monotheistic,"

it misinterpreted Unification theology's doctrine of God's

internal relations as a form of cosmic dualism. On this point, the Critique is

dead wrong. In fact, the Unification doctrine ofGod is thoroughly consistent

with the traditional Christian doctrine of the Trinity.

b. Christology

According to the NCC, two necessary elements of "continuity with the

Christian
faith"

are the affirmations that (i) "Jesus of Nazareth is the Christ,

the eternal Word of God made
flesh,"

and (ii) "the life, death and resurrec

tion of Jesus are the ground and means of the salvation of persons and of the

whole
creation."

The first of these concerns the person ofChrist, and the sec

ond the work of Christ.
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(i) The Person ofChrist

The Critique acknowledges thatDivine Principle describes Jesus as "the

incarnation of the
Word."

(II.D.3) In fact, Divine Principle also affirms that

"Jesus is theWord made
flesh"

and "Jesus is God in the
flesh."

(pp. 211, 292)
These passages are unquestionably consistent with the NCCs first criterion

for continuity with the Christian faith.

The Critique maintains, however, that other passages in Divine Principle

are inconsistent with its affirmation that Jesus is the Word made flesh. For

example, Divine Principle explains that Jesus is "one body with
God,"

but

"the body can by no means be the mind
itself."

Therefore (as the Critique

points out in II.D.3), Jesus "can by no means be God
Himself."

(p. 211) On

the same page, Divine Principle explains that since Jesus is "the incarnation

of the
Word,"

and "all things were made through the
Word,"

it is appropriate

to call Jesus "the
Creator."

Yet "Jesus, on earth, was a man no different from

us except for the fact that he was without original
sin."

(p. 212)

This last phrase is virtually identical to one formulated by the

Ecumenical Council at Chalcedon in 45 1 A.D. The Definition of Chalcedon

attempted to balance Christ's divinity and humanity without confusing the

two. Divine Principle also attempts to affirm both without confusing them.

WhetherUnification Christology is consistent with Chalcedon has been debat

ed by theologians for almost two
decades,6

with critics arguing that Divine

Principle leans too far in the direction of Christ's humanity. To be fair, how

ever, one must realize that Divine Principle was written in the context of a

Korean fundamentalism for which "Jesus is
God"

was all that needed to be

said about Christology. In that context, many ofDivine Principle's statements

were necessary correctives to the devaluation of Christ's humanity.

The NCC Critique overlooks the fact that balancing the divinity and

humanity ofChrist has always been a difficult issue for Christian theology, and

judges the Unification view as though this issue did not exist. Even worse, the

Critiquemisrepresents Unification Christology to make it sound less orthodox

than it is. According to the Critique, Divine Principle claims that '"Jesus Christ

came as the
Messiah,'

but only in the sense of the 'Messianic expectation of

the
Israelites'

(p.
139)."

(II.D.3) Significantly, the word
"only"

does not occur

in this passage from Divine Principle, but was inserted by the authors of the

Critique. Divine Principle, like the Bible, attributes many different titles and

roles to Jesus; these include
"Messiah,"

"the second
Adam,"

"our
savior,"

"perfected
man,"

"the Tree of
Life,"

and "the incarnation of the
Word,"

to

name just a few. The Critique's claim that Divine Principle limits
Jesus'

role

to fulfilling the Messianic expectation of the Israelites is blatantly false.

Could this misrepresentation be a result of mere carelessness? Perhaps.

But in judging the Unification view of Jesus without even acknowledging the

long-standing difficulty of balancing Christ's divinity and humanity, the



30 Journal of Unification Studies

Critique betrays an eagerness to condemn Unification theology which sug

gests that
"carelessness"

is too kind.

(ii) The Work ofChrist

According to the Critique, Divine Principle "cannot be regarded as

Christian"

because it asserts "the failure of Jesus to fulfill 'the salvation of

both spirit and
body'

(p.
147)"

and "the failure of Jesus to achieve his mis

sion (p.
196)."

(III.B.7) But the Critique thereby misrepresents Divine

Principle.

On pages 147-148, Divine Principle states that Jesus "should have ful

filled the salvation of both spirit and
body,"

and that "if they had become one

with him in both spirit and body by believing in him, fallen men could have

been saved both spiritually and
physically,"

and "he would have established

the Kingdom ofHeaven on
earth"

without delay and without the need for a

second coming. Unfortunately, "due to the disbelief of and persecution by the

people, he was
crucified."

After the loss of his physical body, Jesus was able

to "establish the basis for spiritual salvation by forming a triumphant foun

dation for resurrection through the redemption by the blood of the
cross,"

but

fallen people "cannot fulfill physical
salvation"

until the second coming. This

explains why, in the followers of Jesus, "original sin remains in the flesh and

is transmitted continuously from generation to
generation,"

and thus why St.

Paul lamented that "I of myself serve the law ofGod with my mind, but with

my flesh I serve the law of sin. (Rom
7:22-25)"

It is important to note that this passage does not attribute failure to Jesus,

but to the people who disbelieved him. Similarly, Divine Principle explains

on page 196, "when God's will to fulfill the purpose of creation centering on

Adam failed, He sent Jesus... [but] this will was again a failure, due to the

disbelief of the
people."

In other words, it was Adam (not God) who failed

the first time, and it was the people (not Jesus) who failed the second time.

The Critique misrepresents Divine Principle by claiming that it labels Jesus

a failure.

One of the NCCs criteria for "continuity with the Christian
faith"

(dis

cussed below) is the affirmation that "there is an essential relationship between

faith in the saving work of the triune God and obedient response of the believ

ing
community."

(IV.4) Consistent with this criterion, Unification theology

maintains that
Jesus'

saving work could not be completely effective without

an obedient human response, but the Critique obscures this point when it

incorrectly attributes failure to Jesus.

The question remains whetherUnification theology is consistent with the

view that (in the NCCs words) "the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus are

the ground and means of the salvation of persons and of the whole
creation."

Divine Principle maintains that God "handed Jesus over to
Satan"

to be cm-
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cified, "in order to save the whole of
mankind."

Jesus then "established the

spiritual foundation of faith through the 40-day resurrection period to sepa
rate Satan, after giving up his physical body to the cross as a sacrifice. By

doing this, he pioneered the way for the redemption of the sins of all
men."

(pp. 360-361)

In other words, although the crucifixion was not God's initial plan, and

became necessary only because of the disbelief of the people, it nevertheless

laid a foundation for future salvation. Divine Principle states, "we can never

deny the magnitude of the grace of redemption by the
cross."

(p. 142)

According to Protestant theologian Durwood Foster, "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?"7

If theNCCs view of the work ofChrist is interpreted to mean that
Jesus'

life, death and resurrection are necessary for salvation, there is arguably no

conflict between it and Unification theology. On the other hand, Unification

theology would be incompatible with the view that
Jesus'

life, death and res

urrection are sufficient for complete salvation (thoughDivine Principle main

tains that it would have been sufficient if people had believed in him). Even

many Christians, however, regard salvation as (in some sense) incomplete

until the
eschaton;8

the question then turns on the Unification doctrine of

eschatology.

The Critique claims that Unification eschatology "is incompatible in

critical and essential ways with that which is acknowledged, recognized and

taught in Christian churches throughout the
world."

(III.B.7) The truth is,

however, that eschatology is the least clearly defined of all Christian doctrines.

According to Protestant theologian Darrol Bryant, "the doctrine of eschatol

ogy within the Christian traditions has yet to achieve
either a creedal or dog

matic definition that would justify outright dismissal of the eschatology put

forth by the Unification
movement."9

In any case, eschatology plays no part

in either the Critique's criteria for Christian identity or its formal conclusions,

so the matter remains unsettled.

(Hi) Divine Principle's Use of the Word
"Trinity"

The concluding section ofDivine Principle's
chapter on Christology is

devoted to
"trinity."

The word is used to refer to a variety of relationships: that

between Adam and Eve centered on God before the fall, that between Adam

and Eve centered on Satan after the fall, that between Jesus and the Holy

Spirit centered onGod after the crucifixion, that between the Tme Parents and

God at the time of the Second Coming, and that of all married couples cen

tered on God in the Kingdom of Heaven on earth, (pp. 217-28)

In every case,
"trinity"

in Divine Principle includes relationships

between created beings. Even in the case of Jesus, Divine Principle seems to
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be referring to Christ's human nature. (The nature of the Holy Spirit is not

clear from the text, but Unificationists have tended to regard it as the femi

nine aspect ofGod.) In traditional Christian theology,
"Trinity"

refers only to

relationships among God's internal
"persons"

or "modes of
being."

Divine

Principle's untraditional use of
"trinity"

in this contextmust be distinguished

from the Unification doctrine of God's Heart, Logos and Energy, discussed

above, which more nearly resembles the traditional Trinity.

Once the terminological confusion is set aside, a deeper and more inter

esting issue emerges. According to Divine Principle's untraditional use of
"trinity,"

ifAdam and Eve had not fallen they would have formed a union with

God just as substantial and inseparable as the subsequent union of Jesus with

God. Divine Principle maintains that Jesus, as the second Adam, would have

taken a bride if he had not been prevented from doing so by the crucifixion,
since God's image is both masculine and feminine: "male and female He cre

ated
them."

(Gen 1 :27) But Jesus incarnated only God's masculinity, so at the

time of the second coming a couple known as the Tme Parents will form the

substantial trinity with God that Adam and Eve should have formed in the

beginning. In the ensuing kingdom ofheaven on earth all married couples will

eventually form such unions, (pp. 41-46)
Although the idea that Adam and Eve might have formed a union with

God comparable to that of Jesus may sound strange to some modem

Christians, early Christian fathers such as
Irenaeus10

taught that ifAdam had

not fallen hewould have become like Jesus, and thatGod became man in order

that man might become God. According to the ecumenical councils ofNicea

and Chalcedon, the Logos is the only-begotten Son of God, but the human

nature of Jesus to which it was united was like us in all respects except for

sin. Jesus even had his own will, distinct from God's will. So the idea that a

human nature other than
Jesus'

could be similarly united with God was not

alien to the early church. In fact, as Thomas Aquinas pointed out, God is infi

nite and human nature is finite, so the Logos could conceivably be united to

more than one human
nature."

Therefore, orthodox Christian theology cannot exclude the possibility

that God will become incarnate again in a human nature other than Jesus'.

What traditional Christianity sees as merely possible, however, Unification

theology sees as necessary to fulfill God's original ideal of a world populat

ed by sinless, perfected families centered on Him. Though untraditional, the

Unification view has scriptural support. According to Rev 3:12, "He who

conquers, I will make him a pillar in the temple ofmy God; never shall he go

out of it, and I will write on him the name of my God, and the name of the

city of my God, the new Jerusalem which comes down from my God out of

heaven, and my own new
name."

Unification theology clearly goes beyond traditional christology in its
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expectation of further unions between the divine and human natures. But does

it thereby contradict the Christian tradition, ormerely extend it? An analogous

question might be: Did Christianity contradict the basic elements of Jewish

faith, or merely build on them? These are fascinating and important theolog
ical questions, but they are not addressed by the superficial and distorted

reading ofDivine Principle which forms the basis of the NCC Critique.

c. Salvation

According to the NCC, continuity with the Christian faith requires the affir

mations that "the life, death and resurrection of Jesus are the ground and

means of the salvation of persons and of the whole
creation,"

and that "there

is an essential relationship between faith in the saving work of the triune God

and obedient response of the believing
community."

The Critique considers

Unification theology un-Christian because it "is based, in part on the failure

of Jesus to achieve his mission (p.
196),"

and because it lacks "any clear indi

cation of the existence of the Christian community as Church and the role of

grace and divine intervention by God in human
history."

(III.B.7)
As we have seen, the allegation thatDivine Principle labels Jesus a fail

ure is false. Furthermore, Divine Principle clearly affirms that the "life, death,

and resurrection of
Jesus"

form the necessary foundation for subsequent sal

vation. The question is whether this foundation is sufficient. As the Critique

points out, Divine Principle maintains that because Jesus had to sacrifice his

physical body on the cross, the salvation he brought was only spiritual.

Physical salvation awaits the second coming a thoroughly traditional notion.

Where Unification theology goes beyond the tradition is its understanding of

the role ofTme Parents in completing the process of salvation, not in its claim

that the process remains uncompleted until the second coming.

The Critique asserts that Unification theology lacks "any clear indica

tion of the existence of the Christian community as
Church."

According to

Divine Principle, however, Jesus gathered his disciples after the resurrection

to establish Christianity "as the Second Israel for the erection of theKingdom

of
Heaven."

Thus Christians are "the chosen people... who are to establish

the foundation for the Messiah of the Second
Advent."

(pp. 362, 370, 519)

The Critique charges thatDivine Principle lacks "any clear indication of

the existence of the. . . role of grace and divine intervention by God in human
history,"

and even "posits a gulf between the Creator and creation which pre

vents God from crossing for the purpose of historical intervention (pp. 105,

1
48)."

(III.B.l
.b; III.B.7)Divine Principle clearly affirms, however, that "God

is behind human history, leading it toward one absolute
purpose."

(p. 340)

Some specific examples ofGod's intervention in human history are: "God had

the second son Abel offer symbolic sacrifices"; "He exercised the providence

of the flood judgment"; "God commanded Abraham to offer sacrifices"; "God
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hadMoses smite the Egyptians"; and "God finally handed Jesus over to
Satan"

to be crucified, (pp. 248, 253, 264, 302, 360) In fact, God's active involvement

in human history is such a pronounced feature ofDivine Principle that it seems

no one on the Commission read the book all the way through.

The NCCs criterion that Christians affirm an "essential relationship

between faith in the saving work of the triune God and obedient response of

the believing
community"

appears not to have been a factor in the Critique's

conclusions. Indeed, it is difficult to see how the Commission could have

faulted Unification theology on this point. Together with its emphasis on

God's providential work, Divine Principle emphasizes the necessity ofhuman

response. Thus from the very beginning "the perfection or non-perfection of

man depended not only on God's power of creation but also upon man's

response."

Humans thus have a "portion of
responsibility,"

the fall was "the

result ofman's own
error,"

and fallen people must participate in setting up the

"foundation to receive the
Messiah."

(pp. 55, 104, 240) As discussed above,

there was even an essential relationship between the completion of
Jesus'

salvific work and the people's obedient response. The Critique's conclusion

that the Unification "teaching on salvation and the means of grace is inade

quate and
faulty"

ignores these points, and is thus unfounded and arbitrary.

d. Scripture

The Critique notes that "for Christians, the biblical witness remains the nor

mative
authority,"

and maintains that "this is not the case in Divine Principle,

which acknowledges the higher authority of Sun Myung
Moon."

(III.B.5)

The Critique concludes that "the role and authority of scripture are compro

mised in the teachings of the Unification
Church,"

and "revelations are

invoked as divine and normative in Divine Principle which contradict basic

elements of Christian
faith."

(IV.A. 1,2)
Divine Principle does, in fact, refer to "new

truth"

brought by Sun

MyungMoon in the form of "a revelation from God
Himself,"

and it cautions

against fundamentalism by explaining that the "Biblical words are a means

of expressing the truth and not the truth
itself."

(pp. 16, 131) But from start

to finish, the attitude ofDivine Principle is that new revelation cannot con

tradict the Bible, though it may re-interpret it or go beyond it. Divine Principle

disputes some interpretations of the Bible which are common among

Christians, but it consistently regards the Bible itself as normative and author

itative. Reformed biblical scholar Thomas Boslooperwrote in 1984, "there is

no denying the importance of the Hebrew-Christian scriptures to

Unificationism."

Boslooper noted, "in Unificationism there is the highest

regard for scriptures of all religions of the world. At the same time the author

ity and normative value of the Old and New Testaments are held in the great

est
esteem."12
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The Critique purports to find contradictions between Divine Principle

and basic Christian doctrines, and dismisses it pejoratively as a "secret, eso

teric
truth"

which, "similar to occult schemes of various character, cannot be

admitted into Christian thought without distorting
it."

(III.B.2) But it is the

Critique itselfwhich is guilty of distortion here, since (as shown above) it mis

represents the Unification doctrines of God, Christ and salvation.

The Critique claims that Divine Principle presents itself as the "new ulti

mate, final
truth"

which will "complete and supplant all previously recognized

religious teachings, including those of
Christianity."

(IV.B.3) Once again, the

Critique is guilty of distortion. The quoted passage actually states that the

"new, ultimate, final truth, however, cannot come either from any man's syn

thetic research in the scriptures and in literature, or from any human
brain,"

but "must appear as a revelation from God
Himself."

Divine Principle, how

ever, does not claim to be the complete expression of this, but "only part of

the new
truth."

(pp. 15-16) And it does not intend to supplant Christianity, but

to promote its fulfillment: Divine Principle regards Christianity as "the cen

tral religion that will accomplish the purpose ofGod's providence of restora
tion"

by restoring "the one great world family which God had intended at the
creation."

(p. 123)
The Critique acknowledges that "within the diverse communions and

traditions of Christianity there are many ways of understanding scriptural

authority and
interpretation,"

and even admits thatDivine Principle uses bib

lical texts "in the manner of many Christian
literalists."

(II.B.5) In theologi

cal terms, the use of biblical texts is the subject of hermeneutics. In 1978,

Protestant theologian Frank Flinn wrote, "the relation between the literal and

spiritual senses of the Scriptures has always been the central problem of

Christian
hermeneutics,"

and "the conflict between the hermeneutics of estab

lished Christianity and that of the Unification Church is a continuation of the

very same debate which has always been present in
Christianity."13

In other

words, Unification hermeneutics is continuous with at least some elements
of

the Christian tradition.

Despite the diversity of Christian views on scripture, and the similarity

between the views ofUnificationists and some Christians, the Critique con

cludes on the basis of various distortions ofDivine Principle that Unification

theology's use of the Bible is un-Christian. This is notwhat onewould expect

from a sincere effort at theological assessment, but from a deliberate attempt

to discredit the Unification Church.

e. Additional Misrepresentations

Not content to distort Unification theology in areas related to the NCCs cri

teria for Christian identity, the Critique is littered with additional (and appar

ently gratuitous)
misrepresentations. Among these are miscellaneous charges
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thatUnification theology is too spiritual (or too materialistic), or that it regards

Satan as a second God, or that it advocates questionable practices in sex and

marriage, or that it is anti-Semitic.

For example, the Critique charges, "Divine Principle posits a dualism

in human nature between 'spirit
man'

and 'physical
man'

. . . which minimizes

the goodness of the body and militates against the Christian doctrine of the
resurrection."

(III.B.l.d) The Critique does not explain how the distinction

between spiritual and physical "minimizes the goodness of the
body,"

nor does

it explain why this view is any less Christian than St. Paul's: "It is sown a

physical body, it is raised a spiritual
body."

(1 Cor 15:44) And in a following
section, the Critique apparently reverses itself, claiming that the Unification

doctrine of salvation is un-Christian because it "elevates what is material at

the expense of the
spiritual."

(III.B.3) The Critique does not reconcile these

conflicting accusations, nor does it explain how either of them relate to the

NCCs criteria for Christian identity.

The Critique also claims, "Divine Principle so elevates the power of

Satan as to teach what inevitably appears to be a second, rival
god."

(III.B. l.c)
But Divine Principle explicitly rejects this sort of dualism: "all things were

created by one
God,"

and God is good, so Satan must be "a being originally
created for the purpose of goodness who later fell and was

degraded."

(p. 70)
Itwas only because of the fall that "man established the world of Satan's sov

ereignty instead of the world of God's sovereignty. Thus we call Satan the

'ruler of this
world'

(John 12:31) or the 'god of this
world.'

(2 Cor
4:4)"

(p.

103) In this regard, Unification theology is thoroughly Christian, and the

closest it comes to calling Satan "a second, rival
God"

is to quote St. Paul.

Along the same lines, the Critique asserts that Unification theology

explains the fall of man "in a way which is incompatible with the Bible and

Christian
theology"

because it characterizes Lucifer as "the external source

of evil and sin, which he transmits by sexual union to Eve, who passes it on

to Adam by the same
mode."

This allegedly leads to "questionable teachings

and practices of sex and
marriage."

(III.B. l.e) In the Unification doctrine of

the fall, however, Luciferwas not an "external source of evil and
sin"

but fell

with Adam and Eve only when those two disobeyed God's commandment.

Furthermore, as Catholic theologian Francis Clark has pointed out, "the inter

pretation of the Fall of the Angel, as being an act of fornication, has many
echoes in ancient religious

literature,"

and "the Apologists of the second cen

tury found no difficulty in accepting the notion of carnal commerce between

angelic spirits and
women."14

In other words, the Critique distorts both

Unification and traditional theology on the fall; but since the fall is not even

mentioned in the NCCs criteria for Christian identity, this section appears to

be irrelevant to the Critique's conclusions.
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The Commission never explains whatUnificationist teachings and prac

tices of sex and marriage it considers
"questionable."

In fact, the major prac

tical consequence of the Unification doctrine of the fall is a strict prohibition

on extramarital sex, a prohibition which is thoroughly at home in the Christian

tradition. By labeling unnamed practices
"questionable,"

the Critique glibly

defames members of the Unification Church. This is not "theological assess
ment,"

but a smear tactic.

Finally, the Critique charges Unification theology with having a "con

sistently and unrelievedly
negative"

attitude toward the Jewish people, lead

ing to "an inevitable
antisemitism."

(III.B.4) Yet the Critique recognizes that

"Christians have, at times, written and spoken in a manner that was antise-

mitic,"

and fails to acknowledge that many of the passages in Divine Principle

which it alleges to be antisemitic are actually references to passages in the New

Testament. Furthermore, the Unification Church had already responded pub

licly to allegations of antisemitism a year before the Critique was prepared,

condemning the persecution of Jews as "the most hideous, abject and cruel

form of
hatred,"

and gratefully acknowledging the indebtedness of the

Unification movement to "the tme and righteous
prophets"

of the Jewish tra

dition "who prepared the foundations on which we
stand."15

Therefore, the

Critique's charge of anti-Semitism, like its insinuation that Unificationists

engage in questionable practices of sex and marriage, is false and defamatory.

3. Conclusions

The NCC Critique of the Unification Church distorts Divine Principle by

quoting it incorrectly, quoting it out of context, and interpreting it in ways

whichUnificationists and other scholars reject. It also judges Unification the

ology unfairly, by applying standards which some traditional Christians and

some of the NCCs own members do not meet.

Whether Unification theology is Christian or not is an interesting and

important question. Answering it would require a clear and consistently

applied definition of
"Christian,"

and an accurate and fair-minded under

standing of Divine Principle as well as other authoritative Unificationist

texts. The NCC Commission on Faith and Order has not met either of these

requirements.

As a study document that is, as a scholarly analysis ofUnification the

ologythe Critique is a failure. If a college undergraduate were to write a

paper on Augustine's City ofGod which misrepresented that book as badly

as theNCC Critique misrepresentsDivine Principle, the paper would deserve

a failing grade. As an exercise in ecumenical understanding, the Critique is

also a failure. No self-respecting ecumenical
organization would presume to

tell people what their religious beliefs are, while ignoring protests that they
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were being misrepresented. Even if we dismiss its scholarly and ecumenical

pretensions and evaluate it as a heresy indictment, the Critique is a failure. By

refusing to let Unificationists represent themselves, the Commission's con

duct was a travesty ofjustice, resembling amedieval Star Chamber (in which

the prosecutor is also judge and jury) rather than a modem court of law.

It is not uncommon for people to misunderstand the beliefs of others. The

Critique's errors, however, cannot be excused as innocent misunderstand

ings. The Commission was informed before finishing the Critique that its

analysis was full of errors, yet it refused to acknowledge them. After the

Critique was published and distributed, Unificationists again objected that the

Critique misinterpreted Unification theology. Officials of the NCC acknowl

edged the objections, but claimed that as a mere "study
document"

the

Critique was immune from rebuttal, revision or retraction. Under the cir

cumstances, the NCCs continuing distribution of the Critique suggests that

its motive is deliberate misrepresentation, and that the
"unofficial"

label is

merely the NCCs way of ducking responsibility for that misrepresentation.

The NCC insists that it is "wholeheartedly
committed"

to the religious

liberty of the Unification Church. Yet the NCC has distributed the Critique

through official channels for two decades, encouraging people to contact an

anti-cult group for further information. During those two decades, the NCC

was aware of at least some of the damage that the Critique inflicted on Church

members and their friends. Under the circumstances, it seems that the NCCs

professions of concern for the religious liberty of the Unification Church are

hypocritical.

So the Critique misrepresents Unification theology, and the NCC con

tinues to distribute it in the knowledge that it is damaging to members of the

Unification Church and their friends. Thus the NCC is engaged in the delib

erate and malicious propagation of falsehoods. Though cloaked in theologi

cal language, the Critique is not a "study
document"

or a "theological
assessment,"

but a weapon in a witch-hunt.

Notes

1 . Young Oon Kim, Unification Theology and Christian Thought (New York: Golden

Gate, 1975).

2. Divine Principle (Washington, D.C: HSA-UWC, 1973).

3. See, for example, The New York Times, March 25, 1988.

4. For the remainder of this essay, page numbers refer to passages in Divine Principle

(1973). Roman numerals followed by Arabic numerals, separated by periods,

refer to sections of the Critique.

5. SebastianMatczak, "God in Unification
Philosophy,"

in A Timefor Consideration:

A ScholarlyAppraisal ofthe Unification Church (New York: Edwin Mellen Press,



Wells: Theological Witch-Hunt 39

1978), pp. 220-257.

6. See, for example, Durwood Foster, "Unification and Traditional Christology: An

Unresolved
Relationship,"

in Ten Theologians Respond to the Unification Church,

edited by Herbert Richardson (New York: Rose of Sharon Press, 1981), pp. 181-

199; also Jonathan Wells, "Unification
Christology,"

in Unity in Diversity: Essays

in Religion by Members of the Faculty of the Unification Theological Seminary,

edited by Henry O. Thompson (New York: Rose of Sharon Press, 1984), pp. 135-

147.

7. Durwood Foster, "Unification and Traditional Christology: An Unresolved
Relationship,"

p. 191.

8. Incomplete in the sense that the resurrection, the final judgment and the estab

lishment of the Kingdom ofHeaven will come in the future; and many Christians

see the last of these as requiring a transformation of the social order.

9. M. Darrol Bryant, "Unification Eschatology and American Millennial Traditions:

Continuities and
Discontinuities,"

in A Timefor Consideration, pp. 261-274.

10. Irenaeus, Against Heresies, books 3-5.

1 1 . Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae III.3.7. See also JonathanWells, "Unification
Christology,"

p. 144.

12. Thomas Boslooper, "Unificationism and Biblical
Studies,"

in Unity in Diversity,

pp. 297-323.

13. Frank K. Flinn, "Christian Hermeneutics and Unification
Theology,"

in A Timefor

Consideration
, pp . 141-166.

14. Francis Clark, "The Fall of Man in Divine
Principle,"

in Ten Theologians, pp.

143-165.

15. 77z<? New York Times, December 1 9, 1 976. See also Henry O. Thompson, "A Study

in Anti-Semitism: Israels in Divine
Principle,"

in Unity in Diversity, pp. 73-133.



40 Journal of Unification Studies

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF THE

CHURCHES OF CHRISTntheusa

COMMISSION ON FAITH AND ORDER

475 R-verside Drive, New Yoik, N.Y. 10027 (7121 870 2560

William P Thompson

Pu'ituVm

Dane Randall

Geneio' Secretary

The Rev. Jeanne Audrey Powers

ChairDerion

Dr. Jorge lar8raud

Executive Director

Sr Ann Patrick Ware. S.L.

Associate Director

June 1977

Dear friend:

Enclosed you will find our Commission's study document entitled "A Critique

of the Theology of the Unification Church as Set Forth in Divine
Principle."

You have expressed interest in it and that is why we are sending It to you. 1

consider it self-explanatory.

You might want to know, however, who the chief drafters were. The basic

text was done by Sister Agne6 Cunningham, Professor of Petrology at Mundelein

Seminary (Roman Catholic). As of mid-June, she is the President of the Catholic

Theological Society of America. She was assisted by Dr, J. Robert Nelson, Pro

fessor of Theology at the School of Theology at Boston University. He is a

Methodist and the new President of the American Theological Society. Also

assisting was Dr. William L. Hendricks, Professor of Theology at Southwestern

Baptist Theological Seminary at Fort Worth, and the immediate past-President of

both the American Academy of Religion in the Southwest and the Commission on

Religious Studies in the Southwest. I myself, a Presbyterian, also worked with

these three persons in the drafting of the final text.

We hope it will serve a constructive purpose.

Cordially yours
,

JLB:eb

Encl.

Appendix A.



Wells: Theological Witch-Hunt 41

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF THE

CHURCHES OF CHRIST.ntheusa.

Bishop Philip 3. Coulin. Pridnt Dr. An* 9rauwtr. Gtflerjl S*c-et2rv

COMMISSION ON FAITH AND 0RDS3

Or. William Rusch. Chair Brother Jeffrey Gros. F.S.C.. Director

ROOM 872. 475 RIVERSIDE DRIVE. NY 10115-0050 (212)870-2569

1987

Dear friend:

Enclosed you ulll find our Commission's scudy document entitled
"

A Critique

of the Theology of che Unification Church as Sec Forth in Divine Principle".

We are sending it to you because you have expressed an interest in 1C. 1

consider lc self-explanatory.

You might want to know, however, who the chief drafters were. The basic cext

was done by Sister Agnes Cunningham, Professor of Patrology at Mundeleln

Seminary (Roman Catholic). She was the President of the Catholic Theological

Society of America. She was assisted by Dr. J. Robert Nelson, currently

Director of the Institute of Religion at the Texas Medical Center In Houston.

He Is A Methodist and was Presldenc of the American Theological Society. Also

assisting was Dr. William L. Hendricks, Professor of Theology at Southwestern

Baptise Theological Seminary at Fort Worth and past-President of both the

American Academy of Religion in the Southwest and the Commission on Religious

Studies in the Southwest. Dr. Jorge Lara-Bcaud, of San Francisco Theological

Seminary, was the director of this office ac the time and also assisted in

drafting the final text.

Also included is a short study done by the National Christian Council of Japan

which was translated by, Robert Northup and Kyoji Buma. Rev. Northup is

currently the Director of che Japan and Hong Kong office of che Division of

Overseas Ministries for the National Council.

Should you not be familiar with che office within the Southern Baptist

Convention that deals with culcs, It would be useful for you co be in touch

wlch them. They have done considerable work on the Unification Church and

other communities of this sort. The address Is:

Or. Maurice Smich, Director

Department of Interfaith Wicness

Home Mission Board, Southern Baptist Convention

1350 Spring Screet, N.W.

Atlanta, CA 30367

Ue hope the enclosed study will serve a constructive purpose. To help cover

the cose of prlncing and postage, our office would appreciate a 52.00

contribution cowards chat expense.

Brother Jeffrey Cros

JC:bh

Appendix B.



contextualization as

incarnation

RobertM. Price

I
have long been fascinatedwith missiological and theological debates over
"contextualization"

or
"indigenization"

because they seemed especially

likely to illuminate the long-obscure "black
box"

of Christian origins.

When theologians hold out for the right ofThird World Christians to articu

late their faith in their own experiential and conceptual
terms,1

they are at least

implicitly acknowledging that the earliest Christianity had undergone much

the same process. This is the secret subtext of the debate, and the reason for

the surprising
vehemence2

of the discussions. The various syncretistic move

ments born on the mission fields ofAfrica, Latin America and Asia, e.g., the

Aladura churches of
Africa,3

are unwitting pawns in a proxy war over volatile

issues of demythologizing, remythologizing, and propositional revelation.

The amount of liberty to be accorded to the indigenous churches is in direct

proportion to that one believes the earliest churches to have exercised. This

becomes clear in the unease provoked by Daniel von Allmen's article, "The

Birth of Theology: Contextualization as the dynamic element in the forma

tion ofNew Testament
theology."4

This ground-breaking essay is precisely par

allel to Ernst Kasemann's famous 1951 lecture, "Begriindet der

neutestamentlische Kanon die Einheit der
Kirche?"

("Is the New Testament

Canon the Basis for the Unity of the
Church?").5

Kasemann, requested by theWorld Council ofChurches to conjure from

the Aladdin's Lamp of "Biblical
Theology"

a theological platform for ecu

menical unity, found instead that it was the New Testament canon itself that

Dr. Robert Price teaches New Testament at Drew University and has served as a vis

iting professor of New Testament at the Unification Theological Seminary. His pub

lications include Being Born Again: Towards Evangelical Maturity (Hypatia Press,

1993) in addition to more than seventy articles on Theology, Missiology and New

Testament.
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was the root of the problem. It was the problem not the solution, the apple of

discord rather than the olive branch, the sword not the ploughshare. Forwith

in its canonical boundaries could be found a genuine precedent to which any

sectarian faction could and did appeal against its rivals. Kasemann painted a

scenario in which the New Testament canon was not unlike the Jerusalem

Temple in the last days before the capitulation to Titus: a holy precinct occu

pied by warring messianic militias. No wonder the churches could not settle

their differences by appealing to the New Testament! It was trying to put out

the fire with gasoline!

In the same way, Von Allmen looked through the
"wrong"

end of the

telescope, using the tumultuous mutation of Christianity in the modern day
as a lens through which to sharpen our focus on earliest

Christianity.6
Rudolph

Bultmann had already, in agreement with Religionsgeschichtlicheschule

(History of Religions School) scholars Wilhelm Bousset and Richard

Reitzenstein, taken for granted the variegated cosmopolitan syncretism of the

Hellenistic world as the hot house in which the gospel seed had sprouted into

a luxuriant jungle of exotic hybrids combing the myths ofGnosticism, Jewish

Apocalyptic and the Mystery Cults. What Von Allmen did was to show how

the same process was repeating itself today as the gospel seed takes root in

all manner of far-flung cultures with their inherited religious backgrounds. If

the earliest missionaries in New Testament times had contextualized the

gospel, remythologized it in the fantastic trappings of their own
cultures'

myths, why complain if modern mission churches do the same thing, rein

venting Christianity as the Hellenistic apostles did? In one bold stroke, Von

Allmen was both claiming the Christianity of the New Testament, with its

evolving, creative character, as a precedent legitimizing parallel
indigeniza-

tion
today;7

and implicitly invoking the principle ofhistorical analogy to show

that present-day tendencies to syncretism in the mission churches corroborate

the Religionsgeschichtlicheschule picture of (syncretistic) Christian origins.

Conservative churchmen, shocked by syncretistic trends in the church

es theirmissionaries spilled sanctified sweat and blood to establish, find them

selves in the position of any parent faced with the unpleasant reality that

junior suddenly has his own opinions and that they do not match his parents'.

Instead, those opinions seem (to the parents) unduly influenced by the young
person's peers and by current fads and fashions. What is the parent to do? To

preempt the child's choices is to stymie his maturity. To force the child to do

what the parent thinks is right is wrong! Even if you win the particular bat

tle, you lose the war. Either the child, frustrated, will rebel against the parent's

authority altogether, or, worse yet, he will meekly acquiesce and never devel

op mature autonomy. So with the churches. They fear to see the younger,

syncretistic movements compromising the faith once and for all delivered to

the saints, but should they impose a stifling theological legalism? Which is
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more to be feared: heretical mutation or orthodox suffocation?

Perhaps parents are so defensive, so over-protective, because they are

defending themselves, their own past, more than their children's future. That

is, if they agree the younger generation of churches may be entitled to find

their own way to a new expression of the gospel, even to a new gospel, will

the implication not be that the older generation had made an idol of what had

only temporary and local, not universal, significance? Ifwe allow that Obeah

metaphysics and ancestor worship may be a legitimate context for
remythol-

ogizing the gospel, doesn't that mean that traditional Nicene Christianity was

no more than a historically relative, hence dispensable, clothing for the gospel,
rather than the essence of the gospel itself? Richard J. Coleman puts it:

The heart of the matter can be expressed, "Does God reveal himself in

concepts and propositions which are direct and
objective?"

Or from a dif

ferent perspective the central issue might be worded, "Can man formulate

statements about God and his nature that are valid for everyone in all places

and
times?"

The evangelical answers an emphatic
"yes"

to both questions,

the liberal an emphatic
"no."

Both questions are irretrievably bound to the

issue of historical
relativity.8

The issue is that of "propositional
revelation."

The traditional conserv

ative and the liberal modernist are both saying that revelation comes in
time-

bound forms, but the liberal is willing to put major theological concepts into

this category, while the conservative limits the time-bound character only to

the specific wording of the biblical text. Do the concepts (e.g.,
Jesus'

Sonship)

lie on this or that side of the great divide between the temporal and the eter

nal?9

Are concepts the revelation, or only the time-bound forms of revelation?

If the latter, we are saying revelation is non-propositional. Clark H. Pinnock,

whom I would judge the only Evangelical theologian now worth reading,

puts thematter clearly: "Are theological propositions merely mundane objec

tifying representations, ideas from within the rim of human genius, set forth

in response to an ecstatic revelation
experience?"10

His answer is equally

clear: "Revelation. . . is essentially propositional in
nature,""

i.e., a revelation

of normative, divinely provided "didactic thought
models.'"2

Another way of putting the central
issue in this debate over contextual

ization and what it implies about the relativism of Christianity per se is the

difference between Paul Tillich and Karl Barth, on the left and right extremes

of the Neo-Orthodox spectrum,
respectively.13

Tillich employed the "method

of
correlation"

between gospel and culture, admitting that the blanks which

the gospel must fill are redrawn by the needs and questions of every age.

Barth, on the other hand, insisted that the questions of an unregenerate human

ity are worthless and can only provide a Procrustean Bed to truncate the

gospel, as Liberalism had always done. No, Barth said, we cannot even see
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what the right questions are until the gospel force-feeds us the answers!

Applied to the missionary issue of syncretism, this conservative position fears

the gospel will be gambled away in any hybrid fusion with
"indigenous"

alien

mythemes. But from the Tillichian standpoint, where there cannot be said to

be any revelation at all if no one receives it, like a tree falling in a forest with

no one there to hear it, the gospel will become a dead fetish, a museum relic,

unless it is indigenized, contextualized ever anew.

The two alternatives might be compared to two images drawn from

other
religions.14

Ifwe insist that the major doctrines and mythemes (e.g., of

a transaction between God and Satan to redeem humanity, or a courtroom

scene at the end of the world) must be maintained, at most only conveyed by
new analogies (as in the missionary book Peace Child), then we are saying

something very much like the Islamic claim that the Qur'an exists only in

Arabic. If translated into any other language, even in the best translation pos

sible, it no longer counts as the word ofGod. There is more than a mere anal

ogy between linguistic translation and cross-cultural
re-description.15

We may

take two examples from the theological reconceptualization entailed in trans

lating the Hebrew Tanakh into the Greek Septuagint. As Hans-Joachim

Schoeps16

shows, the Hebrew word Torah tempers the implication of
"law"

with that of
"instruction."

Viewing it as a sort of "instruction
manual,"

Jews

regard the Torah as a gift of grace, hardly as a burden, as anyone will readi

ly understand who has faced the prospect of installing a new computer with

out benefit of a manual! One bemoans such "freedom from the law"! But then

you find there is after all a set of instructions, but it becomes clear that they
have been poorly rendered into your language by someone not adept in it!

Even so, when the "instruction
manual"

of the Torah was translated into

another language, the very word
"Torah"

suffered damage in the shipping! It

emerged as the Greek nomos, which denoted something more like
"law"

in

the sense of an inflexible and punitive traffic code. ForMoses to present "the
Law"

to the people of Israel would be like reading them the riot act! And that's

pretty much what Luther thought Moses was doing!

Similarly, Hebrews 10:5-10 cites Psalm 40:6-8 to expound the idea that

the heavenly Christ assumed a body of flesh to offer it as a sacrifice. While

such a notion of an incarnation of a god was quite familiar in the Hellenistic

world, it represented a radical departure in terms of biblical theological cat

egories. And the Psalm quote abets the incarnational understanding only once

it, too, has been reincarnated into a Greek form. For the original text was a

simple declaration by aworshipper that he stands ready to heed the command

of God that he report to the temple to bear witness to answered prayer. It is

this which is prescribed for him in the sacred Torah scroll. But the Septuagint

has changed the line "Ears thou hast dug for
me,"

i.e., you have given me an

attentive ear, into "a body thou hast prepared for
me,"

an interesting
sugges-
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tion of Apollinarian incarnationism (the Logos took on little more than a

human body, not a complete human persona). The Hellenistic religious con

ceptually is introduced and facilitated by means of the translation of the

Hebrew text into the Greek language.

And this is what Islamic theologians are afraid of. The Word ofGod may

possibly be more a matter of concepts than of individual words, but the con

cepts are built from certain Arabic words, and they will not survive unscathed

in the words of any other language. Buddhists have the same problem trying

to identify what it is that is transmitted in the process of reincarnation. There

is no atman, no unchangeable soul, and yet there is some continuity despite

the changing of physical form. Is it the other four skhandas (aggregates) of

the ego-self that pass on, the same deck of cards but reshuffled? How much

change can occur before we are no longer talking about a constant object

beneath the changes? And this brings us to our opposite alternative for under

standing theological contextualization. Rather than the Word ofGod staying

put in its original language lest it mutate into something else, we might envi

sion contextualization akin to the Buddhist analogy of soulless reincarnation

as each candle lighting the next in the series. Such a "passing of the
torch"

would be replication of a kind, to be sure, but what kind?

The issue here is the same debated by Arians and Athanasians: would

the newly recontextualized gospel be homoousias (of the same nature) with

the original or only homoiousias (of like nature) with it? If the latter, Paul

would be rather upset: "not that there is another gospel, but there are some

who. . . want to pervert the gospel of Christ. But even if we or an angel from

heaven should preach to you another gospel contrary to that which we

preached to you, let him be
damned!"

(Gal 1 :7-8).

James D.G. Dunn, in his Unity and Diversity in the New Testament,

deals with much the same issues that are central to Daniel von Allmen's essay,

namely the degree to which the contextual izing of the gospel already in the

New Testament represents several layers of substantial reformulation. Dunn

asks if it is possible to distill a core of essential gospel behind the variety of

forms it has taken in the New Testament documents. The results are meager:

all the New Testament writers presuppose that salvation has something to do

with Jesus the man who died but was exalted. The implication is strangely like,

yet also unlike, that arrived at by Harnack. Is there a basic gospel kernel

which can be isolated from the husk? It depends whether this analogy is meant

to be closer to the analogy of a pearl inside an oyster or to
the DNA in a cell.

(Here again, please note, the concept itself changes with the terms used to

express it!). The pearl may be removed from the oyster and placed in anoth

er casing without any loss. But one cannot strip the DNA from a cell. The

DNA is a component of a cell. It is nothing by itself, any more than your pic

ture tube would be worth anything without the rest of the
TV set. Harnack saw
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the gospel of the higher righteousness and the infinite value of the individual

soul as a pearl which had been and always would be transferred from casing

to casing. Dunn saw the gospel essence as more like DNA, dependent for exis

tence equally on whatever cell matter surrounded it. Dunn would see the

gospel as a soul that can be passed on only by reincarnation in a new
body

"For we know that if the earthly tent we live in is destroyed, we have a build

ing from God, a house not made with hands, eternal in the heavens. Here

indeed we groan, and long to put on our heavenly dwelling, so that putting it

on we may not be found
naked."

(2 Cor 5: 1-3) By contrast, Harnack would

see the gospel as a body that can be transferred from place to place by any

type of vehicle, an ox-cart, airplane, space ship, gondola, or automobile.

Harnack's gospel-kernel is both necessary and sufficient unto itself, while

Dunn's is necessary but not sufficient: it must always be incarnated.

To borrow yet another set of early theological terms, we might say that

the Dunn/Von Allmen version of the gospel is strictly enhypostatic. It attains

hypostatic instantiation for the first time only in combination with some incar

nate form. Historically, the incarnate humanity of Jesus was said to be enhy

postatic, receiving its personhood, as distinct from its real human quality, from

its divine side (Leontius of Byzantium). If not for the project of the incarna

tion, there would have been no human Jesus. Piet
Schoonberg17

suggested a

reversal of the ancient schema, so that the Logos would be understood as
anhy-

postatic18

(without personhood of its own) until it became enhypostatic in its

union with the human person Jesus ofNazareth. It is Schoonenberg's version

that would be parallel to the
"reincarnation"

of the gospel in new cultural-philo

sophical contexts.

I have already remarked on the similarity of Von Allmen's under

standing of the remythologizing of the New Testament gospel and Rudolf

Bultmann's. The similarity still holds. Here I think of the remark of

Bultmann to the effect that, while we know very little about the historical

Jesus, all we need to affirm is the fact that there was one. We need to affirm

the das not the was of the Incarnation. The that, not the what. The fact, not

the content. Bultmann's disciples threw off his yoke to embark on a "New

Quest of the Historical
Jesus"

(Fuchs, Ebeling, Bornkamm, Kasemann,

Robinson, etc.). They feared becoming Docetists, emptying the ostensible

"incarnation"

of any genuine human historicity. Bultmann feared such an

endeavor, whether it met with any plausible success or not, would lead to a

new liberal Protestant hero-worship of Jesus rather than acceptance of the

(more abstract) Christ of faith.

Another disciple ofBultmann,Walter Schmithals, did the opposite. As

I read
him,19

Schmithals overtakes Bultmann and passes him on the way

(John 20:3-10). Schmithals argued that the concept of an authoritative itin

erant apostle of Christ was not inherited by Christianity from its Jewish



Price: Contextualization 49

ancestry but rather borrowed from Syrian Gnostics whose apostles did not

bear the tidings of a recently incarnated Savior, now returned to heaven.

Instead, they preached the inner indwelling of a Christ spirit who had

become incarnate in all Gnostics, paramountly in the Gnostic apostle him

selfwho was fully cognizant of the indwelling of the Christ-A/on in him and

sought to awaken his hearers to the mystery of "Christ in you, the hope of
glory."

(Col 1:27) Thus "when it pleased God to reveal his Son in
me,"

the

Galatians received Paul "as an angel of God, as Christ
Jesus."

(Gal 4:14)

We see the fuller implications of this in the Apocryphal Acts of Paul, John,

Andrew, Peter and Thomas. These Acts are docetic, and all of them sooner

or later feature a scene in which Christ himself appears in the likeness of

the apostle. In accord with Schmithals 's theory, these Acts attest the earli

er ministry of Gnostic apostles who first preached an exclusively interior

Spirit-Christ with which one was anointed unto salvation and enlighten

ment. This Christ was not and had never been a single physical individual.

Rather, each and every Gnostic might and did incarnate him. I believe that

ifwe broaden out Von Allmen's picture of early Christian theological diver

sity, evolution and adaptation by adding Schmithals's sketch of the Gnostic

apostles to the mix, we will be able to make sense of even more of the phe

nomena of syncretism and indigenization.

Schmithals's notion of Gnostic apostles of a Christ within is exactly

analogous to the shocking Zen Buddhist saying, "If you chance to meet the

Buddha on the road kill
him!"

Because the real Buddha is inside you.

Mahayana Buddhism (of which Zen is a subtype) is docetic. The incarnation

of the Buddha was a mere appearance. It follows that both Buddhism and

Bultmannism, alike docetic, have embraced the same model of missionary

expansion via remythologization (reincarnation). Buddhism and Bultmannism

seem to me exactly parallel in that each recognizes a particular
self-

understanding or understanding of
human existence as its gospel. All else is

negotiable and inessential. Any cosmological or even theological assumptions

will do. Since in neither case does salvation/liberation/authenticity depend

upon a particular God-belief or God-concept (that would be to reduce the

existential encounter with grace to the mastery of a theological theory, hence

a scheme of self-salvation by cognitive works), any can be tolerated. The

belief in miracles was equally tangential in both
Buddhism and Bultmannism.

If one prefers theologians less radical than Bultmann, suffice it to note that

moderate Reformed and Evangelical theologians like Jack Rogers and G. C.

Berkouwer share with Bultmann the basic notion that the abiding and only

infallible aspect of the New Testament is its core-proclamation of salvation.

In a recent piece of contextualizing theology, Hee-Sung Keel's "Jesus

the Bodhisattva: Christology from a Buddhist
Perspective,"20

the writer adopts

"the theological method of Claude Geffre, who regards the history of
theol-
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ogy as a series of incarnations of the
Word."21

Indeed, we have found it dif

ficult to avoid incarnational analogies. Geffre's insight is crucial and, when

combined with Bengt Sundkler's striking notion of the messianic and prophet

ic founders of Third World indigenous churches as being living
"icons"

of

Christ,22
it can be extended even further, enabling us, I think, to solve a very

important problem.

Euro-American Protestant and Catholic theologians get mild indigestion

hearing of certain social, sexual and family-structure adaptations taking place

in the younger churches. A serious upset stomach begins to churn at attempts

to mix traditional Christianity with, e.g., reincarnation or ancestor-veneration.

But the migraines start in earnest when leadership emerges in the form of

charismatic individuals shouldering the capacious mantel of prophet, apostle,

or even messiah. Such indigenous church leaders in past eras have included the

Apostle Mani, the Prophet Joseph Smith, and Hong Xiuquan, the Brother of

Jesus and Taiping
Messiah.23

Contemporaries include Simon Kimbangu, Andre
"Jesus"

Matswa, Simon PeterMpade, the Prophet Harris and the Reverend Sun

Myung Moon. In the cases of individuals like these, conservatives are quick

to hurl accusations of
"antichrist"

and "false
prophet,"

just as Martin Luther

vilified the Pope as a usurper of the centrality of Christ. But even liberal,
"mainline"

churches are minded to rend their garments in outrage and shock

when they hear such claims and suddenly discover that the word heresy, long
since relegated to the ecclesiastical mothballs, may have some continued util

ity after all! Even secular taxonomists of religion may feel compelled to place

such a movement in a new classification simply because another figure is

threatening to eclipse Jesus. In this case no value judgment lies at the basis of

the judgment, only taxonomic fastidiousness. If Christianity is defined over

against its fellow Semitic monotheisms by virtue of its Christocentricity, any
shift of the center of gravity should destabilize the Christian identity of a move

ment. In the 1950s the Universalist Church in America adopted as its corpo

rate logo a design featuring a circle with a cross off center, a bit to the left,

indicating that Universalism acknowledges its Christian roots but was in the

process of transcending them, moving beyond them. But it hadn't yet reached

any new center. Their off-center cross might stand for all these indigenous

younger churches which seem to be evolving beyond their Christian roots but

have not yet arrived anywhere else. It would not be fair to brand them non-

Christian (or
"post-Christian"

as does Oosthuizen24) since that is to jump the

gun and to anticipate a stage not yet reached and which may never be

reached. The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints has not yet moved

far enough away from Christocentricity as to be merit being called The Church

of Joseph Smith ofLatterDay Saints. It is still quite clearly a Christian move

ment, though it may be farther removed from the ideal type of Christocentric

Christianity. And so with the Unification Church.
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If the old Universalist symbol of an off-center cross would be an apt

visual icon for such Christian movements with a new prophet, apostle or mes

siah, is there any way of making sense of this
"off-center"

character in terms

of Christian theological categories? That is, can we explain it in terms which

will leave its Christian identity intact, that will make sense of the rising impor

tance of the new guru intelligible as a Christian development and not just as

a development, implicitly, away from Christianity to something else? Yes,
there is. This is where we may find it useful to synthesize the approaches of

Geffre and Sundkler. Suppose that, a la Geffre, each new advance of the

Christian gospel into a new cultural system is best understood as a new incar

nation of the gospel Word. What new light would this throw on Sundkler's

suggestion that charismatic apostles and messiahs in these movements be

understood not as rivals of Christ, hence as Antichrists, but rather vicars or

icons of Christ, symbols that point beyond themselves, as Jesus himself did,

pointing on to his Father, claiming for himself the status of the way, not of

the destination?

I think the result would be to recognize each such charismatic icon of

Christ as, to paraphrase Ritschl, "having the value of Christ for
them."

Each

one might be understood as an appropriate extension of the incarnation into

the new cultural framework. Each instance would be a new "scandal of par
ticularity"

in order that the members of each culture might recognize in Christ,

"This at last is flesh of my flesh and bone of my
bone!"

In fact it almost

begins to look as if anything short of such radical incarnational contextual-

ism should count as a kind of docetism, since it would impose a barrier

between the "incarnate
Christ"

who is said to have become "at all points as

we are yet without
sin,"

but who really remains a stranger to the cultural
dis-

tinctives that define us. A la Schmithals's Gnostic Christ, the incarnation

would not really have been fulfilled until the proclaimed Christ took on the

human flesh of the apostolic proclaimer.

This means that even from the standpoint of a Christian in a more tradi

tional Christian community, someone like the ReverendMoon, self-prodaimed

Lord of the Second Advent, could be acknowledged as a true extension of the

incarnation of theWord in Christ. And, at least in the case of this movement, such

a construal is remarkably close to the movement's
own theological self-under

standing according to which the Reverend Moon has assumed the continued

function ofChrist, bearing the mantel of Jesus as Elisha did that of
Elijah.2"

25
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UNDERSTANDING THE WORD

AS THE PROCESS OF EMBODIMENT

Keisuke Noda

What do we mean when we say we understand the Word? Do we

mean that we have a conceptual grasp of an idea? Do we mean

something more? When Reverend Moon speaks of understanding

the Word, he often means it in the sense of embodiment: "Don't understand

God's words only with your head, but know them in your heart and perceive

them through your
body."1

We can find numerous phrases of this kind in

Reverend Moon's speeches. In Exposition of the Divine Principle, a perfect

ed human being is described as the "incarnation of the
Word."2

In the Korean text ofExposition of the Divine Principle, the term
chae-

hyul is used in the context of understanding the
Word.3

Though usually trans

lated by the English word
"experience,"

chae-hyul means both embodied

experience and understanding at the same time. This term is one of several

words common to Far Eastern cultures, often translated
"experience,"

which

have the connotation of knowing through
embodiment.4

Chae-hyul consists

of two Chinese characters. The first character means
"body"

and the second,
"salvation."

The second character consists of two parts,
"mind"

and
"blood."

Understanding theWord thus means bodily experience, and it is the salvation

of the body salvation involving both the blood and the spirit. Although I will

not further pursue a speculative etymology of the term, it is quite interesting
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to note its construction. The inseparability of understanding and embodied

experience, which is exemplified in the meaning of chae-hyul, is a central

theme of this essay. Through expository analysis, we will clarify the mean

ing of understanding as the process of embodying knowledge. This clarifica

tion can, I believe, elucidate what we mean by
"understand"

when we say we

understand the Word.

I . Understanding: Conceptual and Embodied

Understanding the Word is supposed to be a liberating power which can free

one from inauthentic human nature, characterized by bondage to bodily desires.

However, as long as understanding the Word remains only conceptual, one's

reality is left untouched. There is a great difference between what I understand

conceptually versus what I am and how I am. In discussing religious or ethi

cal knowledge, the gap between knowing and being is a serious problem.

Let's discuss what it means to understand something from the perspec

tive of the involvement of the self. There is a mode of understanding in which

one is detached from what one tries to understand. One stands in the position

of a neutral observer and tries to see the subject matter without involvement

of the self. A typical example of this mode of understanding is found in sci

ence. In science, it is entirely irrelevant who you are, what you are or how you

are. All that matters is the phenomena under observation, which one under

stands as independent things. The act of understanding means to stand as a

bystander and grasp knowledge as pieces of information.

There is another mode of understanding in which one cannot separate

oneself from what one tries to understand. One's mode of being namely

what one is, how one is and who one is is essential towhat one understands.

Religious or ethical knowledge is of this kind. What one can see and under

stand is limited, depending upon the kind of person one is. Everyone has a

horizon which determines the range and scope of what he or she can know.

A person's mode of being determines his horizon and the limit of his knowl

edge. The essential feature of this kind of knowledge is the involvement of

the self.

When we speak about understanding in the latter sense, we always speak

about its degrees. There are unending degrees in understanding. For example,

the simple phrase "true
love"

means drastically different things to different

people, depending upon the person's experience of love and ability to love.

Understanding here is inseparable from being. Vital religious or ethical knowl

edge is more a matter of being rather than a matter of having. Properly speak

ing, one is enlightened to the knowledge.

The contrast between these two modes of understanding, that is, under

standing as a neutral observer standing apart from what one understands, and
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understanding as a mode of being where one is essentially involved in what

one understands, is roughly parallel to another distinction: conceptual under

standing and embodied understanding. It can be argued that one cannot draw

a strict dichotomy between these two modes, as every act of understanding

involves both conceptualization and embodiment to a varying degree.

Nevertheless, some types of understanding, notably of scientific knowledge,
are entirely in the conceptual mode, while other kinds of understanding,

notably of religious and ethical knowledge, necessarily involve embodiment.

Science and religion typify these two modes of understanding in their purest

form. Exposition of the Divine Principle explains the contrasting modes of

knowing in science and religion in terms of truth, i.e., "internal
truth"

and

"external
truth."5

This essay can be seen as an attempt to highlight this con

trast in relation to the phenomena of understanding.

The strength of conceptual understanding is its clarity. It pursues clear

definitions and logical relationships among ideas. It establishes an indepen

dent body of knowledge accessible to all. Everyone can reach this under

standing without much concern about who one is or how one is. ManyWestern

philosophers, inspired by the advancement ofmodern science, formulated its

spirit into philosophy. They saw the task of philosophy in bringing the clari

ty of mathematics and science to all realms of human knowledge. Thus math

ematics and science have played a key role in the development ofWestern

philosophy. Plato, Descartes and Kant are a few major figures who constructed

their philosophies by taking these disciplines as models. In the 20th century,

both Logical Positivism and Analytic Philosophy have held logic, mathe

matics and modern sciences in high esteem, setting them up as the ideal stan

dard for all knowing.

However, one cannot pursue religious knowledge in the same way as one

pursues scientific knowledge. Ifone pursues mathematical and scientific clar

ity when seeking for religious or ethical knowledge, one cannot gain a fruit

ful result. The heart of the matter is, as I stated above, the involvement of the

self. One's mode of being can open up or close off one's access to knowledge.

To clarify this point, I want to discuss the relevancy of the
self to knowledge

and the self as the doorway to knowledge. Following that discussion, I will

clarify the meaning of knowledge as embodiment.

2. The Seljand Access to Knowledge

a. Heart as the Primordial Essence oj the Human Being

Human beings do not exist in the same way as material things exist. For

humans, how and why one exists is always an issue. The sense of being is
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always the center of concern. It was Heidegger who clarified this interpretive

mode of being in human beings. Each one of us always understands the sense

of one's existence in a particular manner. Why do human beings exist with

the essential concern for one's own being? Certainly to be (being or to be

alive) or not to be (non-being or death) lies at the heart of concern for human

beings. Heidegger's analysis is interesting and has its merit. However, a

detailed discussion of Heidegger's sense of being would entail treating the

issue of temporality (death), and therefore lies beyond the scope of this essay.

In Unification Thought, the Theory ofOriginal Human Nature explicates

the essential trait of human existence as heart. Heart is not the kind of prop

erty one can have or lose. It is not a thing one can hold or lose as one does

with a possession. Defined as "the emotional impulse to obtain joy through

love,"6
heart is the primordial basis of all conscious and unconscious activi

ties. Heart is the basis of care and concern. People have the tendency to be

either careful or careless about themselves, other people, and things because

the human being is a Being ofHeart. Heart constantly radiates its concern as

the sun radiates light. When looking over the land, the area one can see and

the limit of its horizon are determined by the area illuminated by light from

the sun. Likewise, the world one can experience and the limit of one's hori

zon are limited by the extent of caring and concern flowing from one's heart.

In other words, one's world is determined by the quality of one's love. Our

world is bounded by the limit of love and heart.

Among the things with which human beings are concerned, one's own

being is the fundamental issue. Whether one is (being or life) or is not
(non-

being or death) is always an issue. At the center of concern is how one is and

what one is. One's being can become meaningful or meaningless depending
upon the way one relates to oneself. At the root of this self-relation is the heart.

It is the first primordial essence of the human being.

In everyday life, we talk about being human or inhuman. To be human

designates, in essence, one's capacity of heart or quality of love. Since heart

is the essence of one's character, being human is ascribed to a person whose

heart is abundantly flowing. A person is said to be inhuman if his flow ofheart

is somehow disturbed and hence he cannot relate to the self and to others.

b. Authenticity and Inauthentkity
In speaking about any trait of human beings, we always encounter the

crucial distinction between what is authentic and inauthentic, original and

non-original, true and false. We cannot talk about love, for example, without

making qualifications, distinguishing between authentic love and inauthentic

love, original love and non-original love, true love and false love. Although

every human being has the innate capacity of heart to give caring love, the

heart's growth to maturity can be disturbed and perverted. Perverted love can
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appear as excessive possessiveness toward or obsession about a particular per

son or thing. It can also appear as an extreme lack of concern and incapacity
to receive love.

Much religious and ethical knowledge concerning human conduct

appears in the form of commandments. This knowledge has a prescriptive

dimension. Its prescriptions operate in the gap between how one ought to be

and how one in fact is. Furthermore, the distinction between authenticity and

inauthentic ity applies to all aspects of human life because of this pervasive

and deep gap between how one ought to be and how one is. In the individual,
this gap appears as the conflict between the normative prescriptions which

religious and ethical knowledge provide and one's bodily desires which try
to fulfill their own goal while disregarding these normative commandments.

In this sense, as it is often said, man is half divine and half beast. In the midst

of this inner conflict, a human being has the capacity to understand the nor

mative dimension of life and to try to regulate himself according to it.

In Unification Thought, the Theory of Original Human Nature explains

that the human being is a Being of Logos, which includes both norm and the

rational expression of freedom within the
norm.7

This is the second primordial

essence of the human being. From Plato onward, the conflict between the nor

mative prescriptive dimension of being and the factual reality of being (which

is often driven by excessive bodily desires) has been the underlying problem of

moral philosophy. On one side, there is a cluster of terms such as mind, spirit,

reason and soul, and on the other side, terms such as body, flesh and appetites.

Although the sense of each term is slightly different due to its varied historical

and philosophical contexts, taken together these terms can be seen as describ

ing the two factors which constitute human beings. Unification Thought's

Theory ofOriginal Human Nature explicates the human being as aUnited Body
of sungsang (internal nature) and hyungsang (external form). All kinds of men

tal, spiritual, conscious and unconscious activities belong to the former, and all

kinds of bodily manifestations such as the physical desires belong to the latter.

Simply speaking, a human being is seen as the unity of the spiritual and

the physical. The problem particular to humans is disunity, disharmony, con

flict, and struggle between the two. One of the essential tasks of religious and

ethical knowledge is to bring these conflicting elements into unity and har

mony. Everyone desires to be good, but everyone cannot be truly good so eas

ily. It is a fundamental fact that there is a huge discrepancy or conflict between

what one truly wants to be and what one in fact is. On the spiritual or ratio

nal side, one understands, and even desires, to be what one
"ought"

to be. On

the physical side, one is often driven or controlled by physical desires. The

question of authenticity and inauthentic ity can be seen, in the present context,

as the question of unity or disunity between the spiritual and the physical, or

the mind and the body.



60 Journal of Unification Studies

c. The Reign ojGood

Whether or not human beings desire to be good is a perennial question. Such

moral concepts as good, just, and right lose their power and effectiveness

unless one presupposes the fundamental propensity ofhuman beings for good

ness. If human beings did not have a fundamental orientation for good, moral

teachings and religious doctrines would have no practical effect. However, it

is a primordial fact that every human being always tries to be good or just. No

matter what one does, one always tries to justify one's action. If a defensible

reason is not available at the time of the action, one finds and creates a reason

afterwards. We notice the bare fact that human beings look for a reason to jus

tify even the most evil act. Every war in history was declared in the name of

justice. Both sides give their own reasons to fight, their leaders appealing to

the people's sense of justice. Human beings want and need a justifiable reason

to kill others.

The question is this: Why do humans care about being good or just?

The fact of justification discloses this primordial propensity of the human

being. One necessarily cares about being good or just. As discussed pre

viously, a human being is a Being of Heart and a Being of Norm. In this

light, the desire to be just and right stems from the human being's primor

dial essence.

Many philosophers have recognized the human being's fundamental

orientation towards the good. All human acts, whether they are good or bad,

are performed within this fundamental orientation. The orientation towards

the good is unshakable, regardless of particular acts. It transcends all partic

ular instances. Plato recognized the transcendent character of the good and

made it an integral foundation of his architecture of thought. From Plato

onward, the call to the good, whether it be the voice coming from the inner

depth of one's soul or the command of reason, has been recognized as tran

scending the experiential reality of human life.

Although under the reign of good, in the sense that everyone invariably
tries to give justifiable reasons for their actions, human beings are immersed

in a serious conflict between what one
"ought"

to be and what one in fact
"is."

We can easily have a conceptual understanding of higher ideals and all kinds

of religious and ethical knowledge as pieces of information. In other words,

we can understand the Word with the head. However, if someone asks you if

you have truly understood it, you will hesitate to answer. Why?

d. Zen Understanding ojLanguage

Let's go back to the phrase I quoted at the beginning of this essay: "Don't

understand God's words only with your head, but know them in your heart

and perceive them through your
body."

To move from "understand God's

words only with your
head"

to "know them in your heart. . . and through your
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body,"

it is not simply a matter of increasing one's degree of understanding
in the sense of conceptual clarity and comprehensiveness. Rather, one must

move from understanding in concept to understanding in one's being
embodiment. For example,

"benevolence"

can never be adequately under

stood without being benevolent. This is like the contrast between knowing and
being/becoming. The radical difference between understanding a concept and

understanding as being, becoming or embodiment has been clearly recog

nized by religious teachings such as Zen.

Zen is founded on the insight that conceptual understanding never leads

one to the authentic realization of enlightenment. Zen, like other Far Eastern

traditions, recognizes the limits of language and what language can do.

Language can lead one to a certain point, but it can never be the final vehicle

to the authentic realization of the Buddha's truth. Recognizing the inadequa

cy of language, Zen teaches that one can understand enlightenment only by

being enlightened. Enlightenment can be known, but only when all attempts

to conceptually understand enlightenment have given way. The Buddha's

truth is accessible only by being the
Buddha.8

In Zen, understanding is a matter of awakening or realization. One is

awakened or opened up to truth. It is a change in one's most primordial way

of being. It does not matter how many pieces of information one knows; it is

a matter of one's mode of existence, or how one is. Since the shift from con

ceptual pursuit to ontological change is a radical step that one cannot easily

recognize, Zen consciously tries to shut off the paths of conceptual pursuit.

The ultimate goal is to realize the original experience of the Buddha himself.

Unless one has the same original vivid experience of the Buddha's truth,

which is not fully expressible by
language,9

one cannot have the slightest

understanding of the essence of the Buddha's truth.

Zen's demand that one leave off from all conscious efforts at knowing

extends to all ego-centered modes of self-knowledge. Therefore, Zen requires

the elimination of all kinds of bodily drives, as these lead to a fixation on the

ego. Our drives predispose us to a particular interpretation of the world.Western

philosophers have explored this insight, which in its most radical form means

that one's interpretation of the world is totally rooted in one's drives. For

Nietzsche, understanding is essentially interpretation based upon the Will to

Power a drive to be stronger than and to dominate others. Freud interpreted

the world based upon the sexual drive. ForMarx, understanding arises when one

takes the perspective that social reality is rooted in economic interests
and mate

rial needs. Zen, on the other hand, teaches that we should eradicate ego-centered

self-consciousness and bodily desires all together. By denying bodily desires,

Zen undermines conceptual knowledge in a broad sense.

We have seen how Zen highlights the concept of knowing as embodi

ment; however, this concept is not limited to Zen. In order to fully explicate
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the meaning of understanding as amatter of being or embodiment, I must take

one more step.

e. Understanding as the Dis-covery oj Truth

What does it exactly mean to say that one is awakened to truth or that one is

enlightened to truth? To push the question further, what is understanding?

What does it mean to say that one understands something? More precisely,

what does it mean to say that one knows that the Word is true? One cannot

convey this kind of understanding to someone else as if it were a thing. One

can assist another person on the path to understanding, but understanding in

itself is a happening which must take place within the person. Like a flash of

light, understanding takes place suddenly. My understanding is not his under

standing and his understanding is not my understanding. In this sense, each

understanding is a particular event which belongs to each person.

If understanding is primarily an interior event, then perhaps the truth was

always present within the self, or at least is always accessible to the self. This

notion was captured by philosophers in a variety of ways. Augustine, for

example, wrote of the "inner
truth"

or the "teacher
within."

When one hears

words from outside, one consults with the inner truth within, and then says

"Yes, it is
true"

or "Yes, I
see."

Teachers outside of oneself can assist one's

understanding, but understanding itselfhappens when one consults the teacher

within. The true teacher is not one who utters words to another, but is the inner

truth within oneself. Augustine says, "But, referring now to all things which

we understand, we consult, not the speaker who utters words, but the guard

ing truth within the mind itself, because we have perhaps been reminded by
words to do

so."10

Due to his Christian background, Augustine identified the

inner truth with Christ within. There is only one true teacher, who is Christ

within. So he continues, "Moreover, He who is consulted teaches; for He

who is said to reside in the interior man is Christ, that is, the unchangeable

excellence of God and His everlasting wisdom, which every rational soul

does indeed
consult."11

One cannot understand something which is totally foreign to him. Here

arises an age-old philosophical question concerning the possibility of philos

ophy. What is the locus of philosophical truth? If philosophical truth exists in

some form within a person and the person has access to it, why does he have

to seek it? If, on the contrary, truth does not exist within a person in any form,
how and why can one make a judgment in deciding which philosophical claim
is true? One must have a certain criterion for truth within oneself. The ques

tion is perplexing. It seems one has philosophical truth within oneselfor at least

has access to it, yet still is searching for it.Why should one have to seek some

thing one already has?

One answer to this question is that although a person has truth or has
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access to truth, that truth or access to truth is somehow covered up. Therefore,

one must be opened up to truth. Here, understanding a truth is a
"dis-covery,"

or in a sense, "taking off the
cover."12

The theme that understanding is essen

tially a process of uncovering is already implicit for Socrates. For Socrates,

philosophical activity is limited to assisting the partner in the dialogue so that

he is led to a certain awakening or enlightenment. The limited task of the

philosopher is to be an assistant, which Socrates called
"midwifery."

A mid

wife is one who helps in the delivery of a baby from themother's womb. Here,

teaching is assistance, and understanding is a realization or awakening which

takes place within the dialogue partner.

Ifwe turn our attention to the 20th century, we can find a similar theme

in Heidegger. Heidegger turns our attention to the notion of truth as disclo

sure or uncovering. Behind this lies his insight that man exists in untruth or

in inauthentic ity. Human beings must be opened up to truth and their inau

thentic cover must be taken off in order to return to the authentic mode of

being. The phenomena of truth emerges from this process of un-covering, by
which we change from an inauthentic mode of being to an authentic mode of

being. Truth, in religious and ethical knowledge, has this essential function

of turning one from inauthenticity to authenticity. One meaning of truth is that

which serves for the
"restoration"

of the authentic self and the world.

Although I do not pursue this theme further, the phenomena of truth within

oneself can be seen in the conscience. Reverend Moon's exposition of con

science as the teacher within, expressed in such phrases as "conscience is

greater than
teachers,"13

has a direct bearing on this notion of truth.

3. Understanding as the Embodiment of the Word

Understanding truth in the sense of opening to truth is a kind of awakening

or enlightenment. To be awakened to truth is very different from simply hav

ing knowledge as pieces of information. It is a change of one's whole being.

For example, how does one understand humility? Knowing that humility is a

virtue is radically different from being humble. Properly speaking, one can

not understand what it means to be humble without being humble. To be

authentically virtuous is neither having amere pretension of virtue
nor know

ing the definition of each virtue. It is to act and live as being such.

Let us take another example. How does one understand the ethical com

mandment which says, "Your mind and body must be united in such a man

ner that you can control your lust and listen and follow the voice of your

conscience."

This is a basic principle running through the major moral

philosophies ofEast andWest. You will find it in theWest in Plato, Augustine,

Kant and many others, and in the East in Confucianism and Buddhism. But

how can one truly understand this commandment? Surely, understanding
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comes by continued practice. Yet in the midst of our faltering efforts, can one

truly understand what this state of unity entails? The only way to understand

its true meaning is to be it. One notices that there are degrees of understand

ing here. To the extent that one embodies the unity ofmind and body, one can

understand what such unity means. The more united one is, the deeper its

sense discloses itself. A person is opened up to the truth of the Word to the

extent that he embodies the Word.

Understanding truth is experiential, but it is not the same as general

experience. Truth has an indisputable and compelling quality. It simply

demands us to accept it, whether we like it or not. Ordinary experience lacks

this quality. No matter how profound and intense a particular experience may

be, experience which lacks the understanding of truth is different from expe

rience which involves the recognition of truth.

From this sense of understanding in the context of the authenticity and

inauthenticity of human beings, we conclude that truth enlightens by turning
a person's being from the inauthentic mode to the authentic mode. At the

heart of understanding lies recovery or restoration of authentic being.

Understanding here has the sense of ontological change. Using a religious

vocabulary, we assert that understanding truth is salvation. God'sWord is for

human beings; it is something to be received gratefully; it is no mere object

to be manipulated or subjected to scientific study. Therefore, it is not sur

prising to see that the Chinese character for chae-hyul, which I took up at the

beginning of this essay, includes as one element the sign for salvation.

4. Understanding and Being
Jesus said, "You shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you

free."14

Understanding theWord as embodiment is an experience of freedom. To the

extent that ethical or religious knowledge is embodied, its prescriptive element

is no longer experienced as obligatory. At that point, one can experience the

unity of knowing and being.

An important philosophical discussion of this topic is the transformation

of being in Nietzsche's Three Metamorphoses. In Thus Spoke Zarathustra,

Nietzsche describes three metamorphoses of spirit: from a camel, to a lion, to

a
child.15

A camel carries a burden and follows all its master's commands of

"Thou
shalt."

For Nietzsche, this is a metaphor of the Christian life. In the

desert, the camel becomes a lion, which has a free spirit. A lion says "I
will"

and does as it wishes. A lion refuses to carry the burden of obligation or to

follow the command "Thou
shalt."

It wants to think and act according to its

own free spirit. The lion represents a thinker in modern times. But the lion is

not the last stage. The lion becomes a child. Nietzsche says:
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He once loved "thou
shalt"

as most sacred: now he must find illusion and

caprice even in the most sacred, that freedom from his love may become

his prey: the lion is needed for such prey. But say, my brothers, what can

the child do that even the lion could not do?Why must the preying lion still

become a child? The child is innocence and forgetting, a new beginning, a

game, a self-propelled wheel, a fist movement, a sacred
"Yes."

For the

game of creation, my brothers, a sacred
"Yes"

is needed: the spirit now

wills his own will, and he who had been lost to the world now conquers his

own
world.16

Nietzsche's metaphorical language must be carefully interpreted as with all

other parts of his writings. However, within the context of the current dis

cussion, it suffices to note that Nietzsche posits a child as the final stage in

the development of spirit. Needless to say, since Nietzsche does not give us

a conceptually clear explanation for what he means by each image he presents,
we must interpret each image. As it is often said, each has his own Nietzsche.

A Nietzschean child says
"yes"

to all, whatever destiny may come upon

him. To be accurate, he makes the absolute affirmation that his being is his
destiny.17

The Nietzschean child exists; there is absolutely nothing this child

must confront or try to overcome. At the stage of the camel, his being was

denied under the ethical commandments. As the lion he was free, but not as

free as one might think he is. Though a free spirit, a lion is still a seeker filled

with ego-centered consciousness. A child exists as he is. His being is absolute

ly affirmed without any hindrance. Since there is no conscious attempt of

overcoming something, a child has
"forgetfulness."

He does not have a self-

conscious ego-centered self like a lion, whose ego is the center of his activi

ties. A child simply
"is"

and plays. His activities are not a burden that one

"must"

achieve with conscious effort. A child acts and does things as play. The

heart of this playfulness is the absence of ego-centered self-consciousness

(i.e., in forgetfulness and joy). A child does things in joyful play. So the

Nietzschean child "is innocence and forgetting, a new beginning, a game, a

self-propelled wheel, a fist movement, a sacred
'Yes.'"

We can see a specific parallel between the Nietzschean child and the

unity of being and knowing. When ethical and religious knowledge is still a

burden, one's mode of being falls behind one's conceptual understanding.

One knows conceptually, but one's being is untouched by that knowledge.

However, once ethical or religious knowledge is understood in the sense of

embodiment, one's being is totally transformed. The knowledge is then no

longer a burden to labor under, but is the articulation of one's being itself. One

is free from self-conscious effort at overcoming. In this state, one is "forget

ful"

of the ego-centered self. One may find an example of this unity in the

exercise of authentic love, which involves the element of
forgetfulness.18

Another example is Zen, which in aiming for the embodiment of knowledge,
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trains one to leave off all conscious attempts at knowing. For this reason, Zen

sees forgetfulness as an indispensable step towards enlightenment.

Finally, understanding of the Word in the ontological sense means its

embodiment in the context of the structure ofmind and body. Therefore, reli

gious and ethical knowledge is invariably displayed by one's manner ofpres

ence and one's behavior. It is one's manner of presence and behavior that

exhibits one's mastery of the essence of Zen. The extent
of understanding is

not measured by one's conceptual knowledge, but in being and
doing.19

5. Truth and Embodiment

Embodying the Word can be seen as the process of transformation from an

inauthentic mode of being to the authentic mode of being. There remains,

however, a decisive question for which none of the philosophies discussed

above give an adequate answer. How is such a movement from inauthentici-

ty to authenticity possible? In other words, how is it possible for a person to

return to his or her authentic mode of being? To put the question in a differ

ent manner, why should a human being be able to understand truth or to be

enlightened by truth? This question concerns the possibility of being open to

truth.

If one's being were not already in some manner connected to truth,

understanding of truth or returning to authenticity would be impossible. One

would not bother with the constant quest for self-justification. One probably

would not even care about the truth at all. The fact of one's fundamental con

cern for truth is what allows the movement from inauthenticity to authentic

ity to occur. This concern is always present, regardless of one's particular

situation. To judge something as untrue, evil, false or unjust is possible only

because one has a prior engagement with truth. Otherwise, one would not even

care about such matters.Where does this fundamental concern or orientation

come from? One what grounds can we assert that human beings have a pri

mordial engagement with truth?

For this decisive question, Unification Thought gives a definitive answer.

Unification Thought understands beings as "individual embodiments of

truth."20

More than anything else, this conception defines the primary sense

of being in Unification Thought. All beings are understood as manifestations

of truth, and each being is the manifestation of truth in its particular manner.

This conception of being as manifestation of truth is a decisive insight.

If all beings are manifestations of truth, the world in which we live and are a

part is also nothing less than a manifestation of truth. The world can be por

trayed as the world as truth. If we speak in a dynamic mode, the world is a

series of events which which occur as the work of truth.

For human beings who in fact exist in an inauthentic mode, the
restora-
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tion of authentic being means becoming an embodiment of truth. The restora
tion of one's authentic being is the process of manifesting truth or embody

ing truth. One authentically exists to the extent that one makes oneself a being
which manifests or embodies truth.

We have said that prior engagement to truth explains why people are nec

essarily concerned about truth. Distance from one's own authentic being is at
the same time one's distance from truth. The conception of being as individ

ual embodiment of truth naturally implies that to the extent one authentical

ly exists, one exists in truth and as truth. The more one tries to truly exist, the

more one must exist truthfully, and vice versa.

Notice that the conception of being as individual embodiment of truth

includes the notion of authentic individual selfhood. The more one tries to

exist in authenticity, the more one can find one's authentic and unique self.

Every human being is a unique individual. The restoration of authentic being
is at the same time the restoration of the self's own uniqueness.

In this essay, I have focused on the question of embodying theWord as

it concerns human beings. However, the conception of being as individual

embodiment of truth extends to all beings, human and non-human. The world

this conception presents us is marvelous. The world in which we live and of

which we are constitutive parts is nothing but the manifestation and the

embodiment of truth. Truth manifests itself as the world.

Please note, however, that the popular conception ofbeing which we take

for granted as an unexamined assumption of everyday thinking is quite differ

ent from this notion ofbeing inUnification Thought. Today, the primary model

from which we take our conception of being is the material object existing

within the space-time continuum. Being in its primary sense is understood in

its materiality without any intrinsic values. Material existence is presupposed

prior to our existence, and we come to "add
on"

or
"impose"

values upon it as

our
"subjective"

coloring. Accordingly, reality is identified with materiality

while values are locked up in the sphere of
"subjectivity,"

with the implication

that they are unreal. Truth means nothing more than the regularity observed of

physical phenomena. This narrow conception of truth cannot begin to approach

the meaning of truth as understood in most religious and ethical traditions.

What is wrong with this popular view? The heart of the
problem lies in

its conception ofbeing. This popular view fails to see the essential tie between

truth and being. A complete critique of this view, which is beyond the scope

of this essay, would require examining the conception of time and space

together with the conception of being. Unification Thought's conception of

being as the embodiment of truth radically (from its root) overcomes this

popular conception of being. It exhibits the primordial tie between being and

truth, and thereby explains the phenomena of understanding as the process
of

embodiment of the Word.
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Understanding as embodiment is endless in its depth and extent. For reli

gious knowledge in particular, where understanding God'sWord is a matter of

life and death, the way to understanding requires that we embody theWord in

our being.While conceptual knowledge exposes our inner conflict and leaves

us burdened by theWord as prescriptive commandments, embodying theWord

means that our entire being is transformed.We have also noted how this under

standing of truth is distinct from mere experience, no matter how intense.

Other kinds of experience lack truth and permanence. The permanence and

compelling quality of embodied knowledge is not revealed in the testimony of

others; it is only realized by discovering the authentic self within. It is a mode

of knowing where knowing and being are one and the same.
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A NEW PERSPECTIVE ON JOHN THE

BAPTIST'S FAILURE TO SUPPORT JESUS

Eaurent Guyenot

At the heart of all dialogues between Christians and Jews there is,

inevitably, the question of theMessiah: "Are you he who is to come, or shall

we wait for
another?"

- Jiirgen Moltmann

Applied to the New Testament, some of the tasks of the historical-

critical method are to separate layers ofredaction work in theGospels, to

determine the oldest strata of tradition, and to present the most probably
authentic words of Jesus and the events of his life. Conservative evangelical

Christians are generally hostile to such an approach and insist that the complete

New Testament is inspired and historically true. One possible meeting point

between conservatives and historically-minded liberals which has gained some

recent support is to assert that since Christianity is founded on the resurrected

Jesus, it need not be threatened by historical inquiry into
Jesus'

earthly ministry.

One reason is sufficient, in my eyes, to justify the historical-critical

method as part ofUnificationist studies. Unificationism claims to rely not only

on revelation but also on science, and it cannot be denied that archeology and

critical exegesis, the basic tools of historical research, are scientific in nature.

Beyond the polemic that they generate, most scholars involved in the "quest
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for the historical
Jesus"

are honest and skilled historians using the same meth

ods that have enabled history to make tremendous progress in other areas.

Moreover, many churches are already welcoming and practicing this approach

and dealing with its challenges. This is the case of the Catholic Church since

Vatican II. Indeed, the best of today's Catholic exegetes do not hesitate to

question the historicity of many words and deeds of Jesus, even in Bible

commentaries addressed to a large public.

Moreover, the historical-critical approach has proved to be key to the dia

logue between Jews and Christians. Indeed, the providential pressure of this

dialogue has done much to encourage it. The reason is obvious: only through

historical rather than theological eyes, can Christians rediscover the

Jewishness of Jesus, reflect on the tragedy of the rupture between Jews and

Christians and perhaps solve it. Since interreligious dialogue is a priority of

Unificationist ministry, critical exegesis cannot be ignored. As a general rule,

I would say that Unificationists can hardly dialogue with Catholic, Jewish or

liberal Protestant leaders while ignoring the findings of historical criticism.

Finally, as this article will show, Unificationism has nothing to fear from

critical exegesis. Here I apply it to the relationship between Jesus and John

the Baptist, which happens to be a crucial part of the Divine Principle's argu

ment about the partial failure of
Jesus'

mission. Unificationist readers can

judge for themselves that, on this point at least, objective historical investi

gation confirms the view of the Divine Principle, even going beyond the clas

sical Divine Principle arguments.

To be more precise: most biblical exegetes agree that John the Baptist

did not support Jesus. It is also widely known that Christian scriptures and tra

ditions were shaped in part by a persisting conflict with the sect initiated by
John. Few scholars, however, have found in these findings any special sig

nificance for
Jesus'

fate; after all, no other known saintly men ofhis time even

recognized Jesus. The question therefore needed to be researched, that of
Jesus'

expectation and possible disappointment concerning John.

I. The Tost-Mortem Christianization ojjohn the Baptist

The Christian tradition based on the Gospels presents John as the prophet cho

sen by God to prepare Israel for the coming of the Messiah and, in addition,

for blessing and revealing the Messiah to Israel. This same tradition affirms

that he did in fact recognize and point Jesus out as the Messiah, thus being
the first witness to Christ, after which he was imprisoned and beheaded by
Herod Antipas, thus becoming the first Christian martyr. For the last two cen

turies, this traditional view of John has been ruthlessly submitted to histori

cal-critical analysis, which has shown that it is, at best, an exaggeration on the

part of the authors of the Gospels (specifically Matthew and
John).1
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To understand the historical reality of the relationship between Jesus and

John the Baptist, we must start from the following observation: whereas we

find in the New Testament a reliable historical tradition according to which

Jesus testified to the importance of John the Baptist, calling him the greatest

prophet of all times, there is no reliable historical tradition according to which

John the Baptist testified in favor of Jesus (relevant passages from the first

and fourth Gospels being highly suspicious).

In order to explain the "post-mortem
Christianization"

of John the Baptist,

wemust consider the fact that
Jesus'

first disciples, for the most part, came from

the followers of John. They were convinced that their former master was truly
the precursor of Jesus, in the sense that God had led them to John only to lead

them eventually to Jesus. Matthew and John writing many decades after the

events, transformed that subjective interpretation into an objective story, telling

that John had voluntarily and explicitly directed his disciples to Jesus.

Certainly, this shift answered a missionary need. First of all, it was

embarrassing that John, although he had baptized Jesus, had not recognized

him as theMessiah. Secondly, to claim that, in spite of his infamous death and

the non-realization of the Kingdom of God he had proclaimed, Jesus was

indeed the Messiah (a
"scandal"

for the Jews, noted Paul), the opinion of a

prophetic figure of such national renown as John the Baptist was a weighty

argument. John's influence on the nation is confirmed by all sources, includ

ing and especially Flavius Josephus. The fact that Josephus, of priestly stock

and Pharisaic tradition, expressed sympathy for John, whereas he shows only

contempt for other desert and apocalyptic prophets, is a strong indication that

the prophetic authority of John was not accepted uniquely by the lower class

es, as Luke seems to indicate in Luke 7:29-30. Claiming John as precursor of

Jesus, and inventing John's testimony in favor of Jesus, was surely intended

toward all those who had believed in John or who respected his memory.

Justin still used this argument in his Dialogue with Trypho
(S3).2

This Christianization of John the Baptist is found in Matthew, but it is

most characteristic of the Fourth Gospel. It is possible that this Gospel was

written in part because of the challenge that the persistence of the Baptist's

movement represented for Christianity. Confronted with these hard-line

"Baptists"

who were reluctant to accept Jesus and probably thought of the

Church as a dissident movement, the Evangelist's motivation was not only

evangelical, but also, it would seem, polemical. He tried to
enlist the Baptist

as a Christian in order to counteract the claims of the movement which saw

him as its founder.

Of course, creating the Christian image
of John the Baptist giving loyal

testimony to Jesus was only possible because John was dead,
years had gone

by, and the story was being circulated far from
Palestine. However, I wonder

if the Evangelists would have felt the need to convert John the Baptist
posthu-
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mously had the issue not come from
Jesus'

disciples, that is, those who had

known both Jesus and John. In effect, traces of a controversy between the

movements of John and of Jesus during their lifetime suggest that the fact that

John did not recognize Jesus represented, for
Jesus'

ministry, a serious hand

icap. Was not Jesus himself, in regards to John, in the same situation as were

the first Jewish Christians after his death? To advocate to Israel his divine elec

tion and his national mission (whether or not one qualifies that mission as

"messianic,"

it remains indisputable that Jesus hoped to win the loyalty of

Israel), did Jesus not hope to benefit from the influential testimony of
John?3

In this article, I shall propose an affirmative answer to that question. The

hypothesis that I will defend is that Jesus was not only disappointed by John's

indifference or hostility, but saw in it a failure a
"scandal"

hindering the

divine strategy for the emergence of the Kingdom of God.

2. Preliminary Remarks

To my knowledge,
Jesus'

expectations concerning John have not yet been the

subject of thorough
research.4

This is probably due to the simple and indis

putable fact that it was Jesus who left John's movement and not the opposite.

From this, historians assume too quickly that the rupture between the two

men and between the two movements was the will of Jesus. The histori

cal scenario generally offered can be summarized as follows: during an unde

termined period and until his baptism, Jesus had been nothing but a simple

disciple of John. Afterwards he realized, either suddenly or progressively,

the superiority and specificity of his own mission compared to John's, and at

the same time, the shortcomings of John's ministry. At that point, Jesus vol

untarily separated himself from John, the desert and asceticism. According to

another version, based on Mark only, Jesus decided to take up John's mis

sion only with a different style after he heard of John's death.

In my opinion, this theory has too many psychological overtones. It tries

to interpret the chain of events as being the result of an evolution in
Jesus'

thinking, in his self-consciousness, and in his view of John. But
Jesus'

words

concerning John do not support that hypothesis. While developing his min

istry separately from John, Jesus had only admiring praise for him (Matt 11:7-

10). If he had founded an independent mission, this was not in any case

because he doubted the divine legitimacy of John's ministry. (Matt 21:24-25)

Moreover, Matt 11:11, which fulfills most criteria of authenticity, shows that

in
Jesus'

mind, it was not he who left John, but rather John who did not fol

low him into the Kingdom ofGod. And it is clear that, in the relation between

John and Jesus, it was John who did not believe in Jesus and not the contrary.

It is from that base that we should start.

There might be another reason why historical research on Jesus has
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scarcely questioned what Jesus expected of John: the considerable influence

since Weiss, Schweitzer and Bultmann of the theory of "the eschatological
Jesus."

If Jesus was waiting for the imminent and supernatural end and renew

al of the world, then his quest for influence, just as his code of ethics, was only

secondary and temporary. In that case, John's response to him made no real

difference. In this paper, I follow the recent trend of American scholarship

which rejects this
"pan-eschatologism,"5

and I even consider that Jesus had

openly criticized apocalyptic expectations (e.g. Gos.Thorn. 3, found in short

er form in Luke 17:20-21). The rediscovery of the non-eschatological Jesus

happens to be an important key for understanding the divergence between

Jesus and John the Baptist, for: "John the Baptist, not Jesus, was the chief

advocate of an impending cataclysm, a view that
Jesus'

first disciples had

acquired from the Baptist
movement."6

3. Clarifying the Chronology
Before launching into an analysis of what we can know about

Jesus'

expec

tations regarding John, we must clarify the chronology of their relationship.

In order to do that, let us first look at the episode of the Baptist delegation

which came to Jesus. "Now when John heard in prison about the deeds of the

Christ, he sent word by his disciples and said to him, 'Are you he who is to

come, or shall we look for
another?'"

(Matt 11:2-3) We are in the presence

here of a tradition which has a good probability of being historical, as Charles

Scobie sums up:

The fact that it is a Q passage favors its authenticity; the terms of the ques

tion agree with John'smessianic expectation;
Jesus'

refusal to give a direct

answer, and the way he leaves John to make the leap of faith bears all the

marks of authenticity; and the very fact that the passage appears to contra

dict the general New Testament view suggests that it is not an
invention.7

Many exegetes, however, rightly question whether John could have commu

nicated with his disciples from his prison (in the fortress of Macharerus in

Perea, according to Josephus), since Antipas had arrested him in order to

defuse his movement (again, according to Josephus). The solution of this

problem is surely that the mention "in
prison,"

which is absent in Luke (7: 18)

did not exist in the original Q document. Matthew probably added it out of a

concern for consistency, because he had already mentioned John's arrest in

4:8. Most probably, this passage from Q actually referred to a period
in which

John's and
Jesus'

ministries were developing separately, with a certain ten

sion between them. The Johannine account on the parallel and rival ministries

of Jesus and John (John 3:22-4:3) thus gains credibility.
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Now let us look at the chronology ofMark. According to him, Jesus went

to Galilee "after John was
arrested."

(Mark 1 : 14) Ifwe read his account well, it

is clear that, for Mark, John disappeared completely from the scene from his

imprisonment onwards. The account ofJohn's execution, which is found further

on (Mark 6: 17-29), is only a flashback. This appears clearly from the sequence:

1 . Mark 6:7-13: Jesus sends out the Twelve across Galilee.

2. Mark 6:14-16: Having heard of
Jesus'

reputation, caused by the mis

sionary activity of his disciples, Herod thought: "John, whom I behead

ed, has been
raised!"

3. Mark 6: 17-29: A long explanatory digression, starting from John's arrest

("For Herod had sent and seized John, and bound him in prison...") and

ending with his burial ("When his disciples heard of it, they came and

took his body, and laid it in a tomb").

4. Mark 6: 30: Return to the main account, interrupted by the above digres

sion, and continuing with the meeting of disciples, just returned from

their mission: "The apostles returned to Jesus, and told him all that they

had done and
taught."

It is clear that the detailed report inMark 6: 17-29 is only an explanatory flash

back which points back toMark 1 : 1 4.We cannot, under the pretext that John's

death is reported between the sending out of the twelve disciples and their com

ing back together again, suppose that it happened during that interval.

It is Matthew, and Matthew only, who modified this. In Matthew, the

story of John the Baptist's execution is no longer a digression inserted in the

middle of the main story, but part of the main story. First of all,Matthew trans

fers the sending out of the twelve disciples four chapters earlier than its cor

responding place in Mark (in Matt 10:1-16). Then, after the passage

concerning John's execution (Matt 14:3-12), Matthew continues by "Now

when Jesus heard
this...,"

which leads us to believe that the withdrawal into

a "lonely
place"

just followed, and was even motivated by, John's execution.

By this subtle alteration, Matthew introduces a long interval between the

arrest and execution of John. It is in that interval that he inserts the episode

of the delegation sent by John to Jesus, which he borrowed from Q (here, Luke

did the same). At the same time, Matthew supplies John with an excuse for

not going himself to question Jesus: he was in prison.

To sum up, the most probable chronology can be established based on

the following points:

1 . For the chronology, we must rely primarily on Mark, since Q gives

very little chronological references.

2. According to Mark's chronology, Jesus did not leave Judea to go to

Galilee until after John's arrest.
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3. When he says that John had been
"arrested"

(Mark 1:14),Mark means

that he disappeared from the public scene and probably that he was executed

shortly after. (In the discussion about fasting in Mark 2: 18-22, when John's
disciples clashed with Jesus, nothing indicates that John was still alive.)

4. We must therefore date the Q story of the Baptist delegation to Jesus

before the arrest of John. This indicates a period when Jesus and John both

worked in Judea independently of each other.
5. We conclude that Mark skips completely that first Judean period of

Jesus. Obviously, apart from his baptism and retreat into the desert,Mark only

knows about
Jesus'

mission from the time ofGalilee, where he assumes Jesus

gathered his first disciples. (Here the fourth Evangelist may use some better

information, when he tells about the first disciples coming from John's group,

before the departure to Galilee.)
John 3:22-4:2 confirms this chronology, deduced from a more reasonable

combination ofQ andMark than the one supposed byMatthew. Of course, pro

vided this story has any historical foundation, John's praise for Jesus (John

3:27-30) must be eliminated as the Evangelist's own composition, no doubt

inspired byMark 2: 19-20 with its theme of the
"bridegroom"

and meant to turn

the situation in favor of
John.8

Concerning the mention of the baptism given by
Jesus or his disciples, it is difficult to evaluate its historical value. Nevertheless,

in this passage there may be the memory of a rivalry between John's movement

and
Jesus'

while both masters were alive on the question of
"purification"

that

is to say, on the necessity of the ablutions as practiced by the Baptists (which

recalls the discussion on the value of fasting found in Mark 2:
18-22).9

4.
Jesus'

Baptism and the Question of

John's Testimony in Favor ofJesus

Numerous details strongly suggest that
Jesus'

movement was, at the begin

ning at least, "an outgrowth of the Baptist
movement."10

For example, when

Jesus asked, "What did you go out into the wilderness to
behold?"

(Matt

1 1:7), he was speaking to a crowd that had previously responded to John's
call.

When his disciples asked him to teach them to pray "like John taught his dis

ciples to
pray"

(Luke 11:1), we can suppose that they were speaking from

experience. Clearer still, Acts 1:22 indicates that the Twelve had all received

the baptism of John. Furthermore, the possible Baptist origin of some of the

traditions recorded in the first chapter of
Luke,"

and the persistence of the rite

of baptism in the early Church are convincing
indications. The Fourth Gospel

supports the hypothesis of the Baptist origins of the first disciples (which

does not mean that they were not also Galileans,
as Mark indicates).

If Jesus attracted his first disciples from the Baptist movement, we naturally
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conclude thathe himselfwas amember for a period of time.
12
That is ofcourse also

suggested by his receiving the baptism ofJohn,which is one of themost certain his

torical facts in theNewTestamentActually, that Jesus puthimself in an inferior posi

tion to John was so greatly embarrassing to the Evangelists and the Church

Fathers that we can exclude the possibility that they invented this idea The only

question is: what importance and significance did this baptism have in theminds of

the two men?

In order to make a preliminary evaluation, we need to rely onMark's nar

rative. According toMark 1:9-1 1, the vision and heavenly voice manifested at

the moment when Jesus "came out of the
water"

were meant for Jesus only.

They were heard and seen internally. There are two possibilities: either that

interior experience was part of a legend invented by the Church, or it was

Jesus himselfwho spoke to his disciples about it and it became part of the oral

tradition. I prefer the second solution for the simple reason that the narrative

shows none of the characteristics of a legend; legends usually emphasize mir

acles and supernatural events, not internal
realizations.13

Regardless of the ori

gin of this theophany, the important point is this: Mark leaves no room for us

to think that John witnessed it. Basically, John the Baptist is only the uncon

scious and involuntary instrument ofGod's blessing and anointing on Jesus.

Matthew does not add any reliable historical precision on
Jesus'

baptism.

He only transforms Mark's narrative in three ways:

1 . He omits that John's baptism was "for the remission of
sins"

(Mark 1:4),

a formula which, for obvious theological reasons, he transfers to the

Last Supper (Matt 26:28). Instead, he puts in the Baptist's mouth the

exact same message that Jesus will later proclaim: "Repent, for the

Kingdom of Heaven is at
hand"

(Matt 3:2, see Matt 4:17), thus pre

senting John as the forerunner of Jesus.

2. He inserts a short and rather theatrical dialogue between John and Jesus

(Matt 3: 14-15), which serves to invert the impression of
Jesus'

humili

ty toward John and to change John into awilling witness to
Jesus'

mes-

siahship.

3. He turns the heavenly voice from a subjective and internal experience

into an objective phenomenon, witnessed by all.

In the Fourth Gospel (John 1:29-34), the change is complete: John's

baptism is reduced to "a screening process by means ofwhich he was able to
recognize Jesus among all the candidates for

baptism,"

as Hendrikus Boer puts
it.14

"It is so that he could be manifested to Israel that I have come, baptizing
with

water."15

Here, the baptism is not the occasion for a messianic experi

ence of Jesus, as it is in the synoptic Gospels, but the occasion for a prophet
ic experience of John.
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In the case of Luke, things are more complex. If the theological motiva

tions ofMatthew and John are clear in their handling of the baptism narrative,

the motivation ofLuke is less clear. Since Luke gives great importance to John

in his first chapter and creates a legend around his prenatal testimony to the

equally unborn Jesus, why does he eliminate John from his brief baptism narra

tive, instead of adding more legend, as Matthew does? The only reason I can

adduce is this: the fact that John had not testified in favor of Jesus while alive

was too well known in the circles around Luke to be contradicted. (IfLuke incor

poratedBaptistmaterials in his first chapter, as many scholars believe, this tends

to confirm thathewas in contact with Baptists or formerBaptistChristians.) Such

a situation can explain why Luke never says that John recognized Jesus as "the

one who is to
come,"

even when it would have been convenient to do so. For

example, in Acts 19:4, a sentence attributed to Paul, Lukewrites: "John baptized

with the baptism of repentance, telling the people to believe in the one who was

to come after him, that is,
Jesus."

The "that
is"

here is important: itmakes it clear

that Johnmerely announced the coming of "the
one"

and that itwas Paul, speak

ing in the name of all Christians, who interpreted this prophetic announcement

as fulfilled in
Jesus.16

The way in which Luke treats the episode of the Baptist

delegation (Luke 7: 17-19) confirms that this is clearly his view of things: it was

only in hearing about themiracles ofJesus that John considered, for the first time,

Jesus as a possible candidate for the role of"the one who is to
come."

Obviously,

Luke's sources did not tell him of the slightest testimony of John in favor ofJesus,

and Luke did not dare to invent one. This is probably what explains, at least in

part, two elements of the first chapter of Luke:

1 . By the prenatal meeting between John and Jesus, through their pregnant

mothers, Luke creates in legendary time what did not happen in histor

ical time. He invents, before his birth, the testimony that John did not

give while he was alive.

2. Luke places Anna and Simeon, two seers who were present at the time

of
Jesus'

circumcision, in the position of prophets recognizing
the mes

sianic child the role that John did not
fulfill.17

One more aspect of Luke's baptism account deserves to be underlined.

An independent reading of Luke does not
allow us to conclude that Jesus

heard the voice ofGod and saw the Holy Spirit at the moment of his
baptism.

All that we can learn is that this theophany was given after
he was baptized.

It could have been a few days after, or even weeks after. This is also the

impression we get from Acts 10:38. In addition, the precision given that
Jesus

was in prayer is important: it suggests that God's appearance
was an answer

to his prayer and not to his being baptized. If we read
Mark now, we can see

that it does not necessarily contradict
Luke. We know thatMark has a strong
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tendency to contract history. He repeats nine times the
word

"immediately"

in the first chapter (in verses 10, 12, 18, 20, 21, 23, 29, 30, and 42). We are

not expected to take this word literally in "and immediately, when he came

up out of the
water,"

any more than in the scene showing his first disciples

responding instantaneously to his call (Mark 1: 18) or in the description of his

quick visit to the synagogue of Capernaum (Mark 1:21 and 1:29). It is quite

possible that, in the oral tradition beforeMark, the baptism and the theophany

were not considered simultaneous, and that they were later united under the

theme of the messianic anointing.

5. The Baptist Delegation to Jesus

Having dealt with the question of its chronological place, we shall now ana

lyze the narrative of the Baptist delegation, starting from the content of John's

question. If Scobie supports its authenticity, Carl Kraeling rejects it under the

assumption that John was not waiting for a Messiah in human
form.18

Based

on extensive comparative studies, the judgment of Robert Webb is probably

the best we can attain:

John's expected figure is described in terms of the coming ofYahweh him

self to judge and restore his people. But John did not actually expect

Yahweh himself, but rather, he expected an agent of Yahweh who, acting

with God's authority and power, would come to judge and
restore.19

Along the same line of thought is the thesis of J.A.T. Robinson, who suggests

that John awaited
Elijah.20

Although Elijah had been taken into heaven alive,

it is clear that many people thought that Jesus was Elijah (Mark 6: 14 andMark

8:28). To oppose human and supernatural categories is a modern rationalist

attitude foreign to the mentality of the time.

Traditional interpretations concerning John's intention in sending this

delegation to Jesus are of three kinds, which I call feigned doubt, real doubt,

and sincere
questioning.2^

Feigned doubt is the most common interpretation among the Church

Fathers. It was Augustine's interpretation and was taken up by Luther and

Calvin. It is the idea that John knew perfectly well that Jesus was "he who is

to
come,"

but that he pretended ignorance in order to give his dubious fol

lowers the chance to realize
Jesus'

messianic identity for themselves. This

interpretation is in total contradiction with the Gospel narratives; for exam

ple, it is clearly to John that Jesus answers: "Go and tell John. .

Real doubt is the interpretation of most conservative modern exegetes.

It says that John had already recognized Jesus as theMessiah, but he was dis

appointed, astonished, impatient or disturbed by the way in which Jesus
man-
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ifested his divine authority. Real doubt is the picture we get from reading
Matthew.

Sincere questioning was the interpretation put forth by David Strauss. It
assumes that in hearing Jesus speak, John considers, for the first time, the pos

sibility that Jesus was the one he had been waiting for. As we have seen, that

is certainly the interpretation that Luke had in mind.

But neither real doubt nor sincere questioning are possible interpreta

tions when we realize that, in all probability, John the Baptist was still free

when he sent the delegation to Jesus. The fact that he sent a delegation rather

than sought to meet him personally is revealing: if he had seriously consid

ered Jesus as a possible messianic candidate, it is hard to imagine that he

would have been reassured or convinced simply by an affirmative answer

from Jesus through his disciples.

We must therefore go further and offer a fourth interpretation, which I

call skeptical challenge. John sent messengers to Jesus because he wanted to

be informed, not as to who he was, but as to who he pretended to be: did Jesus

consider himself as a messianic or eschatological character, or was he wait

ing, like John, for such a figure? This fourth interpretation fits well with what

the sources report about the secrecy (Mark) and the ambiguity (Q) often fos

tered by Jesus concerning his claim to messianic identity.

But it is especially
Jesus'

answer to John which confirms this interpre

tation. It can be explained only if John's attitude was skeptical or even hostile.

Go and tell John what you hear and see; the blind receive their sight and

the lame walk, lepers are cleansed and the deaf hear, and the dead are raised

up, and the poor have good news preached to them. And blessed is he who

takes no offense at me. (Matt 1 1:4-6)

Jesus here quotes freely from the prophet
Isaiah.22

We recognize in this logion

the ambiguous and indirect manner in which Jesus often answers those who

put in question his authority. This style is characteristic of Jesus and "bears

all the marks of
authenticity."23

The similarity of
style

ambiguity, refusal to

answer directly, challenge turned against the one who doubts
between that

answer of Jesus to the Baptist's question, "Are you the one who is to
come?"

and his answer to the
priests'

question in Mark 11:27-33, "By what authori

ty are you doing these things. . is striking. It leads us to believe that the atti

tude of John regarding Jesus was scarcely
different from that of the priests.

We should now turn our attention to the conclusion in
Jesus'

answer,

"blessed is he who takes no offense at
me."

The Greek verb skandalizo (from

the noun skandalon) is aGreek translation
of aHebrew verb which means "to

stagger"

or, in a figurative sense, "to be
induced to

sin"

or "to be mistaken in

the understanding of God's
will."24

These words were often used by Jesus,

sometimes in the strongest meaning of "to
betray"

or "betrayal":
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Matt 13:21: In the Parable of the Sower, Jesus speaks about the man in

whom God's Word cannot take root, "when tribulation or persecution

arises on account of the word, immediately befalls
away."

Matt 5:29: "If your right eye causes you to sin, pluck it out and throw

it
away."

Mark 14:27-29: "This very night you will all
fall
away..."

Jesus spoke

to his disciples, foreseeing that they would all flee when he would be

arrested.

Matt 18:6-7: "But whoever causes one of these little ones who believe

in me to sin, itwould be better for him to have a great millstone fastened

round his neck and to be drowned in the depth of the
sea."

Matt 13:57 andMatt 15:12: The people and the Pharisees "were offend

ed"

in hearing what Jesus had to say.

Paul also used the term skandalon, in the same way as
Jesus.25

All this leaves

little doubt as to what Jesus meant when indicating that John was "scandal
ized"

at him.

6. John the Baptist Not in the Kingdom

What follows
Jesus'

answer to John is a collection of declarations, drawn from

Q by Matthew and Luke as they were, but which were in all probability pro

nounced independently. Verses 7 to 10 are praises of John; their superlative

character excludes any possibility that they had been invented by the early

Church (for whom John was not more than a prophet). We can note in pass

ing that, in the last phrase, the quote from Malachi 3: 1 has been altered for

the needs of Christians: there is not anymore God and his messenger, but

God, his messenger and the Messiah.

The logic of verse 11 is clear: Jesus explicitly declares that John has not

entered into the Kingdom of God. "Truly, I say to you, among those born of

women there has risen no one greater than John the Baptist; yet he who is least

in the Kingdom of heaven is greater than
he."

Theologians are generally not

inclined to read into this any kind of judgment. They understand that John is

outside the Kingdom by the very nature ofhis mission, because he was called

to close the Law and the prophets. On the side of critical exegesis, opinion is

divided. Some, like Wink, think that the second part of the verse had been

added by a writer to soften the first part, which was too laudatory for the

Church. That is, Jesus also being born of a
woman,26

the first part could lead

one to consider Jesus as being inferior to John. This is exactly what
anti-

Christian Baptists did claim, if we are to believe the Pseudo-Clementine

Recognitions 1:60. But this solution poses more problems that it resolves,

because we must still explain why the Church would have gone as far as to
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exclude John from the Kingdom, that is to say, to excommunicate him. I

believe that on the contrary we have here an authentic statement by Jesus,
characteristic of his enigmatic style of speaking. And there is only one way
to interpret his words: by his faith in God, his moral strictness and his prophet
ic charisma, John was the greatest; however, he did not enter into the Kingdom
of God, of which Jesus had opened the door, was the door.

In order to understand this remark, we must consider two things. First

of all, according to Jesus, being privileged enough to enter into the Kingdom
did not depend on religious merit primarily, but in one's faith in him (Matt

13:16; Matt 21:31). Secondly, no Jew was a priori excluded from the

Kingdom of God, which was the fruit both of God's grace and of human

effort. The Kingdom could only be won by a total, unconditional decision

made by all of one's being. Jesus insists on everyone's responsibility to "seek

first his
Kingdom"

at the sacrifice of everything else (Matt 6:33). The urgency

of establishing the Kingdom ofGod means that one cannot even take the time

to bury the dead (Matt 8:22). Moreover, "No one who puts his hand to the

plow and looks back is fit for the Kingdom of
God."

(Luke 9:62) In his para

bles, particularly the shortest ones which have the least chance of having
been edited by the Church, Jesus often emphasizes human responsibility in

creating the Kingdom. The Kingdom is like a treasure which one should buy

by selling all that one owns (Matt 13:45-46). To enter the Kingdom one must

make a change of attitude, for "unless you turn and become like children, you

will never enter the Kingdom of
heaven."

(Matt 18:3) It is difficult, but not

impossible, for a rich man to enter it (Matt 19:23-24). To the person who

understood that the two most important commandments were to love God and

love one's neighbor as oneself, Jesus said, "You are not far from the Kingdom

of
God."

(Mark 12:34) To those who welcomed his disciples, Jesus said, "The

Kingdom of God has come near to
you."

(Luke 10:9) In his attacks against

the Pharisees, he made it clear that man had the power to close the doors to

the Kingdom as well: "But woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites!

because you shut the Kingdom of heaven against men. . (Matt 23: 13)

All of these declarations by Jesus are in direct contradiction to the escha

tological theory ofWeiss and Schweitzer. The Kingdom that Jesus was wait

ing for is not to come down from heaven. Certainly it is given by God, but it

can only be established by people's total response to God's
invitation. This

conforms with the notion of the Covenant, the axis of the Jewish religion

which has remained unchanged across the centuries. From
Jesus'

point of

view, the relation between John and the Kingdom
followed this same princi

ple of human responsibility. We must conclude that John was not excluded

from the Kingdom by divine decree, but that he
excluded himself by his own

initiative. It was John who kept himself out of the Kingdom, not the Kingdom

which was closed to him. Charles-HaroldDodd saw clearly here (even though
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he retreated somewhat a few lines later):

To be in the Kingdom, to receive it, to receive Christ, to confess to him,

are concepts, if not identical, at least so tightly linked that it would be

impossible to say of someone who confesses Christ that he is outside the

Kingdom. Now, John is outside the Kingdom. There can be only two solu

tions: either he never confessed Christ, or, having confessed him, he then

denied
him.27

It is instructive to compare Matt 11:11 with Matt 18:3: "Truly, I say to

you, unless you turn and become like children, you will never enter the

Kingdom of
heaven."

The ideas of these two verses are combined into one in

the Gospel of Thomas 46:

From Adam until John the Baptist, among those bom ofwoman, no one is

greater that John the Baptist to the point of not lowering their eyes before

him. But I say to you, the smallest among you will know the Kingdom and

will be higher than
John.28

Was Jesus suggesting that it was John's lack of humility that kept him out of

the Kingdom? What we know about the importance of purification rituals in

the conflict which opposed Jesus to the Baptists (Mark 2: 1 8) could lead us to

assume, as didDavid F. Strauss, that John "must assuredly, with his disciples,

have stumbled at the liberal manners of Jesus, and have been hindered by them

from recognizing him as theMessiah. Nothing is more unbending than ascetic

prejudice."29

Certainly, Jesus taught that when they become ends in them

selves, ritualism (Mark 7: 1-23) and asceticism (Mark 2: 18-22) were perver

sions of the true religion. The contrast between "fasting
John"

and "feasting
Jesus"

has been well expressed by John Dominic
Crossan.30

7. John the Baptist and Those Who Take the Kingdom by Force

Special attention must be given to Matt 11:12, "From the days of John the

Baptist until now the kingdom of heaven has suffered violence, and men of

violence take it by
force."

The question of its authenticity is difficult to answer,

notably because it exists in a very different form in Luke 16:16. But we can

see in this variation a sign that "we are dealing with a very primitive tradi

tion, already unintelligible by the time of the
Evangelists."31

Originally, this

verse was probably an independent logion in the Q document. While incor

porating it in a speech, Matthew rendered it incomprehensible by its juxta

position with the following verse, "For all the prophets and the law prophesied

until
John."

As for Luke, he rephrased these two verses, combining them to

give a new meaning in conformity with his Pauline theology in which the Law
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was abolished by Jesus: "The law and the prophets were until John, since then
the good news of the Kingdom of God is preached, and every one enters it
violently."

(Luke 16: 16) Apart from the fact that the change fromMatt 11:12-

13 to Luke 16: 16 (combining two sentences into one) is more natural than the
opposite, the version in Matthew seems more authentic because the theme of

violence, which represents the most obscure and embarrassing aspect, has

been greatly softened in Luke.

In Matthew, the union of the terms biazetai (assailed), biastai (violent

people) and arpazousin (plundering or looting) in the same sentence "surely
denotes an act of violence in a negative

sense,"32

and it would be quite a feat

to give this verse a positive meaning. According to the most natural reading

ofMatt 11:12, Jesus did not rejoice in the fact that the Kingdom was taken

by force; he complained bitterly about it. A possible interpretation would be

that Jesus was making reference to the violence which came against John the

Baptist. There is, however, no certainty that John was already dead nor even

in prison when Jesus spoke thus, since that phrase is found in Matthew and

in Luke (and probably in Q) in the context of the Baptist delegation. Also, the

plural, "men of
violence,"

does not fit John's death, which was due to one

man.

A more natural interpretation would be to attribute that word to the polit

ical-messianic violence which was ever in the background of the time. Let us

not forget that
Jesus'

ministry took place between two particularly bloody
periods: the massive popular revolts which followed the death of the tyrant

Herod the Great in 4 A.D. and the Jewish war against Rome in 66-70 a.d. It

is scarcely imaginable that Jesus would have spoken about violence without

wanting to evoke armed struggle against Rome, which was an ever-present

possibility during his lifetime.

In addition, we know that Jesus openly opposed nationalistic,
anti-

Roman tendencies. It is remarkable that he did not blame the Romans even

once for his own tragic end, when he clearly accused the Pharisees and the

Sadducees of preventing the realization ofGod's
will (although it is true that

any words of Jesus against the Romans might have
been censored). But even

more characteristic of Jesus is that he commanded his fellow citizens to love

their enemies (Matt 5:43-45), which obviously applied first to the Romans:

like the word
"violence,"

the word
"enemy"

needed no explanation in the

political context of the time. What also separated Jesus radically from the

Zealotmovement was his position regarding the tax due to Rome, the supreme

vexation for nationalistic Jews (Matt 22:21).

But what, in
Jesus'

mind, did political-religious violence have to do

with John the Baptist? Certainly, Matt 11:12 does not say, "because of John

the
Baptist"

but "since the days of John the
Baptist."

Jesus did not blame John

the Baptist for the political violence. However, he pointed out a
connection
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between the two. This connection has some historical basis. As John Dominic

Crossan has shown, John was "dangerously close to certain millennial

prophets"

described by Flavius Josephus, and whose movements (often

attracted by the desert and the Jordan) caused popular revolts ending in bloody
repression.33

In addition, what Josephus tells us about John the Baptist shows

that he had indeed been arrested because he posed a threat to public order.

Herod [Antipas] feared that John's so extensive influence over the people

might lead to an uprising (for the people seemed likely to do everything he

might counsel). He thought it much better, under the circumstances, to get

John out of the way in advance, before any insurrection might
develop.34

Josephus'

explanation is certainly more credible than the "bazaar
gossip"

(says Walter
Wink)35

told by the Gospels, according to which Antipas would

have executed John only to satisfy a promise, made while drunk, to the daugh

ter ofHerodias who had charmed him by her
dancing.36

In the light of John's

apocalyptic style (obvious in Q), Crossan concludes: "Antipas was not para

noid to consider a conjunction of prophet and crowds, desert and Jordan, dan

gerously
volatile."37

It is a permanent feature in history that apocalyptic faith,
which hopes forGod to destroy the wicked, easily calls forth social violence.

Nothing illustrates this better that this phrase, drawn from the Commentary
ofHabakkuk found in the Qumran library: "From the hand of his chosen ones,

God will judge all the
nations."

(lQpHab 5:4) In other words, the final judg
ment will indeed come from God, but man will participate in its fulfillment.

With these elements, I think we hold the most probable interpretation of

Matt 11:12: Jesus, who we know disapproved of apocalyptic expectations

and revolutionary endeavors, felt that John's ministry had deviated from its

original vocation by contributing to a climate which could soon degenerate

into an open war and lead the country to its downfall.

We are encouraged in this interpretation by the fact that among the first

disciples of Jesus, the brothers James and John, sons of Zebedee, most cer

tainly came from John the Baptist's circle, as is explicit in the Fourth Gospel.

They were reprimanded twice by Jesus for their views: once because of their

obsession to bring fire down from heaven to consume the ungodly (Luke

9:54), a theme directly inspired from a speech by the Baptist; and another time

by their self-seeking political preoccupations (Mark 10:35-37).

8. John the Baptist, A Missing Eink and Stumbling Block for Jesus

Jesus saw John the Baptist as the greatest of prophets, perhaps even as the

Elijah announced by Malachi. There is no doubt that for Jesus, John was the

key person, after himself, in the divine strategy for the establishment of the
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Kingdom of God. Jesus thought in this manner not only while he was a dis

ciple of John, but up to his last days in Jerusalem; that is proven by his answer
to the question about his authority in Mark 11:27-33.

Moreover, when we recognize that for Jesus, the Kingdom ofGod would

not come down from Heaven but would be established through people's

response to God's will (and particularly, to
Jesus'

call), it becomes necessary
to ask about the cooperation Jesus expected from John the Baptist. I will pre

sent here the hypothesis which seems the most probable to me, based on the

factors I have already assembled.

In my opinion,
Jesus'

strategy for leading Israel to seek theKingdom of

God is revealed entirely in Matt 9:35-38, when Jesus, seeing the crowd come

towards him, remarked: "The harvest is plentiful, but the laborers are few;

pray therefore the Lord of the harvest to send out laborers into his
harvest."

(Matt 9:35-38) He also compared the Pharisees to tenants responsible for

God's vineyard, i.e. the people of Israel (Mark 12: 1-12), and he accused them

ofpreventing God's harvest by rejecting his Son. Other passages confirm that

Jesus distrusted mass movements (John 2:23; Mark 1:44; Mark 8:26). He

was primarily concerned with gathering around him a spiritual elite.

For Jesus, John the Baptist represented the supreme reaper the same

metaphor that John used to describe his role inMatt 3: 12. John not only mobi

lized the people to wait for the Kingdom, but he was, if not accepted, at least

respected by the religious elite of Jerusalem. It is important to put in per

spective the
Evangelists'

view (especially Luke's) of the Pharisees unani

mously rejecting John. As I have already said,
Josephus'

sympathy for John

contradicts this idea. The fact that the rabbinic Judaism of Jamnia rejected

John's heterodox Judaism should not make us presume this to be true of the

situation before 70 a.d. There is much that leads us to believe that John's spir

ituality was quite close to that of the Pharisees (whose name meant "the sep

arated ones"). He shared their legalism and their emphasis on ablutions and

ritual purification. John's movement should be regarded as a fundamentalist

branch of the Pharisees. From this point of view, the situation described in

Mark 2:18-22, showing the Baptists and the Pharisees united against
Jesus'

apparent liberalism, is entirely credible.

For this reason, John's support of Jesus would have greatly
influenced

the way the Pharisees regarded Jesus.
It would be surprising if Jesus had not

thought of that. In John 7:49, the Pharisees rejected Jesus under the pretext

that none of the
"authorities"

believed in him, but only the
"crowd"

of

"accursed."

This situation, which may correspond to the period of the

Evangelist, was certainly also real during the lifetime of Jesus. With John's

public support, Jesus would surely have
been receivedmore favorably by the

Pharisees. And with more support from the Pharisees, Jesus would obvious

ly have been better protected against the Sanhedrin.
Compare with the situa-
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tion described in Acts 5:34-42, where Gamaliel, "a teacher of the law, held in

honor by all the
people,"

stood up in the Sanhedrin and saved the lives of the

apostles. To sum up, John's support was a necessary condition for Jesus, a

Galilean peasant, to have the least chance of being taken seriously in Judah

and of gaining influence on a national level, which was most likely his goal.

On the contrary, the lack of unity between John and Jesus had a disas

trous effect on
Jesus'

public image. In the eyes of many, starting with the

Baptists, Jesus appeared to be no more than a dissident disciple of John. This

is what made David Strauss say that instead of leading the Jews to Jesus, John

the Baptist "detained a circle of individuals on the borders of the Messiah's

kingdom, and retarded or hindered their going over to
Jesus."38

The polemi

cal anti-Baptist themes in the Fourth Gospel, the signs of the persistence of

the Baptist movement in Acts 18 and 19, as well as traces of hostility on the
part of the Baptists against the Christians in the Pseudo-Clementine

Recognitions show a situation which may have its roots in the lifetime of

John and Jesus: while John's movement was supposed to clear the ground for

Jesus this was the opinion of
Jesus'

disciples and, I believe, the opinion of

Jesus himself he had actually become an obstacle.

9. Conclusion

Today, a majority of exegetes agree on the following two points:

1 . Jesus was driven, up until the last days of his life, by a national mission
which involved, in his mind, neither his rejection and death, nor the

exclusion of Israel from the Kingdom ofGod which he announced, but

rather Israel's faith in him.

2. John the Baptist, a nationally renowned apocalyptic prophet and
Jesus'

contemporary, did not recognize
Jesus'

authority or support his project.

Between these two facts established by modern historical research, I am drawn

to propose the following link: by not testifying to Jesus, John hindered
Jesus'

mission and was in part responsible for the failure of his project.

In order to presume that Jesus saw things in this way, we need a proof

that Jesus was really waiting for the support of John which he did not receive.

This proof exists, in my opinion, in
Jesus'

words which, by their ambivalence,
indicate both John's irreplaceable role in God's providence and his failure to

enter the Kingdom.

Against this thesis of John the Baptist's failure, one could object that
even if there had been a parallel period of activity and rivalry between John

and Jesus, John was dead long before Jesus came up against the most violent
opposition in Jerusalem, and John was even in prison, if not dead, during
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Jesus'

entire mission in Galilee. This cannot be denied, but we must also rec
ognize two things: first of all, Jesus would have started his public mission on

a totally different foundation if he had received public legitimacy from John

the Baptist. Even after John's death, Jesus would have kept such an aura,
which would have changed everything in his life, starting with, of course, his

relationship with the Baptists.

Hearing him preach in the synagogue, people were astonished: "Is not

this the carpenter, the son ofMary, the brother of James and Joses and Judas
and Simon, and are not his sisters here with

us?"

(Mark 6:3) Soon after, "they
took offense at

him"

and, according to Luke 4:28-30, tried to assassinate him.
Imagine what

Jesus'

life would have been if instead, people had said about
Jesus: "Is not this the one John anointed as the

Messiah?"

or simply: "Is not

this the one John said we must listen
to?'>"39
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FROM DEPENDENCE AND

INDEPENDENCE TOWARDS

INTERDEPENDENCE: AN ANALYSIS OF

CULTURAL TRENDS IN THE FAMILY

AND IN THE WORLD

Yoshihiko Masuda

In this paper, we will discuss certain cultural trends by examining paradigm

changes of the way relationships are conceived in the family and in the

world. We will attempt not only to describe these cultural trends but also

to prescribe the desirable changes in culture. Scholars have discussed
"culture"

from a number of different
perspectives.1

In this paper, we use the term "cul
ture"

to mean "shared
values."

In other words, its meaning is not so different

from a common-sense use of the term.

Looking from the perspective ofUnification Thought, we affirm with an

increasingly large consensus of scholars that the family is the most important

place for inheriting and creating a culture of shared values. Therefore, in the

first section of this paper we will discuss cultural trends in families by focus

ing on the relationship between husband and wife. We will illuminate para

digm shifts in the relationship between men and women, in large part through

examining the rise and transformation of the feminist movement
in the United
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States. On that basis, we will present as our thesis that the general flow of the

paradigm shifts in the relationship between men and women has been from

dependence to independence to interdependence.

In the second section, we will further elaborate the meaning and impli

cations of interdependent relations, utilizing a story by Sundar Singh and dis

cussing the Unification Thought teaching about
conjugal love. We will point

out a gradual rise in such interdependent relations in various fields through

out the world, especially in the 1990s.

In the third section, we will briefly discuss the question of what has

caused the paradigm shift from independence towards interdependence in the

1990s and argue that the demise ofMarxism has played the most decisive role

in facilitating the rise of this new paradigm. In the conclusion, in addition to

summarizing our observations, we will offer some
additional comments on

what kind of culture we should encourage and on how we can facilitate its

dawning. I hope this paper will be of help in creating and facilitating a new

culture fit for the emerging age of the global village.

I . Paradigm Shifts in Male-Female Relations: The Rise and

Transformation of the Feminist Movement in the United States

Needless to say, the family is the most important locus for inheriting cultures

and shared values. Sociologists usually explain the process of inheriting values

by the term
"socialization."

We can regard socialization as a process of inter

nalizing values; therefore, we can generally state that culture is transmitted

through socialization. In discussing socialization, many sociologists refer to

socialization in the family as "primary
socialization"

and emphasize its impor

tance in comparison to "secondary
socialization"

through schools, friends^mass

media and other agents of socialization in the larger community.

In focusing on the paradigm shifts in the relationship between man and

woman, we will discuss cultural trends of families in the United States. We

will attempt to illuminate the shifts in the male-female relationship in large

part through examining the rise and transformation of the feminist movement

in the United States during the last forty years or so. We will focus on trends

in the United States, partly because it is themost influential nation in the world

in terms of culture, and partly because I continuously lived in America and

observed American life for over two decades from 1973 until
1994.2

In general, ifwe view the paradigm shifts inmale-female relations in the

United States from a perspective of women, we can call the first paradigm

shift from dependence toijadpendence and the second paradigm shift from

independence to interdependence. On the other hand, ifwe summarize these

changes from the perspective ofmen, we may well call the first paradigm shift
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from domination to alienation and the second paradigm shiftfrom alienation

to interdependence. I selected the women's perspective, "from dependence

and independence towards
interdependence,"

for the title of this paper because

the terms are meaningful and because of the paper's focus on the feminist lit

erature.

Now let me elaborate these paradigm shifts in husband-wife relations.

It is clear thatwomen were dominated by men for thousands ofyears.Women

were generally viewed as somewhat defective and inferior tomen: Aristotle's

and Thomas Aquinas's description ofwomen as "misbegotten
males"

is noto

rious among feminists and indicative of this
view.3

Wives were treated as if

they were the
husbands'

property throughoutmost ofhuman history, not only
in the Old Testament but also in many

societies'

civil laws. Furthermore,
there have been many societies whose laws legitimated polygyny, a man's

having multiple wives. In short, throughout history women were generally

dependent on men.

Consequently, many feminists describe the typical pattern of husband-

wife relations in the United States in the 1950s as the wife's dependence upon

her husband. In particular, wives were not financially free. Lacking special

skills and education, few women had their own careers. Inmany cases, women

could not borrow money from banks without a man's (i.e., their husband's or

father's) permission, even if they wanted to start a small business of their own.

As a result, many wives were financially dependent on their husbands in the

1950s.

The latter part of the 1960s and 1970s saw the rise of the radical femi-

nist movement in the United States. As the rise of the nineteenth-century

American feminist movement was closely related with the antislayery move

ment, so the rise of the 1960s feminist movement was considerably inspired

by the success of the civil-rights movement, which struggled to eliminate

racIaTinjustice and~discrimination. The leaders of the feminist movement

expanded the interpretation of the civil rights and struggled to eliminate what

they regarded as sexual injustice and discrimination. They attempted to abol

ish
"sexism"

in a very similar way as the
civil-rights movement struggled to

abolish racism. As the idea of the innate racial differences (e.g., the innate

inferiority of the black race) was severely criticized in the civil-rights move

ment, so too was the idea of the innate sexual differences (e.g., the innate infe

riority of females) severely criticized in the feminist movement, especially
in

the 1960s.

Many leaders of the feminist movement in
those years promoted equal

opportunities between men and women; they spoke up criticizing discrimi

nation against women in education, employment, job promotions and so forth.

By emphasizing the innate equality between men
and women, feminist lead

ers in the 1960s and 1970s attempted to bring about external
equalityor
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equality of results by eliminating the discrimination against women in soci

ety. In other words, they emphasized the exact sameness between males and

females and de-emphasized the difference, which the Unification Thought

perspective regards as complementarity, between them. Consequently, out

standing leaders of the feminist movement who
spoke up for women with a

strident voice in the 1960s and 1970s promoted women's strivmgJorJiide-

pendence and self-realization without any sense of appreciation for
men.4

In

many cases, they regarded men as women's enemy and the obstacle to
then-

own self-realization as blocking the gate of equal opportunity for women.

We may well describe the main goal of the feminist movement in the

1960s and 1970s as the strong independentwoman or the self-realizedwoman.

As a result of the feminist movement in those years, more women gained

opportunities to study at distinguished colleges, to work for big business cor

porations in leadership roles, and to earn as much money as men.

Were^Ajnerican.women,ejijoyingihejf^ts of femm^

pier than.women in the 1950s? It is difficultjc^compare the subjective feel

ings of people from two different generations. It turned out, however, that

many American feminist womenwere not really happy, even though the social

environment gave them equal opportunities to work just like men, to earn as

much money as men, and to wield power just like men. Women could not

become happy by becoming just like men and behaving just like men with

out their own men (i.e., husbands) and family (i.e., children). This was the

honest assessment by none other than Betty Friedan, author of The Feminine

Mystique, the founder and the first president of the National Organization for

Women (NOW) and the so:called[motherjjfjhe^mqdenijfeirnnist movement.

Although in the 1960s she had championed the goal of the self-realization of

women totally independent ofmen, Friedan presented the above sober assess

ment as in her book The Second
Stage.5

She came to have second thoughts

about the goals of the feminist movement.

Friedan in[The Second Stage advocated a new feminist movement that

should transcend the radical feminist movement of the 1960s and 1970s. She

referred to the new challenge that the feminist movement must undertake

afterwinning the equal opportunities in many fields as the "second
stage"

of

the movement. She proclaimed the important characteristics of the second

stage as follows:

The second stage cannot be seen in terms ofwomen alone, our separate per

sonhood or equality with men.

The second stage involves coming to new terms with the family new

terms wjthjoye and with work.

The second stage may not even be a wojnen'sjnoyement^Men may be at

the cutting edge of the second stage.
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The second stage has to transcend the battle for equal power in institutions.

The second stage will restructure institutions and transform the nature of

power itself.

The second stage may even now be evolving, out of or even aside from

what we have thought of as our battle.6

After Friedan's bold reassessment of the feminist movement's goals,
similar critiques of the feminist movement appeared one after another in the

1980s and gained increasing popularity among contemporary American

women. Connel Cowan and Melvyn Kinder in their book Smart

Women/Foolish Choices blamed the radical feminist movement for the cur

rent women's malaise, because in their view "it created a myth among women

that the apex of self-realization could be achieved only through autonomy,

independence and
career."7

Soon there appeared a flood of critiques of radi

cal feminism in the American mass media, as documented by Susan Faludi

in Backlash. Here, for example, is her summary of the confessional account

ofMegan Marshall, a "recovering Superwoman":

In The Cost of Loving: Women and the New Fear of Intimacy, Megan

Marshall, a Harvard-pedigreed writer, asserts that the feminist "Myth of

Independence"

has turned her generation into unloved and unhappy fast

trackers,
"dehumanized"

by careers and "uncertain of their gender
identity."8

Faludi went on to summarize the backlash against radical feminism as follows:

Other diaries ofmad Superwomen charge that "the hard-core feminist view

point,"

as one of them puts it, has relegated educated executive achievers

to solitary nights of frozen dinners and closet drinking. The triumph of

equality, they report, has merely given women hives, stomach cramps,
eye-

twitching disorders, even
comas.9

Although Faludi apparently disliked and criticized the
anti-feminists'

claim that "they can chart a path from rising female independence to rising

female
pathology,"

it is noteworthy that Friedan in large part agreed with

such a claim. The fact that unmarried single men over thirty who may well

be described as independent men have more severe psychological and social

problems than do independent women does not nullify the
anti-feminists'

description of the distress of independent women who remain single into their

thirties and beyond.

Carol Gilligan's book In a Different Voice also contributed significant

ly to debunking the cause of the radical feminists who
struggled for equality

of opportunity and results for women on the postulate that men and women

have equal innate
ability.10

These radical feminists of the 60s and 70s are

sometimes referred to as "equal opportunity
feminists"

by the new generation
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of feminists who are sometimes called "relational
feminists."

Pointing out the

differences between men and women in terms of their moral reasoning and

behavior, Gilligan illuminated women's caring and relational way of moral

thinking and behavior in contrast to men's rational and subjective way of

thinking and behavior. Gilligan's book reminded many women of the pres

ence of women's special nature that can be regarded as in many ways supe

rior to men's. At the same time, it remindedmany women of the physiological

and psychological differences between the sexes. Gilligan's book was all the

more influential because she was a professor at prestigious Harvard

University. Her credentials as an intelligent feminist also contributed to the

acceptance of her views by many of her fellow feminists.

What is the new paradigm of the male-female relationship emerging in

the 1980s and 1990s? It is being promoted both by many critics of radical fem

inism and by the new generation of
feminists.11

I call this paradigm interde

pendence. Many women have come to disagree with the paradigm of

independence promoted by radical feminism, and at the same time they are

dissatisfied with the old paradigm of one-sided dependence^hus, according

to my observation, we can discern two paradigm shifts in male-female rela

tions in the United States during the last forty years: from dependence to

independence and from independence to interdependence. In my view, the age

of interdependence is now dawning throughout the world, not only between

men and women but also in many other fields.

Finally, I would like to make it clear that ourmentioning of the three par

adigms of dependence, independence and interdependence does not com

pletely correspondwith the empirical situation ofmale-female relations in the

United States. For example, the paradigm of independence was fashionable

and influential especially among highly educated women in the radical 1960s

and 1970s, but it never prevailed in the relations between ordinary American

husbands and wives of that era. Nevertheless, the main goal of feminist

thought about husband-wife relations was firmly in that direction. Similarly,
since the 1980s the paradigm among the most influential women has moved

from pursuing the goal of the self-realized independent woman towardVmF

realization of genuine interdependent relations between men and wmnen.

2. The Rise of Interdependent Relations throughout the World

Since the 1990s, the entire world has seen the gradual rise of the paradigm of

interdependent relations. It is my conviction that we are heading for the age
of interdependence, not only in husband-wife relations but also in many other

fields, especially in this new age of the global village. To explain this, I must

elaborate on the meaning of interdependence and its social implications.

Interdependent relations means symbiotic relations. Symbiosis is a bio-
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logical term that refers to the relationship between two ormore different organ

isms living together in close association, especially when the relationship is

mutually beneficial. To vividly present the meaning of interdependent or sym

biotic relations, I will present a story. I have long been struck by the value of
narrative theology, which attempts to present themeaning of important concepts

through touching stories, stories that move not just our intellect but primarily
our heart. Here I apply the narrative method to the exposition of Unification
Thought.12

This story was originally delivered in a sermon by Sundar Singh, a

famous Indian Christian mystic in the first part of this century.

Itwas an extremely cold afternoon in themidst of winter. On a rugged path

in the HimalayaMountains, two friends were walking together on the way

to their home village. It was sometimes snowing hard, and the severely cold

north wind was blowing. They were walking in a near blizzard!

Walking against the harsh cold wind and blinding snow, they did not at first

realize that aman lay on the snowy ground. His body was covered with light

snow. He was alive but nearly frozen to death; he was nearly unconscious.

One of the two friends felt very sorry for this suffering man. Eager to help

him, he would not walk away from this almost frozen man.

The other friend also felt sorry for this frozen man. Nonetheless, he said to

his friend, "We must get to our village before dark. We have to hurry up

to reach our home before dark. I'm sorry for this man, but let's leave him

here and go
quickly."

The first friend, however, could not abandon the

almost dead man and refused to walk away from the scene. Then, the sec

ond friend again said to the first friend, "All right, I am going on ahead of

you,"

and hurriedly walked away alone, heading for the village.

The first friend put the almost frozen man on his back and slowly walked

in the direction of his village against the harsh cold wind. Not far from the

village, in the dusk he saw a dark object on the path. When he came close

to the object, much to his surprise, it turned out to be the frozen body of

his friend who had hurriedly gone ahead alone and had left him and the

almost dead traveler behind. His heart was not beating any longer; he was

already frozen, dead.

The first friend felt very sad at the death
of his friend. He realized that his

friend had frozen to death on the way home because he had
walked alone

in the severely cold wind. He
whispered to himself in his heart, "How about

me? Because I've carried this nearly frozen man on my back, his body has

keptme warm on my way here.
That's why I could reach here

while sweat

ing under his warm body. Come to think of it, I was saved by this nearly dead

traveler frozen on the path! I thought I was saving this frozen traveler, but

on the contrary, it was indeed this
traveler who saved

me!"13
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In this story, the relationship between the first friend and
the nearly dead trav

eler is an example of interdependent relations. The first friend was saved by
the suffering traveler whom he saved. Walking alone, one died; walking

together, two survived thanks to their mutually beneficial interdependent

relations.

In my view, it is important to distinguish between relations of "coexis
tence"

and those of
interdependence.14

The connotation of coexistence is that

one merely tolerates the existence of others, even though onemight prefer that

they didn't exist or disappear. One allows others to exist, but one does not ben

efit from their existence. A typical case of a coexistent relationship was that

of the United States and the Soviet Union during the Cold War era. On the

contrary, interdependent relations are not cold but warm, not bellicose but

peaceful, and not apathetic but full of a loving heart. One welcomes others to

exist because of the mutually beneficial or complementary relationships one

enjoys with them.

In the case of husband-wife relations, even the word
"welcome"

in the

above sentence sounds too weak. According to the perspective ofUnification

Thought, in a "true
family"

the husband needs his wife absolutely and the wife

needs her husband absolutely, because they absolutely complement each other.

Expounding Reverend SunMyungMoon's words on the "FourGreat Realms

of
Heart,"

Dr. Sang Hun Lee described the significance of conjugal love

between a husband and a wife as follows:

Among the four kinds of love. . . namely, children's love,
brothers'

and sis

ters'

love, conjugal love and parental love, the love that becomes the rep
resentative of all of them is conjugal love. This is so because. . . the husband

represents all the males within a family, and the wife represents all the

females within a family; moreover each represents one ofGod's dual char

acteristics. Another reason is that the husband is the position to represent

all men, who constitute half of humankind, and the wife is the position to

represent all women, who constitute the other half ofhumankind; moreover,

the husband represents the yang aspect of the whole universe, and the wife

represents the yin aspect of the whole
universe.15

Considering this, the Unification Thought view of husband-wife relations is

quite different from relations where the husband dominates his wife and the

wife is totally dependent on her husband. It is also poles apart from the rela

tionship which the self-realized independent woman has with her alienated

husband. It clearly fits the model of interdependent and complementary rela

tions between husband and wife.

Interdependent relations exist not only between husband and wife, but

also between parents and children, between brothers and sisters, and between

the different generations in a family. Our interdependent relations in the fam-
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ily mean that we are in a position to live together, to help each other, and to

love each other. According to Unification Thought, the family is the most

important place to learn and to practice true love. Therefore, we can also

assert that the family is the most important place to learn interdependent rela
tions. It is noteworthy that Reverend Moon has repeatedly and harshly criti
cized atomistic individualism; extreme individualism is antithetical to the

idea of interdependence and prevents us from establishing interdependent

relations.

We can now find numerous attempts to facilitate the rise of interdepen

dent relations throughout the world. In a previous paper, I described the recent

historical trend of the rise of regional economic communities that transcend

national
barriers.16

It is important to realize that creation of regional economic

communities such as the European Community, the North American Free

Trade Zone by NAFTA, as well as ASEAN (Association of Southeast Asian

Nations) and APEC (Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation Conference), are

attempts to facilitate the rise of the interdependent relations among nations in

their respective regions. In general we can see the following fact: the regions

that have established wide and deep interdependent relations among their

nations are now economically prosperous, whereas those regions (e.g., Africa)

that failed to establish such interdependent relations among their nations are

economically stagnant.

It is also noteworthy that many nations that were former colonies have

gone through a similar course of paradigm shifts in relations with their for

mer colonial masters: from dependence and independence towards interde

pendence. They were once dependent on their imperialist patron; then they

became independent of the imperialist powers; recently, forgiving their for

mer enemies, many have striven to establish interdependent relations with

them. When comparing formerly colonized nations, we can generally see

more prosperity in the nations that have established interdependent relations

with the former imperialist nations of theWest and Japan than in such nations

(e.g., Cuba, North Korea) that have isolated or were forced to isolate them

selves from the former imperialist nations. This is because economic devel

opment is facilitated not by isolation but by give-and-receive
actions.17

It is

also suggestive that formerly colonized nations still under the influence of

doctrinaire Marxist views have failed to establish interdependent relations

with the former imperialist nations. The more Marxist influence, the less

interdependent relations.

Moreover, in recent years there has emerged not only regional econom

ic communities but also a global economic community, which some econo

mists call a "borderless economic
market."

The global economic community

is emerging largely as a result of the elimination of national trade barriers,

which are carefully watched by the newWorld Trade Organization (WTO). The
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explosive development of the personal computer and communication tech

nology has also contributed to the emergence of
interdependent economic net

works, not only in certain regions but throughout the world.

Deep awareness and appreciation of interdependent relations is the pre

requisite for unification or unity, as well as for peace, among the constituent

members of such relations. Seeing the gradual rise of interdependent relations

throughout the world, we can generally discern that the whole world is grad

ually becoming more unified as well as more peaceful than ever before.

We can also easily find the cultural trend towards interdependence

among many business corporations throughout the world. We can clearly see

that many successful and prosperous companies have seriously promoted

interdependent relations between management and the labor. Companies and

their counterparts in organized labor which are lacking in a culture of inter

dependence are, in many cases, in trouble. Put differently, companies and

labor unions still somehow under the influence of the old Marxist culture of

conflict and hatred have not thrived but declined in the new borderless eco

nomic market.

Interdependent relations exist not only among human beings, but also

between human beings and all things in our environment. Pollution of natur

al resources and other environmental problems were caused by our lack of

awareness and appreciation of our interdependent relations with the environ

ment. It is encouraging, however, that there has been a rising awareness of our

interdependent relations with our environment, as we can see in the growing

interest in environmental ethics among scholars and religious leaders in recent

years.

Finally, we can also describe the relationship between human beings and

God as having gone through the paradigm shifts from dependence and inde

pendence towards interdependence. I will not go into detail here, but just sum

up my general observation of the human relationship with God, as this is not

a theological paper.

In the past, there had been a long age of human
beings'

dependence on

God, as God was considered to be omnipotent and omniscient. Then, there

came the age of human
beings'

attempts to become independent of God.

Unification Thought discerns the existence of three cultural waves or move

ments during the last 400 years which were human attempts to become inde
pendent of God. The first wave was the Renaissance; the second wave was

the Enlightenment; and the third and final wave was the Communist move

ment based onMarxism-Leninism. Nonetheless, when the Soviet Union col

lapsed and the nations of Eastern Europe abandoned Communism, this

militantly atheistic ideology completely lost credibility. The era of human
beings'

rebellion against God had ended.

In my view, today throughout the world we see a gradual rise of human
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beings'

awareness of our interdependent relationship with God. This new

understanding ofour human relationship with God is now emerging in the reli

gious world, as typified by the rise ofUnification Theology. It acknowledges
the existence of human freedom and responsibility with which even God can

not intervene. Interdependence includes the dimension of living together joy
fully; therefore, interdependence between human beings and God means for
God and human beings to live together joyfully. It appears to me that the

world is heading for the age when God and human beings can live together

joyfully on earth, as prophesied in the Christian Scripture in the Revelation

to
John.18

3. What Caused the Paradigm Shift

towards Interdependent Relations?

What caused the paradigm shift from independence towards interdependence?

What caused the paradigm shift towards the acceptance and increasing pop
ularity of interdependent relations in various fields? In this section, we will

examine the major causes of this paradigm shift.

First of all, in the case of husband-wife relations in the United States,
the accumulation of empirical data suggests that for a large number of indi

vidual feminist women, their actual experiences probably played an impor

tant role in changing the paradigm of their relationship with their husbands.

They became dissatisfied with their role as the self-realized independent

woman relating with her alienated (and often divorced) husband, and began

to seek an interdependent relationship with their husbands. I do not deny the

importance of actual experience in causing the paradigm shift towards inter

dependent relations in many other fields as well.

When analyzing from a Unification Thought perspective, we can also

see that the paradigm of interdependence is rooted in the reality of "dual char
acteristics,"

or the pair system, which characterizes all existent beings. It is

rooted in the reality that each human being is an "individual embodiment of
truth"

a unique individual who has something unique to offer through
give-

and-receive actions. It is also supported by the reality of each and every being

existing as a "connected
body."

In short, we can say that the sum of various

women's experiences confirmed such reality as described by Unification

Thought, and that their empirical information facilitated the paradigm shift

towards interdependence in husband-wife relations. In other words, we can

respond to the question,What caused the paradigm shift towards interdepen

dence in many fields? with an answer that the
paradigm shift emerged because

it fits with the reality of all beings. Unification
Thought explains the reality

of all beings in terms of dual characteristics, the individual embodiment of
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truth, and the connected body, all concepts which are by far more congenial

to the paradigm of interdependence than those of dependence or indepen

dence.19

Nonetheless, according to my observation, the most decisive factor that

has contributed to the near universal paradigm shift towards interdependent

relations in the late 1980s and 1990s was the demise of the conflict-inciting

Communist ideology. The Communist ideology ofMarxism-Leninism grad

ually lost credibility throughout the world in the 1980s and completely col

lapsed in the 1990s as the Soviet Union disintegrated and the East European

Communist nations abandonedMarxism-Leninism.

As is well-known by now, doctrinaire Marxism-Leninism over

emphasized the existence of conflicts in the world. It falsely asserted that only
the struggle of conflicting elements could bring about development. It incited

and justified violent struggles and wars in the name of class struggle. It encour

aged believers to harbor deep hatred and to reject any mercy for their enemy.

Marxism-Leninism gave rise to a culture of hatred and is rightly blamed for

the tragic death of several tens of millions of innocent people in Communist

nations under the dictatorships of Stalin, Mao, Pol Pot and others.

As I earlier introduced a story in order to expound interdependent rela

tions, let me also mention a story that, I believe, represents theMarxist world-

view. I read this Marxist moral story in Korean in 1971 when I took a course

on "Elementary Reading inKorean
Language"

at Tokyo University. The text

book which contained this moral story was printed in Beijing and was prob

ably published to indoctrinate children with Marxist values. More than a

quarter century has passed since I read it. Nonetheless, I still remember its

basic story line, not only because as a beginning student in Korean I had to

carefully translate the story word by word, but also because I was so emo

tionally troubled by its moral lesson.

The story runs as follows: Once there was a warm-hearted grandfather in

the countryside near a bigmountain. One day, when he was walking on amoun

tain path, he found a ferocious and cunning wolfwho was wounded and caught

in a trap. The wolf asked the grandfather for mercy and for his help. Persuaded

by the wolf, the grandfather helped the wolf get out of the trap. Then, later, the

grandfather was attacked and eaten by the very same evil wolf that he had so

kindly saved. Moral lesson: Have no mercy for your enemy; don't forgive your

enemy; kill your enemy; it is dangerous to keep your enemy
alive!20

Apparently, the ferocious and cunning wolf symbolized the capitalists,
the "enemies of the

people."

Human relations fostered by theMarxist world-

view, as exemplified by the above story, are quite a contrast to the interde

pendent relations promoted by religious worldviews such as exemplified by
Sundar Singh's story. Undoubtedly, awareness and appreciation of interde

pendent relations in many fields could never take root as long as there
exist-
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ed widespread support for conflict-inciting and hatred-spreading Marxism in

our world. It is my conviction that only the demise of Communist ideology
enabled many people to discern the legitimacy and crucial importance of

interdependent relations.

Since the 1960s, Reverend Moon has devoted himself to liberating the

world from Communism. The effect which his many efforts had in weaken

ing Communism and strengthening theWest's resolve to fight it is only begin

ning to be documented.21

They included movements devoted to

anti-Communist ideological education, notably CAUSA and the International

Federation for Victory Over Communism (IFVOC), as well as the influential

newspaper The Washington Times. Together with his disciple Dr. Sang Hun

Lee, he developed and promoted a thorough critique of conflict-inciting doc

trinaire Marxism, including a counterproposal which outlines his vision of

interdependent
relations.22

Reverend Moon has spoken volumes about the emerging culture of

interdependence, which he calls the "culture of true
love."

In this sense, he

has been on the front line of both the movement to defeat Communism and

the movement to establish the new paradigm of interdependent relations.

Given also that the demise of Communism (Marxism-Leninism) has been

arguably the most decisive factor for the near universal rise of the paradigm

of interdependent relations, Reverend Moon's contribution to the world's

acceptance of interdependent relations must be underscored.

4. Conclusion

We have examined the cultural trend of the changing paradigms of relation

ships as it has manifested in families and in the larger world. In the first sec

tion of this paper, we discussed cultural trends in the relationships between

husbands and wives in American families through examining the rise and

transformation of the feminist movement in the United States. We discerned

two paradigm shifts in the relationship between men and women: from depen

dence to independence, and then from independence to interdependence.

Unification Thought emphasizes that the family is the most important place

for inheriting and creating cultures and shared values.

In the second section, we further elaborated the meaning and implica

tions of interdependent relations through a story by Sundar Singh and a dis

cussion of the Unification Thought perspective on conjugal love. Then we

pointed out the gradual rise of such interdependent relations in various fields

throughout the world, especially in the 1990s. In the third section, we argued

that the demise of conflict-inciting Marxism has played a decisive role in

facilitating the rise of the new culture of interdependence in many areas of

human relations.
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ReverendMoon teaches that the culture of the interdependent relations is

a culture of true love and a culture of true family. We naturally learn the exis

tence and importance of interdependent relations first and foremost in our own

family through our parents. Many problems in this world[arejleriyedjrornjhe

existence of so many broken families and near-broken families, where hus

bands and wives, parents and children, and brothers and sisters merely coexist

without establishing genuine and warm interdependent relations. Therefore,

the creation of true families, where children can observe and learn the joy and

happiness of loving interdependent relations, is key to the universal rise of

interdependent relations. It is noteworthy that, by organizing the "true family
movement"

throughout the world and promoting global Blessing events (e.g.,

the Blessing of 3.6 million couples in 1997), Reverend and Mrs. Moon have

also been working to create true families where such interdependent relations

abound.

Where there are interdependent relations, there emerges unity and pros

perity. Appreciation of their interdependent relationship will necessarily facil

itate give-and-receive action between the two partners, which Unification

Thought views as the source of all the forces the entity needs for existence,

multiplication, and development.

We should strive for the rise of the culture of interdependence in fami

lies, in societies, and throughout the world. We should live not separately but

together; we should live, not arms in hand, but hand in hand. In this age of

the global village, ifwe hope to build a peaceful and unified world, we must

make serious efforts to facilitate the rise of the culture of interdependence, that

is, the culture of true love. Already the Marxist culture of hatred has been

receding all over the world as morning fog dissipates in the sunlight. I sin

cerely hope that it will not be long before the culture of true love permeates

all human relations throughout the world.
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18. "See, the home ofGod is among mortals. He will dwell with them as their God;
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19. Essentials ofUnification Thought, p. 70, declares, "all beings are created in the
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bodies."

20. The other students in the Korean class five or six in all who read this story with

me were Korean Marxist students born and educated in Japan and associated with

the Chosen Somen organization which supports the North Korean government.

21. See especially Thomas Ward and Frederick Swarts, "Rush to History: A Notable
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War"
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documenting The Washington
Times'

contribution to the demise of the Soviet



108 Journal of Unification Studies

Union, see Hiroyasu Tomaru, Sekai Saikyouno Shinbun [The Most Powerful

Newspaper in the World] (Tokyo: Kogensha, 1994.)

22. This paper is dedicated to the memory ofmy dear teacher Dr. Sang Hun Lee, the

greatest systematizer of Reverend Sun Myung Moon's thought. Dr. Lee passed

away on March 22, 1997, during the Ninth International Symposium on Unification

Thought held at Sun Moon University, South Korea. Several hours before Dr. Lee
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Communist ideology.



STAGES OF MORAL DEVELOPMENT

AND THE FAMILY

Jennifer P. Tanabe

In seeking to understand human development, one of the important issues

is whether there are stages in development; and if so, what is the nature of

the stages and, perhaps more importantly, the relationship between them.

Jean Piaget, the eminent Swiss developmental psychologist who spent his life

pursuing the goal of discovering how knowledge
grows,1

presented a stage

model for the development ofmany cognitive abilities, including moral judg
ment.2

However, unlike the stages in development ofcognitive abilities, Piaget

saw moral development more as a "two
world"

theory than as a theory of true

stages. Many researchers, however, both past and present, such as JamesMark

Baldwin,3
Lawrence

Kohlberg,4
Carol

Gilligan,5

Larry
Nucci6

and Elliot

Turiel7

generally assume that there are stages ofmoral development while dis

agreeing on their actual nature.

Unification
Thought,8

a new philosophical system, has been shown to

be compatible with Piaget's Genetic Epistemology, while at the same time pro

viding new insights into some of its
limitations.9

In this article, issues in moral

development are examined from the viewpoint ofUnification Thought, which

regards relationships developed within the family as the basis for moral judg
ments.
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1. Stages in Development

First, let us look at the concept of stages in development.
Although this con

cept is probably the best known of Piaget's
ideas and seems to be central to

his theory, in reviewing his work it becomes
apparent that he has not in fact

written a great deal about the stage
concept.10

However, since much ofPiaget's

writing is based on the raw material ofhis work and it is very hard for the read

er to grasp the concepts involved, as he himself
acknowledged,11

this lack of

quantity does not make his position on
stages less clear. In the book summa

rizing his work on child psychology,
Piaget concludes:

Basically, the mental development of the child appears as a succession of

three great periods. Each of these extends the preceding period, recon

structs it on a new level, and later surpasses it to an ever greater
degree.12

Further explanation reveals three characteristics of stages:

(1) Their order of succession is constant. . . (2) Each stage is characterized

by an overall structure in terms ofwhich the main behavior patterns can be

explained... (3) These overall structures are integrative and non-inter

changeable. Each results from the preceding one, integrating it as a subor

dinate structure, and prepares for the subsequent one, into which it is sooner

or later itself
integrated.13

Gruber and Voneche, in their anthology of Piaget's work, include the defini

tion of stages of intellectual development given by Piaget at a symposium in

Geneva in 1955:

In this special domain, ... I will call stages those divisions that display the

following characteristics:

(1) Ifwe are to speak of stages, the order ofsuccession ofacquisitions must

be constant. Not the timing, but the order of succession. . .

(2) The integrative character ofstages: the structures constructed at a given

age become an integral part of the structures of the following age. . .

(3)We have always sought, togetherwith Inhelder, to characterize a stage,

not by the juxtaposition of unrelated properties, but by a structure of the

whole (structure
d'

ensemble)...

(4) A stage includes a level ofpreparation on the one hand, and of com

pletion on the other. . .

(5) But as the preparation of later acquisitions can bear on more than one

stage... it is necessary to distinguish, in every sequence of stages, the

processes offormation or the genesis and the forms offinal equilibrium. . .

I would like finally to emphasize the notion of decalage. . . We will speak



Tanabe: Stages of Moral Development 111

ofhorizontal decalages when the same operation is applied to different con

tents. . . A vertical decalage, on the other hand, is the reconstruction of a

structure by means of other
operations.14

Thus, Piaget believed that intellectual, or cognitive, development pro

ceeds through stages which occur in a constant order, universally, regardless

of culture, that are integrated hierarchically from one stage to the next, and

which consist of a number of elements which taken together form a particu

lar structure.Within each stage there are preparation (processes of formation)

and completion (forms of final equilibrium) levels, and there may also be rep

etitions of the formative processes (known as horizontal and vertical

decalages). Note that Piaget does not claim that all development is charac

terized by stages. In fact, he makes clear that stages so defined are found in

the development of intellectual operations but not in other domains such as

perception and language, in which there is "a continuity which one can divide

up according to some agreed upon convention, but which presents no distinct

and natural
divisions."15

2. An Overview of Theories ofMoral Development

Given the current interest in moral education, especially following the emer

gence of the character education
movement,16

we have become aware of the

need for a clear understanding of the development of moral reasoning. It is

generally accepted that moral reasoning, i.e. the ability to judge whether

actions are
"good"

or
"bad,"

is more substantial than behavior, since
"good"

behavior can be achieved based on many different levels of understanding.

This section provides a brief overview of the foundational and current theo

ries in this
field.17

In his work on moral development, Piaget noted two types ofmorality:

a morality of constraint or heteronomy, and a morality of cooperation or

autonomy.18

Heteronomous morality, which appears first, is characterized by

unilateral respect for parents or authorities and the rules they prescribe, cou

pled with obedience to authority and authority-made rules. Autonomous

morality, which develops later, is characterized by mutual respect among

peers or equals, coupled with conformity based on
identification with shared

goals and concern for approval of others. However, Piaget did not believe that

these two types ofmorality constitute true
stages of development. His reasons

included the observation that the two moralities originate in two different

sorts of social relationships, namely, those involving unilateral and mutual

respect. He also noted that, although the two types are age-dependent,
we see

a gradual predominance of the autonomous type over the
heteronomous type

ofmorality rather than a qualitative
transformation from one to the other.
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On the other hand, Piaget described three stages in the development of

distributive justice in the child: (1) until 7-8 years, when justice is subordi

nated to adult authority, (2) between 8-11 years, a period of progressive

equalitarianism, and (3) from 11-12 years, when purely equalitarian justice is

tempered by considerations of
equity.19

Thus, Piaget's work on moral development includes the notion of stages,

but rather than a single set of stages there are two types of morality, het

eronomous and autonomous. The latter is considered by Piaget to be a high

er and more desirable state of development than the former. There is also an

indication that the development of these two types of morality proceeds

through stages, albeit they may not be "stages properly so
called."20

The person who brought the field of moral development to the attention

of the world is Lawrence Kohlberg. Kohlberg devoted himself to the study of

moral development in research for his doctoral dissertation (completed at the

University of Chicago in 1958). His methodology was designed to isolate

Piaget's heteronomous and autonomous types by using moral dilemmas,
which pitted conformity to authority or rules against fairness in the form of

equality, reciprocity and human rights. The results led him to produce a six-

stage
model,21

based more heavily on James Mark Baldwin's theory than on

Piaget's, although the two dimensions of heteronomy and autonomy were

later integrated as the two sub-stages in the three major periods. Kohlberg's

six stages are defined as follows:

Pre-conventional Level

1 -punishment and obedience orientation

2 -instrumental relativist orientation

Conventional Level

3 -interpersonal concordance or "good boy-nice
girl"

orientation

4 -"law and
order"

orientation

Post-
conventional, Autonomous, or Principled Level
5 -social-contract legalistic orientation

6 -universal ethical principle orientation

At the pre-conventional level moral judgments are characterized by a concrete,
individual perspective. The stage 1 heteronomous orientation focuses on

avoiding punishment by obedience, while stage 2 involves the early emer

gence ofmoral reciprocity in which rules are followed when they are in one's

own interest. Individuals at the conventional level understand that norms and

conventions are necessary for the functioning of society and view morality as

acting in accordance with these societal norms. Stage 3 is limited to the imme-
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diate society made up of the family and local community; the individual seeks
to be good in the eyes of local authority. Stage 4 expands to the larger social

system of civic duty and obedience to the law for the sake of public good. The

post-conventional level is characterized by reasoning based on principles,

which underlie rules and norms apart from the authority of those holding
these principles. Stage 5 focuses on general individual rights and standards

agreed upon by the whole society; stage 6 is based on universal, abstract, eth
ical principles of justice which respect the dignity of all human

beings.22

Kohlberg, like Piaget, was not concernedwith the moral behavior of his

subjects, but rather their reasoning about issues involving moral judgments.

His theory is based on the cognitive developmental approach, which articu

lates a stage sequence from the immature, young child to the mature, adult

form of reasoning. Critics of this type of approach note that the so-called

adult form of reasoning is often not used by adults, and even appears rather

unattractive as the goal of
development.23

In the moral domain, the issue of

whether there are higher and lower stages of morality, implying a goal to be

achieved by all, is a serious question. In fact, Kohlberg's final sixth stage failed

to receive empirical support in later work, but rather appears as a logical con

struction necessary to complete his theory. Additionally, further research

revealed many anomalies in the order of responses by adolescents, leading to

the proposal of a transitional stage that is post-conventional but not yet prin

cipled. These facts, coupled with attacks on stage theory in cognitive devel

opment, have generated great controversy and large amounts of research

aimed at supporting or refuting his model.

Carol Gilligan, a colleague of Kohlberg, raised the issue of gender in

moral development, noting that Kohlberg's studies included only males. She

provided empirical support for her theory that a morality of care and respon

sibility predominates among females. She also proposed a sequence of three

stages: (1) caring for the self in order to ensure survival, (2) the
"maternal"

ethic that assumes responsibility for
others'

welfare and values care and

responsibility for others, and (3) the realization that the self also needs care

and the understanding of the interconnection between
other and

self.24

Later

research suggested, though, that the two types of moral reasoning do not fol

low such distinct gender lines.

Elliot Turiel, in an effort to resolve anomalies in the stage sequence that

appeared in many studies, developed the
domain theory of development. He

draws a distinction between the domains of morality and social convention,

conceiving them as distinct parallel developmental frameworks rather than a

single system as Kohlberg assumed. Turiel's research over the past twenty

years led him to conclude that social development includes coordinating

understanding from several different domains, such as moral universals, cul

tural or social norms, and matters of personal
choice.25

He notes that moral
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judgments are based on concepts of harm, welfare and fairness and are

focussed on the well-being of others. Social conventions,
on the other hand,

provide the basis for predictable social exchanges within a group, and are

structured by the individual's understanding of social organization. Thus,

contrary to Kohlberg's stage theory, in which attention to convention was

seen as characteristic of the lower stage ofmoral reasoning, the development

of understanding social convention is seen as a separate, but coexisting,

domain of development.

However, as Larry Nucci points out, separating the understanding of

morality and convention does not deny that development occurs in both

domains. Thus, young adolescents do not regard behavior that breaks social

convention (such as wearing a bathing suit to a funeral) as wrong, whereas

older adolescents, who had constructed an understanding of the role of con

ventions in the social system, viewed the violation of such conventions as hav

ing moral consequences (showing lack of respect to the deceased and to the

grieving family) and therefore as
wrong.26

In his cross-cultural research of Hindu culture, Richard Shweder iden

tifies three "culturally coexisting discourses of
morality."

He describes them

as follows: the ethics of autonomy, which is based on concepts ofharm, rights

and justice related to the person as a self-contained individual; the ethics of

community, based on concepts of duty, hierarchy, interdependency, and the

role and status of the person in relation to other members of the community;

and the ethics of divinity, which expresses the belief that a sacred order is

immanent in the world and protects the spiritual aspects of the person from

degradation. He suggests that "there may be some advantage in possessing

multiple discourses for covering the complexities of such an important area

of human experience as
ethics."27

We may note that in Nucci's and Shweder's research, issues involving
violation of social convention are also seen as moral issues. Shweder illus

trates this point by the example of people's attitudes toward a certain widow

in the community who ate fish two or three times a
week.28

For the Indian

Brahmans, this was a very serious violation because widows should devote

themselves to their deceased husbands and not eat food (such as fish) which

is believed to stimulate sexual appetite and lead them to have sexual relations

with other men. ForAmericans, on the other hand, a rule making itwrong for

widows to eat fish would be considered a violation of the widow's personal

freedom to choose what to eat. Shweder and his colleagues note that in both

cases the judgment of this item had really nothing to do with fish, but rather

reflected the
participants'

moral view of the widow's moral rights and respon

sibilities. Shweder concludes:
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The differentiation ofmoral events from conventional events is not neces

sarily a developmental universal and the distinction between morality and

convention, useful as it is within certain cultural worldviews, may well be

culture-specific... Within a culture like our own where the morality ver

sus convention distinction does play a part, there are undoubtedly events

that fall on the boundaries or partake ofboth domains, and it is relevant and

important to ask the question proposed by Turiel, Nucci, and Smetana,

"Which are the puremoral or conventional events and which are the mixed
events?"

Within orthodox Hindu culture, however, the relevant question

may well be, "Are any events purely
conventional?"29

The final issue with regard to moral development that will be addressed

in this article was raised by Joseph Reimer, another colleague of Kohlberg.

Reimer points out that Piaget had a negative view of the role that parents play

in their children's moral development, seeing the unequal relationship between

child and adult as a necessary evil not designed to promote moral develop
ment.30

Kohlberg believed that family life played no role in moral development,
as evidenced by studies of children raised on an Israeli kibbutz. However,

Reimer, a co-worker on that project, notes that the kibbutz is not a non-famil

ial environment comparable to an orphanage, but rather a type of family sys

tem, albeit one that structures family life differently from the nuclear family.

Reimer cites studies by Sally Powers and her colleagues that showed that

behaviors expected to stimulate (e.g. competitive challenging, non-competi

tive sharing ofperspectives) or inhibit (e.g. avoidance, distortion) moral devel

opment were not related to
adolescents'

levels of development. On the other

hand,
mothers'

and
fathers'

levels of affective support were positively relat

ed, while
mothers'

and
families'

levels of affective conflict were negatively

related, to their children's level of development. In other words, family inter

action was found to be a significant factor in moral
development.31

Reimer 's

conclusion is that an expanded theoretical framework is needed to understand

how moral development proceeds within the context of the family and other

salient institutions.

Research by Betsy
Speicher32

also shows that parenting behavior has a

greater impact on moral development than Piaget orKohlberg allowed for. Her

re-analysis of cross-sectional data from the Oakland Growth Study and lon

gitudinal data from Kohlberg's study showed numerous positive
associations

between
parents'

and offspring's moral judgments. Her conclusion, like

Reimer's, calls not for replacing Kohlberg's developmental (constructivist)

approach with an alternative theoretical paradigm, but rather for the integra

tion of various theoretical approaches in order to understand the underlying

developmental processes.

Similarly, Judith Smetana, in her review of the influence ofparenting on

social and moral
development,33

proposes a third alternative to the opposing
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approaches of structural-developmental theories and traditional socialization

theories. Her analysis accepts that the process of moral development entails

construction rather than reproduction of social knowledge through social

interactions. While she calls for recognition of the importance of the role

played by parents in this process, she regards their influence as occurring

through reciprocal relations, rather than a unidirectional parenting effect. She

also notes that the child constructs knowledge from a variety of social expe

riences and partners, including peers as well as adults.

Finally, in his cross-cultural research into moral development, Shweder

reports an alternative post-conventional morality in Hindu society. This

appears to develop from the tendency to view the family, not the market

place, as the prototype of moral relationships:

Through a complex of relationships based on mutual reliance (e.g., husband

and wife), asymmetrical interdependency (e.g., parent to child) and the

obligations and agreements associated with kinship status (father, son,

mother, daughter), the family seems to be able to function without the

necessity of either a contract or outside regulation. In nonabusive families,

of which there are many, a combination of loyalty, deference, empathy,

altruism, love, and hierarchy protects the vulnerable from exploitation,

while rewarding the powerful for caring for the
weak.34

To summarize this brief review of current thought on moral develop
ment, most researchers continue to accept that moral development progresses

through stages, or at least is dependent on the development of other structures

that are age-related. They disagree, however, on the defining characteristics of
these stages and the force driving the individual's development. A variety of

models have been proposed: based on cognitive development, as the individ
ual increases his/her ability to reason and make moral judgments (Piaget and

Kohlberg); social development, with moral development occurring within one
of several domains of social development and progressing as the individual

increases his/her ability and knowledge regarding social judgments (Turiel

and Nucci) or with increasing development of the concept of self in relation
to others (Gilligan and Smetana); and as requiring a broader theoretical frame
work including factors such as parenting, family relationships, and relation
ships to other members of the community (Reimer, Speicher and Shweder).

In addition to the question of the nature of stages ofmoral development, other
issues that remain unresolved are gender differences, the relationship between
social convention and morality, and the role of the family in moral develop
ment. In the following section, we will discuss the Unification Thought model
of moral development based on the family in relation to these issues.
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3. Development in Unification Thought - The Family as theModel

a. Stages ofMoral Development

Based on the preceding review, the issues to be addressed are whether stages

ofmoral development exist as true stages, satisfying Piaget's criteria for stages

listed above; are such stages distinct from stages of cognitive development;

and, if so, what is the basis for defining such stages and the force driving
development through the stages. Finally, the relationship between the stages

in this model and those proposed by others, such as Piaget, Kohlberg and

Gilligan, will be discussed.

Unification Thought affirms a stage model of development: human

beings are born with the potential for perfection, but with the responsibility for

achieving that state through a process of
growth.35

Original human nature is
defined36

as having the following characteristics: united sungsang and

hyungsang (roughly translated as internal character and external form); har

monious yang and yin (related to the concepts of masculinity and femininity
but with certain important differences); individuality; loving character; the

ability to live according to laws and to behave according to free will; creativ

ity; and the ability to relate to others. Unification Thought maintains that the

most essential characteristic of human nature is to possess a loving character,

i.e. that the essence of true human nature is love, to be a "Being with
Heart."37

According to Unification Thought, relationships within the family are

the jJrijnaryjvjiyjhrough which each person grows and develops their abili

ty to love. There are three major stages of development: beginning with the

young child, through the growing child to adult who marries, and concluding

with the parent. Through these major stages the individual experiences four

basic types of relationship, with corresponding types of love between the

individuals involved: children's love (from children to parents), fraternal or

brother-sister love (between siblings), conjugal love (between husband and

wife), and parental love (from parents to children). These four types of love

are classified according to
orientation:38

vertical, between individuals of dif

ferent ages or generations, i.e., parental and children's love, and horizontal,

between individuals who are peers or the same generation, i.e., conjugal and

brother-sister
love.39

It is also noted that these types of
love40

have direction as well as orien

tation. Thus, parental love is downward in direction, to children from their par

ents who are older and in a position of greater responsibility and authority,

whereas children's love is upward from children to their elders. Distinction

is also made between the love ofmales and females: father's love, husband's

love, son's love, and brother's love have different qualities from the corre

sponding mother's love, wife's love, daughter's love, and sister's
love.41
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Unification Thought also points out that these different relationships

form the structure not only of the family, but also apply, by extension, to all

relationships in human society. For example, individuals differing in age by

twenty years or more, i.e., by a generation, relate to each
other through a ver

tical relationship similar to that
between parents and children. Individuals of

the same generation relate horizontally, like siblings. The nature of people's

relationships with each other in society, therefore, is based on the relationships

developed within the family.

Using relationships within the family as the model, it becomes clear

that the emergence of each type of relationship is age-dependent. A child

goes through stages in forming relationships: from a position in which he or

she relates primarily to parental figures and receives parental love; to rela

tionships with siblings in which there is reciprocal ormutual love; to the con

jugal relationship, also involving reciprocal and mutual love but with the

addition of sexual love; to the stage of being a parent to one's own children

and giving parental love. Thus, there is an order in which achieving the high

est stage is the goal of development.

Yet, as each new relationship is entered into and develops, the existing

relationships are not broken or abandoned. As the child grows to adulthood

he or she continues in the relationship with his or her parents as their son or

daughter, and as the brother or sister of siblings. Even as a parent, one still

continues to have parents and, therefore to be their child, although the style

of that relationship changes.

Finally, there is a hierarchical relationship between stages. Before

advancing to the next stage the individual has experienced the previous stage.

In fact, according to the criteria Piaget gave for true stages, each previous stage

must be successfully completed as preparation prior to advancing to the later

one. The family model asserts that there are serious consequences in the moral

domain for children or adolescents engaging in pre-marital sexual activity

prior to successfully developing brother-sister relationships and friendships

with peers, and likewise for entering the stage of parenthood prior to the

development of a successful conjugal
relationship.42

Unification Thought draws a clear connection between the moral devel

opment of the individual and the development of these relationships within

the family, and hence to their projection into society. Ethical judgments of

human behavior in relation to othermembers of society are based on the stan

dards of family relationships. This approach, therefore, regards the develop
ment of relationships within the family as the basis for moral development.

The Unification Thought model of development based on relationships

within the family constitute true stages by Piaget's criteria. The stages are
age-

dependent. The stages occur in a universal order (child, brother/sister, hus

band/wife, parent). Each has its characteristic structure consisting of several
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describable elements (relationships with horizontal or vertical orientation,

consisting of types of love defined by direction and character, i.e. male or

female). Moreover, there is hierarchical integration of the stages (before

advancing to the next stage the individual has experienced the previous stage).

These stages differ from those described by theories of cognitive devel
opment in two respects. First, the stages ofmoral development have content

distinct from cognitive development: moral development proceeds through

three periods that contain the four types of relationship within the family that
form the prototype for moral judgments. Second, while each stage is inte

grated within the higher stages, it also continues to exist in a transformed form.

In other words, it is impossible for the adult to function on the pre-operational

level on a particular task after having reached the level of formal operations,
but each adult continues to relate as a child to their parents, as brother or sis

ter to their siblings, and as spouse to their husband or wife even after becom

ing a parent him/herself. However, the nature of these relationships is

transformed and integrated as the individual reaches the higher stage; for

example, siblings relate differently to each other as adults with their own

children compared to how they related when they themselves were children.

Within the family model, the distinction between vertical and horizon

tal orientation in relationships can be likened to the distinction made by Piaget,

and also Kohlberg, between heteronomous and autonomous moral develop
ment. Heteronomous morality can be understood as developing through the

experience of the vertical relationships that children have with their parents,

while autonomous morality develops through the experience of horizontal

relationships children have with their siblings and later their spouses. It is

interesting to note that this model predicts a third type of morality, corre

sponding to the other vertical relationship, namely parental (from parent to

child), in which the individual is actually in the position of the authority mak

ing the rules.

Thus, relating this model to Kohlberg's stages, the pre-conventional

level stages 1 and 2 clearly correspond to the young child first relating
verti

cally to parents (stage 1) and then horizontally to siblings and peers (stage 2).

The conventional level stages 3 and 4 correspond to the older child, adoles

cent, and finally single adult, in vertical relationship to family and local com

munity and horizontal relationship to the larger group of society.
At this point

the correspondence becomes less clear, suggesting, as empirical data and

other theorists have implied, thatKohlberg's model fails to describe accurately

development above the conventional level.

In the family model the next stage is that of marriage, which is a new

type ofhorizontal relationship involving sexual activity along with intentions

of permanence, exclusivity, and creation of a
family.43

Following marriage is

the stage of parenthood with the new vertical relationship with children for
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whom the parents are responsible to give love, care for, and ensure well-

being. Since the family model extends to relationships within society as a

whole, this final stage includes circumstances
such as promotion at work,

which puts the individual in a position of authority, responsible for other

employees, i.e., in a vertical relationship. While the attributes Kohlberg sug

gests for the post-conventional level, namely the understanding of principles

underlying the structure of society or humanity as awhole, need
not be reject

ed, the family model suggests that other elements as suggested by Gilligan,

such as assuming responsibility for
others'

welfare and understanding the

interconnection between self and other, should also be included as components

ofmoral reasoning on the post-conventional
level. As RobertKegan has stat

ed, partnering, parenting, and working demand "of adults a qualitative trans

formation of mind every bit as fundamental as the transformation of the

school-age child from magical thinking to concrete thinking or the transfor

mation from concrete to abstract thinking required of the
adolescent."44

Thus, we can conclude that the Unification Thought family model of

moral development provides a model of development involving true stages,

distinct from cognitive stages of development, and that the defining charac

teristics and driving force in this model are the relationships experienced

within the family. Moreover, the Unification Thought model gives addition

al insights into the still poorly-understood area of post-conventional moral rea

soning.

b. Gender Differences in Moral Development

The family model clearly predicts gender differences in moral development.

The distinction between yang and yin, or masculine and feminine, is one of

the basic characteristics of the Unification Thought understanding of human

nature. However, this should not be misunderstood as implying thatmen have

only yang (masculine) characteristics and women only yin (feminine) char

acteristics. Rather, men and women both have yang and yin aspects of intel

lect, emotion and will, but they are expressed
differently.45

Thus although

Unification Thought emphasizes the different roles of father and mother,

brother and sister, son and daughter, it does not predict exclusive differences

in moral development.

c. Social Convention andMoral Development

Unification Thought affirms that the four relationships developed within the

family are universal, providing the basis for moral judgment that applies to

all human beings regardless of culture. However, due to the fact that the fam

ily does not exist in its ideal form at this time, a variety of moral standards

have developed that are particular to different cultures. Until the ideal of the

family is restored throughout the world, these varied standards are used with-
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in the cultures to determine moral behavior, and often cause confusion and

conflict in situations where different cultures meet. Unification Thought pro

poses that in the future universal standards that apply to all humankind, based

on the family model, will be the basis for true moral judgments.

d. The Role of the Family
The model of development based on the family proposed by Unification

Thought obviously ascribes a primary role to the family. Relationships learned

within the family are the basis of each person's experience of relationships

with all others, and thus the basis for moral judgments. Piaget observed that

children initially develop heteronomous morality in the context of parental

authority. However, he neglected to observe that these same children, after

developing autonomous morality in the context of peer influence, later

become parents themselves, and as such become the bearers of authority. We

suspect that had he studied adult moral reasoning in detail, this stage, and its

dependence on initial experience as a child under parental authority, would

no doubt have become apparent to him.

The Unification Thought model clearly differs from theories such as

Kohlberg's that regard cognitive development as the basis for the development

of moral reasoning. In this view, moral development is not a question of

developing reason or following laws, but rather depends on development of

heart the ability to love and care for others in various kinds of relationships

that are primarily experienced within the family. Thus, the highest level of

moral reasoning is neither autonomous nor heteronomous respect for law, i.e.

is not obedience to laws whether determined by some authority or agreed

upon by peers, but consists of making judgments based on love and concern

for all people whatever their age and position in relation to oneself. This

model also states that development of such ability depends primarily on expe

riencing the four types of love in relationships
experienced within the fami

ly, i.e. as child to parents, as brother and sister, as husband and wife, and as

parent to one's own children.

Those who view moral judgments as belonging to the social rather than

cognitive realm of development also regard social experiences, in the form

of reciprocal interactions with parents and peers, as the basis for the con

struction of moral and social
knowledge.46

The Unification Thought family

model goes beyond this position in ascribing a central role to all family rela

tionships, i.e. as child, sibling, spouse and parent, in the development
ofmoral

knowledge and the ability to make moral judgments. And, as
noted above, this

model regards moral judgment as based on the type of relationship involved

rather than on an intellectual process involving cognitive or social structures

or knowledge. Thus, this position holds much in common with a social
domain

analysis, while also suggesting a somewhat
different perspective.
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4. Implicationsfor Future Research

The effort in this article to expand the theoretical framework used to under

stand moral development by including the family as the model of develop

ment has both theoretical and empirical implications. On the theoretical side,

the family model allows an understanding of stages of
moral development that

are distinct from those in cognitive development, and yet satisfy the criteria

of true stages. The family model supports the differentiation between het

eronomous and autonomous morality, observed by Piaget, to be explained as

different types of relationship within a single structure, the family, rather than

appearing as separate moralities.

The family model also explains a transitional stage of development in

adolescence. Adolescence is the time when family relationships change dra

matically: the former child moves from the position in which being a child

receiving love from parents who are in a vertical relationship is primary,

through the increasing importance ofhorizontal relationships with siblings and

peers, to the possibilities of new horizontal (conjugal) and vertical (to his/her

own children) relationships. Such an increase in the types of relationships

experienced and restructuring of their priorities would be expected to be

accompanied by a profound restructuring of moral judgments. The develop

ment of a complete understanding of the restructured moral reasoning required

of adults is still awaited. We have presented reasons why the family model

may be valuable in this enterprise.

The family model also explains gender differences, since the roles of

father and mother, husband and wife, son and daughter are different within

the family structure. Thus, a formulation such as Gilligan's, in which the

ethics of care and justice predominates in females, is congruent with this

model. However, the family model in Unification Thought is clear in its affir

mation of the equality of value of each position within the family.

Finally, as pointed out above, it is natural that a theoretical model which

makes the family the framework supportingmoral development allows expla

nation of the various empirical findings of the impact of family interaction and

parenting on moral development. Beyond this, however, the theory ascribes

to the family the fundamental role of driving force rather than simply a mod

ifying factor in a course of development that depends on the development of

cognitive structures and/or social knowledge.

On the empirical side, it is obvious that ifwe develop our moral and eth

ical values from family relationships, then the nature of those family rela

tionships will have significant impact on the quality of those values. This

model predicts that as each individual experiences different relationships

within the family, as child, sibling, spouse and parent, they enter a new realm

of moral obligations. An analysis of the stages of individuals in terms of
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moral reasoning should reveal a correspondence with their family experi

ences. Thus, for example, changes are predicted following marriage, or the

onset of sexual activity, and parenthood.

This model also predicts serious consequences of failure to fully expe

rience the various types of family relationships. Thus, given the numerous

members of our current society raised in families with a single parent, mul

tiple parents, teenage parents, etc., that do not resemble the family unit with

four types of relationship or do not provide experience of successfully devel

oped relationships of all four types, we can predict that these individuals

would not exhibit the same level of moral judgments as those who experience

successfully developed family relationships. Lest misunderstanding occur,

let it be noted that these four types of relationship are not experienced exclu

sively in relationship to one's biological parents, siblings and children exclu

sively. Thus, the family model does not in any way devalue relationships with

adopted parents or long-term caregivers as providers of parental love.

One particular point that the family model raises as significant in moral

development is the beginning of sexual relationships. Unification Thought

stresses that this relationship should be reserved for the conjugal relationship

between husband and wife, and therefore represents the entrance into the

third type of relationship. Thus, we should expect that individuals who have

experienced sexual relationships show different moral judgments from those

who have not. This has serious implications for our current societal situation

in which there are numerous teenage pregnancies, leading to "children hav

ing
children."

Ten years ago, Allan Bloom mourned the loss of "spiritual vir

ginity"

among students who entered college having lost their physical

virginity, leading them to be
"flat-souled"

and devoid of interest in the mys

teries of
life.47

The family model of moral development suggests that loss of

virginity has consequences not only for their
motivation to develop as indi

viduals, but also affects their moral judgments in relation to others.

Finally, this model predicts a stage of moral development correspond

ing to parenthood, in which the individual is in the position of authority mak

ing the rules (justice) and responsible to give love (care) to children. Again,

this leads to the prediction of different moral judgments between individuals

who have experienced parenthood and those who have not.

5. Conclusion

As researchers such as Reimer, Speicher and Shweder have noted, the study

of moral development may benefit not so much by replacing the cognitive

developmental constructivist account pioneered by Piaget and Kohlberg, as

by expanding the theoretical framework to include various approaches,
includ

ing the role of family relationships. This article has gone
beyond that sug-
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gestion. Not only does it suggest that experience of all major family rela

tionships, i.e. as child, sibling, spouse and parent, are
factors in moral devel

opment, it proposes that participation in relationships
within the family is the

driving force in moral development. The results are promising. The model

provides substantial explanatory power in the
interpretation of data gathered

in the numerous studies summarized above, and also suggests a number of

questions that should be addressed in the future.

Notes

1 . Piaget's published works are extensive both in number and in the topics covered.

The main features ofhis work regarding cognitive development are to be found in

Jean Piaget and Barbel Inhelder, The Psychology of the Child (New York: Basic

Books, 1 969). For a comprehensive review ofhis work, see Howard E. Gruber and

J. Jacques Voneche, eds., The Essential Piaget (Northvale, NJ: Jason Aronson,

1995).

2. Jean Piaget, The Moral Judgment ofthe Child (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul,

1932; Glencoe, IL: The Free Press, 1948).

3. John M. Broughton and D. John Freeman-Moir, eds., The Cognitive Developmental

Psychology ofJamesMark Baldwin (Norwood, NJ: Ablex, 1 982).

4. Lawrence Kohlberg, The Philosophy ofMoral Development (San Francisco:

Harper and Row, 1981); The Psychology ofMoral Development (San Francisco:

Harper and Row, 1984).

5. Carol Gilligan, In a Different Voice (Cambridge: HarvardUniversity Press, 1 982).

6. L. Nucci and E. Weber, "The Domain Approach to Values Education: From Theory

to
Practice,"

in W. Kurtines and J. Gewirtz, eds.,HandbookofMoralBehavior and

Development; Volume 3: Applications (Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum

Associates, 1991).

7. Elliot Turiel, The Development ofSocial Knowledge: Morality and Convention

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983).

8. Unification Thought, the philosophical expression of Reverend Sun Myung

Moon's teachings, has been presented in several texts under the name of the

Unification Thought Institute, directed by Dr. Sang Hun Lee. The most recent

expression is Essentials of Unification Thought (Tokyo: Unification Thought

Institute, 1992).

9. Jennifer Tanabe, "The Epistemological Basis for the Development of
Knowledge,"

paper presented at the Twenty-third Annual Symposium of the Jean Piaget Society,

Philadelphia, PA, June, 1993.

10. Gruber and Voneche, The Essential Piaget, p. xxv.

11. Jean-Claude Bringuier, Conversations with Jean Piaget (Chicago: University of

Chicago Press, 1980), p. 24.

12. Piaget and Inhelder, The Psychology ofthe Child, p. 152.



Tanabe: Stages of Moral Development 125

13. Ibid, p. 153.

1 4. Gruber and Voneche, The Essential Piaget, pp. 8 1 5- 1 6.

15. Ibid., pp. 814-15.

16. See, for example, Thomas Lickona, Educatingfor Character: How Our Schools

Can Teach Respect and Responsibility (New York: Bantam Books, 1991).

1 7. A clear overview of theories ofmoral development in relation to moral education

has been prepared by Mary Elizabeth Murray, and is available on the Moral

Development and Education Home Page (http://www.uic.edu/~Inucci/MoraIEd/).

18. Piaget, The Moral Judgment ofthe Child, p. 197.

19. Ibid., p. 315.

20. Ibid., p. 284.

2 1 . Lawrence Kohlberg, "Moral
Development,"

in Broughton and Freeman-Moir, eds.,
The Cognitive Developmental Psychology ofJames Mark Baldwin, pp. 277-325.

22. Kohlberg, The Philosophy ofMoral Development; Kohlberg, The Psychology of
Moral Development.

23. See Jennifer Tanabe, "Developmental Psychology: The Need for a New

Epistemological
Foundation,"

in The Establishment of a New Culture and

Unification Thought (Tokyo: Unification Thought Institute, 1991), for further dis

cussion of the limitations of the cognitive developmental approach in this context.

24. Gilligan, In a Different Voice.

25. Elliot Turiel, Melanie Killen and Charles C. Helwig, "Morality: Its Structure,

Function, and
Vagaries,"

in Jerome Kagan and Sharon Lamb, eds., The Emergence

ofMorality in Young Children (Chicago: The University ofChicago Press, 1987).

26. Nucci and Weber, "The Domain Approach to Values
Education."

27. Richard A. Shweder, Nancy C. Much, Manamohan Mahapatra and Lawrence Park,

"The Big Three ofMorality (Autonomy, Community, Divinity) and the Big Three

Explanations of
Suffering,"

in Paul Rozin and Allan Brandt, eds., Morality and

Health (London: Routledge, in press).

28. Richard Al Shweder, Manamohan Mahapatra and Joan G. Miller, "Culture and

Moral
Development,"

in Kagan and Lamb, eds., The Emergence ofMorality in

Young Children, pp. 43-45.

29. Shweder, Mahapatra and Miller, "Culture and Moral
Development,"

p. 72.

30. Joseph Reimer, "The Case of the Missing Family: Kohlberg and the Study of

Adolescent Moral
Development,"

in Andrew Garrod, ed., Approaches to Moral

Development: NewResearch andEmerging Themes (New York: Teachers College

Press, 1993), pp. 93-94.

31. Ibid., pp. 96-99.

32. Betsy Speicher, "Family Patterns of Moral Judgment During Adolescence and

Early
Adulthood,"

Developmental Psychology 30/5 (1994), pp. 624-32.

33. Judith G. Smetana, "Parenting and the Development of Social Knowledge

Reconceptualized: A Social Domain
Analysis,"

in J. E. Grusec and L. Kuczynski,

eds., Handbook ofParenting and the Transmission of Values (New York: Wiley,

in press).



126 Journal of Unification Studies

34. Shweder, Mahapatra, and Miller, "Culture and Moral
Development,"

pp. 78-79.

35. Essentials ofUnification Thought, p. 94.

36. Essentials ofUnification Thought, pp. 111-12.

37. Unification Thought defines heart as "the emotional impulse to seek joy through

love; it is the source of love and the core of God's
character."

Essentials of

Unification Thought, p. 99.

38. Essentials ofUnification Thought, p. 204.

39. Jennifer Tanabe, ed., Unification Thought SupplementaryMaterials (Barrytown,

NY: Unification Theological Seminary, 1990, 1992), p. 32.

40. This model should not be confused with traditional socialization theories that

assume a unidirectional influence of parents on children. See, for example,

Smetana's chapter, "Parenting and the Development of Social Knowledge

Reconceptualized: A Social Domain
Analysis,"

for a fuller discussion of the rec

iprocal relations between parents and children in moral development.

41. Essentials ofUnification Thought, pp. 247-50.

42. For a more complete description of growth through the "Four Great Realms of

Heart"

and the consequences of entering a higher realm too early, see Joong Hyun

Pak and AndrewWilson, True Family Values (New York: HSA-UWC, 1996), pp.

72-98.

43. Robert Kegan offers this distinction between premarital and marital relationships

in the context of demands placed on individuals by their various relationships at

different times in their lives. See Robert Kegan, In Over Our Heads: The Mental

Demands ofModern Life (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1994), pp. 61-63.

44. Robert Kegan, In Over Our Heads, p. 1 1 .

45. See Jennifer Tanabe, Contemplating Unification Thought (Barrytown, NY:

Unification Theological Seminary, 1993), pp. 16-19.

46. Judith G. Smetana, "Parenting and the Development of Social Knowledge

Reconceptualized: A Social Domain
Analysis."

47. Allan Bloom, The Closing oftheAmericanMind (New York: Simon and Schuster,

1987), p. 134.



BOOK REVIEWS

Sacred Violence: Paul's Hermeneutic of the Cross.

By Robert Hamerton-Kelly. Fortress Press, 1992.

Not since the days ofBultmann's challenge to
"demythologize"

has there been

anything like the commotion over Rene Girard's attempt to reformulate New

Testament theology. RobertHamerton-Kelly 's book Sacred Violence is the best

exposition of the Girardian approach applied to the theology of
Paul.1 Hamerton-

Kelly sees Paul's theology of the cross as a revelation of "sacred violence"; that

is, by viewing the death of Christ, Paul's eyes are opened and the crucifixion

reveals to him that all religion is based on violence along with the dissipation

of violence by rituals of sacrifice. Paul's rejection of the Law ofMoses is not

based on a criticism of "works of the
Law"

per se, but is a rejection of all orga

nized religion because of its implication in murder and scapegoating.

Violence had been an essential part of Paul's life as a zealous persecu

tor ofChristians. When he awakened to see sacred murder from the point of

view of the victim, he then renounced his ancestral religion and joined the

community of victims who held that the Cross of Christ is a decoding of the

system of religion. To be baptized is to be co-crucified with Christ and means

a renunciation of all bogus sacrificial language, including doctrines such as:

Christ's death is a sacrifice for the sins of the world and "dulce et decorum

est pro patria mori.
" 2

For Girardians,
Jesus'

death was the murder of an innocent young man

in order to promote public safety. The high priest, Caiaphas, says as much,

"It is expedient for you that one person die and not the whole people
perish."

(John 11:50) Jesus himself knew about Girardianism when he said:

Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites, for you build monuments

of the prophets and decorate the tombs of the righteous, while you say, "If

we had been there in the days of our forefathers, we would not have been

like them, partakers of the blood of the
prophets."

In this you testify against

yourselves, because you are the sons of them that killed the prophets. So

fill up with the measure of your fathers. (Matt 23:29-32)
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This passage perfectly illustrates the "double
transference"

ofGirardian the

ory: first the victims carry in themselves the violence of
the social system, and

then they are sanctified as holy because of the consequences, peace and safe

ty, which comewith their
demise.3

In the case of Jesus both images of the dou

ble transference are plain: he bears the sins and brutality of the whole world

(1 John 2:2) and in so doing becomes deified as the divine agent who was

"sent from
God"

(John 3:16). This traditional kerygma is also reflected in

Paul's writings: "Christ died for our
sins"

(1 Cor 15:3) and "God sent his
Son..."

(Gal 4:4).

The Girardians, however, argue that the Cross of Christ is an anti-

sacrifice because the victim is sent here, not driven out into the wilderness,

and in dying the victim unveils violence at the heart of the social order. Typical

of the Girardian standpoint is Hamerton-Kelly 's exegesis ofGal 3: 1 3, "Christ

bought us off from the curse of the Law by becoming accursed for your sake,

as it is written: 'Cursed is everyone who hangs upon a
tree.'"

He interprets

the passage to say that Christ enters on our behalf the human (not divine)
realm of vengeance:

The mendacity of the double transference which identifies human violence

as divine becomes inescapably evident when the
"divine"

vengeance falls

on Jesus, because it punished the one person who had truly fulfilled God's

will of mutual
love.4

Christ is not seen as a type of Torah sacrifice, but as an example of scape
-

goating. The proper starting place to understand Pauline theology, then, is that

"Christ is the end of
Law"

(Rom 10:4) and the beginning of a new commu

nity of righteousness. Paul's teaching of the second Adam is also a rejection

of systemic greed and vengeance "mimetic
rivalry,"

to use the Girardian

term and an opening to a life of "abundance of grace and
righteousness"

(Rom5:17).5

The Cross ofChrist, in this new theology, stands for a deconstruction of

all religious myth and ritual, at least that of theWestern
world.6

It is the neg

ative moment which Paul applies to tradition to open the road to freedom in

a society where people have acquired understanding of their origins. Kelly
quotes Othello in the last act of the play of that name: "Thou makest me call

what I intend to do, a
'murder,'

which I thought a
'sacrifice.'"

Othello would

kill Desdemona over a question of chastity. He thinks the murderwill act like

a sacrifice and reinforce the divine moral order, but in the play the myth of

sacrifice is unveiled before all of us.
"Sacrifice"

is shown for what it is, a

euphemism formurder, because people who sacrifice for the cause only know

one way to behave: obedience. This, of course, revives social order, even if

war, murder and poverty are the consequences of sacrifice.

Can the sacrificial language of the New Testament and the theology of
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the Cross, so prominent in Paul, be decoded and re-understood as a negation

of all violence in religious myth and ritual? The Girardian interpretation of

Job is that here is a man who said no to scapegoating. His friends gather

around and tell him, "Curse God and
die."

But Job refuses to die and contin

ues to proclaim his innocence.

In line with Girard's challenge, I asked my Pauline Seminar, "Did Christ

come to die on the
Cross?"

What of Gandhi and Martin Luther King? Were

they willing martyrs or did they pay good money for guards? My seminary

students were divided on the topic of vicarious suffering and atonement. Most

respect theology's traditional answer that it was in the will ofGod that Christ

should suffer and redeem some favored individuals. This answer, however, is

being repudiated today by prominent theologians, both Catholic and

Protestant.

William Thompson, a highly respected Jesuit scholar in Chicago, in his

recent work, The Strugglefor Theology's Soul, argues that the doctrine of sub

stitutionary redemption favored by Luther is not "necessary for the Christian

faith, since it is neither strictly biblical nor
credal."7

Bradley McLean, a

Protestant at the University of Toronto, claims that there is not one instance

in Paul's writings of the doctrine of Christ's death modeled on Jewish ideas

of
sacrifice.8

McLean concludes that Paul did not view Christ's death in terms

drawn from Judaism but rather was influenced by Near Eastern ideas of scape

goating. For this model he coins the word
"scapeman."9

The evidence from Paul, however, is not unanimous. He writes, "Our

Passover is sacrificed for us, that is,
Christ."

(1 Cor 5:7) Also, he understands

Christ's death to be necessary, "according to the
scriptures"

in 1 Cor 15:3, and

in accord with obedience to the divine will: "he humbled himself, becoming
obedient unto death, the death of the

Cross."

(Phil 2:8) However, apart from

1 Cor 5:7 noted above, the Greek word for
"sacrifice,"

qusia, with reference

to Christ occurs in Paul's letters only at Ephesians 5:2, a disputed
letter.10

But careful consideration of the matter seems to show the Pauline doc

trine of atonement to be a perfect example of a new religion inventing its own

myth and ritual out of typical staples of violence. Baptism is "dying with

Christ"; "are you ignorant that all we who were baptized unto Christ Jesus

were baptized unto his
death?"

(Rom 6:3) The Holy Communion ritual com

mends the sacred violence visited upon the obedient servant of Isaiah
53,"

"On

the night in which he was betrayed. . . he took the cup saying, 'This cup is the

new covenant in my
blood.'"

(1 Cor 1 1 :23-25) Certainly traditional Catholic

doctrine, with its promotion of the mass as a daily sacrifice offered up to

God, carries the marks of sacred violence. It should be noted, however, that

Paul's interpretation ofHoly Communion is primarily commemorative: "This

do in remembrance of
me,"

and then eschatological, "for as often as you eat

this bread and drink this cup, you proclaim the Lord's death, til he come
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again."

(1 Cor 1 1:25-26) The idea of this ritual as death-dealing is present in

1 Cor 1 0: 1 6-22, "Do we provoke the Lord to
jealousy?"

and 1 Cor 1 1 :30, "for

this reason many among you are sick, and not a few have
died."

It has been noted by many that Paul after his conversion seems not to

have renounced much of his feelings toward sacred
violence.12

He seems to

have looked forwardwith satisfaction to the wrath ofGod coming down upon

Judea.

You, brethren, became imitators of the churches ofGod which are in Judea

in Christ Jesus, for you also suffered the same things of your own coun

trymen that they suffered of the Jews, who both killed the Lord Jesus and

the prophets. And drove us out, and are contrary to all men. . . but the wrath

of God is come upon them to the uttermost. (1 Thess 2: 14-16)

Hamerton-Kelly admits that Paul did not carry through with his project

of decoding sacred violence. Unable to suppose that "God could cast off his
people"

(Rom 11:1), Paul answers by inventing the myth that Israel has become

an instrument ofGod to provoke the Gentiles to jealousy: "I say then, 'Did they

(Israel) stumble so they should
fall?'

God forbid! But by this fall, salvation

came to the Gentiles to provoke them (Israel) to
jealousy."

(Rom 11:11) What

does this do but turn Israel into a scapegoat for the convenience of the new reli

gion? Unable to see Israel as one of many exponents of sacred violence,

because of "nostalgia,"13 Paul finds their destiny to be victims of divine elec

tion. They are to become like Esau and Pharaoh: "Jacob I loved, but Esau I

hated (Mai 1:2). ... for the scripture says to Pharaoh, 'for this very purpose I

raised you up, that I might show in thee my power. . (Rom 9: 13, 17)
Can Unification theology adapt itself to Girardianism? A revised

Girardianism might be the better product. To see Christianity itself as a vehi
cle of violence with Jesus as both martyr and deified victim is absolutely con

sistent Girardianism, with none of the excuses for Paul's nostalgia or the

anti-Semitism of the New Testament writers. Instead of arguing for rehabili

tation of the Pauline theology and that of the Johannine school, in which

Jesus'

sacrifice at Passover is a blessed event, Unificationism should be true

to its origins as devotees of the historical Jesus, the unwilling martyr who

asked for swords and a guard to keep him safe in the garden ofGethsemane.

Richard L. Arthur, Unification Theological Seminary

Notes

1 . See also Dialog 32 (Fall 1 993); the whole issue is a review and critique ofGirard

with a reply by himself.

2. Horace: "Sweet and proper it is to die for one's country"; quoted in Hamerton-

Kelly, Sacred Violence, p. 84.
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3. See "double
transference"

in Hamerton-Kelly, pp. 24-29.

4. Hamerton-Kelly, p. 79.

5. Reading with Vaticanus and the Sahidic, omitting "the gift of before "righteous
ness."

6. Eastern religions seem to be immune to the Girardian critique.

7. W. Thompson, The Strugglefor Theology's Soul (Crossroad, 1995), reviewed by
Gerard Sloyan in Horizons 23 (Fall 1996), p. 314.

8. B. McLean, "The Absence of an Atoning Sacrifice in Paul's
Soteriology,"

New

TestamentStudies 38(1992), pp. 531-53. McLean means sacrifice according to Old

Testament ideas and practices.

9. Ibid., p. 553.

10. Paul uses
"sacrifice"

as a metaphor for Christian living in Rom 12;1, Phil 2:17 and

4: 1 8. Paul also uses the Greek words for
"redeem,"

agorazw and exagorazw, which

can denote a price to buy back a slave, in 1 Cor 6:20 and 7:23, "you were bought

with a
price,"

and in Gal 3:13 and 4:5, where the context is redemption (freedom)

from the law, possibly understood as a commercial transaction.

11. The suffering and obedient servant of Isaiah 53 is not mentioned in Paul's letters.

12. See Krister Stendahl, "On Sacred Violence: How to Unmask It and How Not
to,"

Dialog 32 (Fall 1993), pp. 261-64.

13. Hamerton-Kelly's word for Paul's failure to proceed with deconstruction, p. 138.

The Rise ofChristianity: A Sociologist Reconsiders History.

By Rodney Stark. Princeton University Press, 1996.

How often, in refuting the cult animus attached to the Unification Church,

have we argued, "Look, early Christianity was a
cult."

It is a seemingly obvi

ous statement, yet few church historians have taken it seriously. It has been

commonplace to regard the growth of new religions as a social phenomenon

explainable by theories of deviance, e.g. as appealing to people disaffected

from society and deprived of satisfying social goods. Theologians and not a

few church historians, on the other hand, typically view the rise ofChristianity

as a triumph of faith, as exemplified in the legendary conversion of the emper

or Constantine; thus St. Augustine opined, "Christianity must have repro

duced itself by means of
miracles."

If the statement, "Early Christianity was

a
cult,"

means anything, then the abundant findings from sociological stud

ies of the conversion to and the growth of new religious movements should

be ofmore than passing interest to historians of early
Christianity.

With The Rise ofChristianity, such an analysis of early Christianity is

at hand for the first time. Sociologist Rodney Stark, who pioneered the study
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of new religions back in the early 1960s when, together with John Lofland,

they studied Young Oon Kim's early
mission to America, turns his sociolog

ical insights to the subject of early church history. The
result is a book full of

powerful insights that is well worth
readingand pondering for ourselves.

A number of findings learned from studying new religions are helpful in

elucidating issues in church history. For example, what was the population of

Christians in the days of Paul's ministry? Paul addresses churches in many

cities of the Greco-Roman world; in Romans 16 he salutes no less than 28 fel

low-workers and many house churches. Do these
abundant greetings indicate

a flourishing Church ofmany thousands? Stark compares letters
whichDr. Kim

(then known as "Miss Kim") wrote to her pioneermissionaries in the 1960s, in

which she also includes profuse greetings, typically, "To sister Ella, to brother

Howard, to Dorothy visiting from Dallas, and to all who now partake of the

Unification Church in San Jose, greetings in Father's
name."

(p. 218) Yet in all

America at that time there were fewer than 200 church members. Stark con

cludes that there may well have been fewer than 2,000 Christians when Paul

wrote his letters.

A comparison with new religions also indicates why Christianity was

never attacked by the Romans as a political threat, even though Jesus was cru

cified ostensibly for his political claims as "king of the
Jews."

The Jews in

Palestine were subjected to brutal conquest and deportations for two abortive

uprisings against the state, yet the persecutions against Christianity were

never so brutal, and far more haphazard. Why? Based on a wide range of

empirical data, Stark notes, "Cult movements overrecruit persons of more

privileged
backgrounds."

(p. 46) Like modern cult movements, Christianity
was never a proletarian movement. According to Stark, "had Christianity

actually been a proletarian movement, it strikes me that the state would have

responded to it as a political threat, rather than simply as an illicit
religion."

Instead, Christians included members who were well-connected, who could

use their influence to secure favorable treatment. Unificationists do the same.

A look at another example allows us to glimpse the theoretical core of

Stark's perspective. He asks,What positive value does persecution and social

stigma have in promoting church growth?Why, in the words ofTertullian, is

"the blood of the martyrs the seed of the church"? Eschewing supernatural

explanations, Stark discusses these issues informed by the socio-economic

theory of cost-benefit analysis. Joining a religion is a "rational
choice"

(p.

169), he says, in which consumers weigh the costs against the benefits of affil

iation. What are the rewards and benefits of joining a new religion, even one

that is severely persecuted? Among the benefits of religion, some are world

ly, e.g. social status and power. Others are scarce, e.g. health, good fortune

and long life, and may be available to some outside the church. A third type

of benefit is absolutely unavailable to anyone in this life: the promise of
heav-
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en, eternal life, the resurrection. While affiliation with an established church

might bring worldly rewards, it is the new religions which have the most

compelling promise of supernatural benefits. Nevertheless, even the most

spiritual of benefits must be established through social interactions in this

world. A successful new religion must bear witness, by its collective com

mitment and sacrifice, to rewards that are sure and worth the cost.

I should point out that Stark's theoretical framework of cost-benefit

analysis is hardly universally accepted. Is it true that religious affiliation can

be explained by the economic model of rational choice in the religious mar

ketplace? Is self-interest, even for spiritual rewards, sufficient to explain the

motivation of religious commitment? Such criticism of Stark's theoretical

foundations has been joined by many sociologists of
religion.1

Nevertheless,
even for those who regard his paradigm as metaphor rather than as causal

explanation, Stark's analysis is revealing and insightful.

From a sociological perspective, martyrdom helps deal with three prob

lems faced by any new and struggling religion: (1) the credibility of the faith,

(2) the discouragement that providential timetables are delayed, and (3) the

problem of "free
riders."

As regards credibility: in a society with a plethora

of choices, people must have confidence in the great value and benefit that

their religion confers, or they will shop elsewhere. The martyrs, by testifying
to the ultimate preciousness of the Christian faith, often suffering tortures

and death in public spectacles for all to see, confer great credibility to the reli

gion.

Furthermore,martyrdom, especially the deaths of James, Paul and Peter in

the 60s, eased the discouragement of the first generation of Christians who had

expected the imminent return of Christ in the glory of the Kingdom (e.g. Mark

13:30, "Truly, I say to you, this generationwill not pass away before these things

take place"). They would also be disheartened by the small size of the Church,

as the number of Christians in the decade of the 60s could not have numbered

more than a few thousand. Yet Peter was resolved to die even when he had

opportunities to flee, and Paul refusedmany chances to recant and save himself.

The witness of their deaths eased the crisis of the first generation, demonstrat

ing the abiding worth of faith in Christ. We may compare the heartening effect

ofReverendMoon'sDanbury imprisonment on a discouraged American church.

Third, the "free
rider"

problem arises in every organization when people

join to gain the benefits ofmembership without contributing their share to the

collective effort. Free riders are a plague upon churches, and for new religions

they are particularly baneful. Demanding constant attention, they undermine

the movement's resolve to achieve its higher goals. Their weak commitment

undermines the discipline and faith of everyone else. As long as a group is per

secuted, however, free riders will be reluctant to join. "Sacrifice [e.g., martyr

dom] and stigma [being branded as deviant by society] mitigate the free-rider
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problem faced by religious
groups,"

says Stark, (p. 177)Under such conditions,
those who join necessarily sacrifice more and participate more zealously in

church activities. At the same time, the collective religious experience becomes

emotionally richer andmore fulfilling. As Stark summarizes, "Membership in

an expensive religion is, for many people, a good bargain. Conventional cost-

benefit analysis alone suffices the continued attraction of religions that impose

sacrifices and stigmas upon their
members."

(p. 178)
An issue in the rise ofChristianity and of new religions is the role of

the theology. A religion's teaching is proven in its practice. Christian teaching
proved its worth when the Roman empire was gripped by plagues: two epi

demics, around the years 165 and 260, each striking with such virulence as to

wipe out a quarter to a third of the population. In the midst of pervasive fear

and death, while pagans fled for their lives leaving stricken family members

to fend for themselves, Christians volunteered to nurse the sick. In showing
Christian charity, some of them lost their lives to the contagion. According to

Bishop Dionysius of Alexandria:

Heedless of danger, they took charge of the sick, attending to their every

need and ministering to them in Christ, and with them departed this life

serenely happy; for they were infected by others with the disease, drawing
on themselves the sickness of their neighbors and cheerfully accepting

their pains. Many, in nursing and curing others, transferred their death to

themselves and died in their stead. . . (p. 82)

Their charity and dedication, so opposite the survival instinct of the general

public, was the direct result ofChristian teachings, "For I was hungry and you
gave me food, I was thirsty and you gave me drink. . . I was sick and you vis

ited
me."

(Matt 25:35-36) In addition to commending the Christian faith,
their charity actually saved many lives and gained converts.

Unificationists may take many lessons from Stark's presentation of the

growth of the early Christian church. In the midst of a diverse and pluralistic

America, much like ancient Rome with its abundance of religions and cults,
how can the Unification movement distinguish itself and prosper in a com

petitive religious marketplace? Does our commitment, sacrifice and charity

testify to the fact that in the True Parents we have access to a spiritual bene
fit farmore valuable than that offered elsewhere? Does our lifestyle commend

True Parents to others, as the early Christians by their charity and morality
commended Christ to the people of the Roman Empire?

Just as importantly, we may reflect upon some of the ways in which the

Unification movementmay differ from the early Christian church. Stark echoes

many historians in arguing that Christian universalism made Christianity far

more attractive than Judaism with its ethnic requirements of the Mosaic Law.

What of the persistence ofKorean culture in the Unification movement: to what
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extent, if any, has that been an obstacle to its universal spread?

More significantly, the advent of the Blessings of 3.6 million and 36 mil

lion couples may signal that the Unification Church is moving away from the

paradigm of a high-demand religious movement (a
"cult"

in sociological terms)

towards something more like a low-demand "client
cult"

in which a few priests

service a large population without requiring much of them. The statement,

"Being aMoonie today is an act of
deviance"

(p. 17), hardly applies to the mil
lions of Blessed couples in the FFWPU. The rapid growth ofBlessed couples

far outstrips the growth rate of the early Christian church, and it seems that in

some countries the Unification movement may be on its way to achieving a

kind ofmajority status even though the population of full-time dedicatedmem

bers remains small. It is ironic that at the moment when a scholar has given us

such an insightful treatment ofChristianity based upon the model of a new reli

gion as a high-demand cult movement, the Unification movement, always for

sociologists the archtypical
"cult,"

is breaking out of that mold.

Should the Unification movement become a client cult? As with most

client cults, membership in the FFWPU is non-exclusive, as adherents can

retain their membership in other churches at the same time. If so, here is a cau

tion to us, for the sociology of client cults is not encouraging. The pagan cults

of Isis, Orpheus and Mithra client cults all had millions of followers, but

they crumbled in the face of a determined Christianity. Since affiliating with

a client cult is so easy, the price of the grace it offers is perceived as corre

spondingly slight. As Stark points out,

Exclusive firms [e.g., high-demand Christianity] are far stronger organi

zations, far better able to mobilize extensive resources and to provide high

ly credible religious compensators [perceived rewards] as well as

substantial worldly benefits, (p. 204)

He quotes historian E. R. Dodds:

A Christian congregation was from the first a community in a much fuller

sense than any corresponding group of Isiac orMithraist devotees. Its mem

bers were bound together not only by common rites but by a common way

of life.. . . Love of one's neighbor is not an exclusively Christian virtue, but

in this period Christians appear to have practiced it much more effective

ly than any other group. The Church provided the essentials of social secu

rity. . . But even more important, I suspect, than these material benefits was

the sense of belonging which the Christian community could give. (p. 207)

A strength of the Unification movement has been its strong sense of

intense, purposeful community. Unless the FFWPU can nurture in all Blessed

couples a similar commitment, community and collective action, creating a



136 Journal of Unification Studies

mass movement in the fullest sense, we may lose power even as we gain

membership. History teaches that no freely-dispensed blessing, no matter

how ultimately precious, can by itself substitute for a community built on

absolute faith, absolute love and absolute obedience.

Andrew Wilson, Unification Theological Seminary

Notes

1 . See the substantial review by Joseph Byrant in Sociology ofReligion 58/2 (Summer

1997), pp. 191-95.

God's Secret Formula: Deciphering the Riddle of

the Universe and the Prime Number Code.

By Peter Plichta. Rockport, MA: Flement Books, 1997.

I was introduced to Peter Plichta several years ago, while I was working with

Franz Fiege at the International Religious Foundation. Dr. Plichta had some

revolutionary new ideas about science, and especially about how numbers,

like 3 and 4, were at the center of reality. Franz introduced him to the Divine

Principle, and he was impressed particularly by the Four Position Foundation,
a concept which he saw remarkably compatible with his own theories.

Eventually, Dr. Plichta would have an audience with Reverend Moon, who

heartily encouraged him to continue his research.

Peter Plichta is a man with a mission: to bring God back into science.

His dreams and visions led him into an arduous search for the divine blueprint

behind the natural world. Unlike many other scientists, who are mainly inter

ested in describing what the world is and how it functions, Plichta began to

ask the question
"Why?"

In particular, he asked why there are repeated pat

terns that transcend the individual sciences. More often than not, these pat

terns had to do with numbers.

Why do so many things exist in threes? We find three dimensions of

space, three aspects of time (past, present and future), three components of
atoms (protons, neutrons and electrons), three states of matter (solid, liquid
and gas), three types of chemical bonds (ionic, covalent and metallic), three
forms of life (plants, animals and humans), three components ofDNA (sugar,
base and phosphate), three races ofman, etc. Why are there exactly 81 stable

elements? 81 =
34

and also has the curious property that its reciprocal is an

infinite sum composed of the whole numbers: 1/81 = 0.0123456789 (10)
(1 1). . . or 0.0 + 0.01 + 0.002 + 0.0003 + 0.00004 and on out to infinity. Of the
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81 elements, only 20 have a single isotope. Likewise, out of all the possible

amino acids, only 20 make up all proteins. Why, moreover is the speed of light

almost exactly 3 x
1010

cm/sec?

Plichta became convinced that beneath the surface of physical, chemi

cal and biological phenomena lay a deeper structure, composed of numbers.

He is not the first to have such an idea; that pedigree goes back to Pythagoras.

But he tries to give it a rigorous scientific foundation.

He is up against a heavy prejudice against numbers on the part of most

scientists. Scientists are used to thinking in terms of probabilities, of a disor

dered universe, of physical constants that seem arbitrary and that must be

determined accurately to many decimal points. Numbers, for most scientists,

are human inventions to allow us to measure things. They have no inherent

reality in and of themselves. And surely, there cannot be anything unique and

outstanding about the whole numbers, like 1, 2, 3 and 4?

Euler 's number e (= 2.7 1 8. .

.)
is the foundation of the natural logarithm,

the basis upon which all kinds of physical processes which involve events hap

pening at random occur, such as radioactivity, entropy, etc. The familiar
bell-

shaped curve describing the distribution of intelligence, height or other goods

in a population is described by a logarithmic function involving the number

e. Yet surprisingly, it had long ago been proved by the mathematicians

Hadamard and Poussin that the function x/log<? x describes the distribution of

the prime numbers. Mathematicians have long marveled over the elegance of

this, the Prime Number Theorem, but they took it to be simply a formula. They
pondered over it, but did not grasp its true significance. The prime numbers

do not occur at random; why is their distribution described mathematically by
a formulawhich ordinarily describes randomness? Plichta turned the issue on

its head and thus recognized the answer: the Prime Number Theorem shows

that the apparent randomness and fuzziness of nature is in fact grounded in

the underlying order of numbers.

Space, time and numbers: if the structure ofnumbers is the hidden dimen

sion of reality, then it must be the veritable sungsang aspect ofmatter and ener

gy. Numbers are the scaffold upon which lightwaves dance across the universe

and spread out according to the inverse-square law. Numbers
are the blueprint

that determines the shape of atoms and the structure of molecules. Why does

the chemist observe that all atoms form bonds to fill up their 8-electron shells?

Scientists describe these electrons as constituting 1 s-pair plus 3 p-pairs, but

they do not explain why it should be
so.1

Plichta hypothesizes that this struc

ture is determined by the scaffold ofnumbers which extends outward from any

point in concentric circles, with the four pairs of rays on which the prime num

bers are situated forming a cross. (His Prime Number Cross bears a surprising

resemblance to the Unification Church symbol.)

Along the way, Plichta comments about many surprising facts that seem
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to suggest that the world we live in is the product of design, not the result of

chance.While not directly commenting on what physicists call the Anthropic

Principle, he has much to say about the particular parameters of ourworld that

refute the common materialist notion that we are just a speck in the vastness

of space. The Earth, which God created as a special environment for humans,
is not some accidental planet. Ifwe seek, we can find signs of its uniqueness.

The Earth has a partner as it courses around the Sun; the Moon is its

object partner. Think of them dancing around the Sun every 365.25 days,

with the Moon revolving around the Earth every 27.32 days the length of

the sidereal month. Is there any connection between these dual circular

motions? The reciprocals of their orbits correspond:

1/27.32 = 0.0366 1/366 = 0.002732

The length of the lunar month exactly corresponds to a solar leap-year! It also

happens that the radius of theMoon measures 0.272 Earth radii, and the ratio

between the mass of the Moon and the mass of the Earth is 1:81 (remember,

81 = 34). Even from ancient times, astronomers wondered that in a solar

eclipse, the Moon's disk is exactly the right size to cover the Sun. The rela

tionship between these three heavenly bodies could not be set up more pre

cisely. What's more, the number 0.2732 can be calculated by pure geometry.

Inscribe a circle within a square; it is the ratio between the area of the remain

der of the square after the circle has been cut out and the area of the circle.

For a circle of diameter 2 inches inside a square whose side is 2 inches long,
the ratio is (4-tc)/ti = 0.2732.

Science is uncomfortable with such correlations, for they give the lie to

the conventional view that the universe arose by the workings of chance. It

is easier to bury them from the public eye or dismiss them as mere coinci

dences. Is it a coincidence that a human fetus spends exactly 273 days 10

sidereal months inside the womb? Maybe this is a clear example of the law

of growth to completion through 10 stages. Is it a coincidence that absolute

zero, the lowest theoretical temperature possible when all motion stops, is

C? This number depends upon the Celsius temperature scale, which

is based upon the freezing and boiling points ofwater. TheMoon, the womb,
water we might expect based on the Principle that these three manifestations

ofGod's femininity should have correlative qualities. Nature shows them to

be joined with precision, in the manner of the pieces of a structure designed

from a single blueprint formulated by the Creator.
Plichta is certainly pioneering the edge of scientific thought. Although

onemight say he is 20 years ahead of his time, he is working with mainstream

mathematicians and chemists with the goal to one day win acceptance for his
theories. How advanced is he? His ideas are far beyond the understanding of
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quantum mechanics, for example, which Plichta believes to be a house of

cards about to topple. This reviewer can appreciate quantum mechanics for

opening the topic of subjectivity and mind, which may one day bear fruit in
a scientific understanding of mind and matter as a unitary reality. Yet con

ventional quantum mechanics is still essentially materialistic. Its notion of

probabilistic phenomena is largely compatible with the view that matter

evolves by chance. What Plichta is investigating, however, is the deep struc
ture of the Logos, which is essentially numbers. As theDivine Principle states,
"the universe... was created based on numerical principles to be the unfold

ing of the dual characteristics of the invisible
God."2

God's Secret Formula is written for the non-specialist. It walks the read

er through complex ideas and equations through the device of autobiography,

describing how they were uncovered in the course Plichta's life. For the gen

eral public, the book is written well enough thatmost of the mathematical con

cepts are easy to grasp. However, this reviewer, who has a science

background, is left with some disappointment that there is not more detailed

discussion and rigorous demonstration of the validity of the theory. For this,

onemust turn to Plichta's major work, The PrimeNumber Cross, which unfor

tunately has not yet been translated from the German.

Andrew Wilson, Unification Theological Seminary

Notes

1. On the divine pattern 4 = 1 + 3, see Exposition ofthe Divine Principle, p. 296.

2. Exposition of the Divine Principle, p. 294.

"An Understanding of Sin and Redemption in Traditional

Christianity and in Unification
Theology."

Doctoral thesis by Alfred O'Connor, University ofWales, 1995.

Alfred O'Connor's Ph.D. thesis, "An Understanding of Sin and Redemption

in Traditional Christianity and in Unification
Theology,"

is, in my view, a

ground-breaking effort in the process of affirming academic respectability
for

the discussion ofUnification theology in scholarly circles. The Faculty ofArts

ofSt. David's University College at the University ofWales, Lampeter, Great

Britain, and in particular the thesis supervisor Prof. Paul Badham, have to be

commended for their pioneer spirit for approving an in-depth comparative

analysis between Unification theology and traditional Christian theology on

the Ph.D. level.
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The major thrust of this work can be seen as an attempt to engage the

reader in an ecumenical dialogue between Unification theology and mainline

Christian doctrine. Rather than following an apologetic approach, merely

showing the reasonableness ofUnification teachings against the background

of Christian doctrine, O'Connor seeks to present a productive ecumenism

that takes into account the unique innovative characteristics ofUnification the

ology. In other words, according to O'Connor, differences between

Unification and Christian teachings are not to be perceived as irreconcilable

but present occasions for a constructive dialogue.

Following the outline of any traditional Christian systematic theology,

the thesis discusses three major topics, namely, (1) the origin of sin and evil,

(2) the person and work ofChrist and (3) the process of redemption. O'Connor

has to be commended for his thorough treatment of these topics based on

extensive research that includes arguments from scripture, historical theolo

gy and the natural sciences. Both the Christian and the Unification positions

are presented with theological acumen allowing the reader to discern doctri

nal agreements and differences while intending to develop an ecumenical

approach by affirming an essential continuity between the two traditions.

The question arises as to what degree O'Connor is successful in carry

ing out his ecumenical agenda. In my opinion, O'Connor provides the best

foundation for ecumenical dialogue when presenting issues related to the ori

gin of sin and evil, but he is less convincing in his discussion of Christology
and the process of redemption. Why the reader could arrive at such an eval

uation is shown in the following reflections.

In order to show the compatibility of a sexual interpretation of the Fall

with traditional Christian teachings, O'Connor emphasizes Augustine's view

on the cause of the Fall, and in particular his assertion that the wilful disobe

dience of the first couple was closely connected with concupiscence. For

Augustine, concupiscence is an uncontrolled emotional desire that shows

itself especially through the experience of sexual lust in procreation. The

important point in O'Conor's argument seems to be Augustine's insistence

that Adam's offspring were born through carnal lust, which in turn is per

ceived as a punishment "in the likeness of his [Adam's]
disobedience."

In

other words, for Augustine, the nature of Adam's disobedience resembles

uncontrolled sexual desire as the distinctmanifestation of the rebellion of the

flesh against the spirit. Based on these observations, O'Connor affirms that

the sexual interpretation of the Fall inUnification theology has sufficient res

onance with traditional teachings on the Fall.

In addition, O'Connor identifies three issues for the origin of evil that

are essential for both traditional Christianity and Unification theology, name

ly, the teachings about one original human couple as our common ancestors,
the literal historical Fall, and the inheritance of our fallen condition in terms
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of the propagation of original sin. These three doctrines have been acknowl

edged by systematic Christian theology and Unification theology as the indis

pensable foundation for our understanding of salvation through Christ.

O'Connor quotes Augustine, Hans Kung and the most recent edition of the

Catechism of the Catholic Church in order to demonstrate the validity of

these teachings not only in the context of historical theology but also with

regard to the contemporary theological discussion. Thus, O'Connor seems to

be successful in pointing out the foundation for ecumenical dialogue based

on the full agreement between Unification theology and Christian theology

in terms of the systematic presuppositions for the doctrine of redemption.

Although O'Connor's general argument is effective from a systematic

viewpoint, the reader is surprised to find, in the conclusion of chapter one and

in the concluding chapter, a sudden shift from theological argumentation to

scientific reasoning in support of the biblical truth of one common pair of

ancestors for humankind. Citing the evolutionary theories of the mitochon

drial African Eve and Y-chromosome African Adam, O'Connor shows that a

part of the scientific community would favor monogenism over polygenism

as the more plausible theory for the origin of the human race. However, even

though such scientific support of a revelatory truth about our first ancestors

seems helpful in drawing the interest of non-believers, in my view it does not

advance the ecumenical agenda of showing the compatibility of Christian

and Unification doctrines. Theological discourse presupposes belief in reve

lation, while the dialogue between theology and the natural sciences, which

aims primarily at showing the compatibility of revelation with scientific data

in order to invite a non-believing audience to grant theological doctrine a fair

hearing, is a different project.

In his discussion of the person of Christ, O'Connor seems to get entan

gled in a number of Christological and Eschatological doctrines that emerge

from a traditional approach to Christian theology, namely, to see the Christ

event as central to all theological thinking. Rather than treat particular doc

trines such as the divinity of Christ, the Virgin Birth or the manner of the

Second Coming by means of a direct comparative approach, it would have

been more effective, in my view, to start with an explanation of the shift from

aChrist-centered to a Creation-centered systematic theology when discussing
theUnification position. In other words, forUnification theology the doctrine

ofCreation is normative for the doctrine ofChrist. Through understanding the

Adamic mission, the person and work of Christ becomes comprehensible.

Within traditional Christian theology it is the doctrine of the Incarnation that

implies the importance of creation. Today, new interest in Incarnational and

Creation-centered theologies within the Christian tradition is greatly facili

tating the ecumenical dialogue with Unification theology. O'Connor could

have avoided a rather confrontational style of argumentation in his discussion
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of Christological issues by investigating the contribution of Incarnational

thinkers, rather than supporting Unification views with modern liberal theol

ogy.

The effectiveness of emphasizing the systematic consistency of

Unification theology in terms of its Creation-centered approach also holds true

for discussing the process of redemption. Instead of focusing on the First

Article of the Creed that affirms God as Creator, O'Connor starts his discus

sion of redemption with the vicarious death of Christ, salvific grace and the

forgiveness of sin. That is to say, it would have been more effective to focus

on the ideal of creation with its subsequent concepts of spiritual and physical

rebirth as the central paradigms for the process of salvation, instead of pre

senting the Unification doctrine of restoration against the background of the

Second Article of the Creed that deals with the redemptive work of Christ. In

fact, O'Connor ends up abandoning his intended ecumenical agenda when he

tells the reader how traditional Christianity andUnification theology "display
great
variance"

in their understanding of redemption. His ecumenical purpose

is further compromised when he refers to the influence of Confucian teach

ings in order to explain the centrality of the family for the Unification under

standing of the redemptive process. In short, the reader cannot clearly see the

systematic power of the Principle of Creation for explaining the compatibil

ity of traditional Christian and Unification teachings.

The above-mentioned weaknesses with reference to a consistent sys

tematic treatment of theological doctrine, jeopardize, in my opinion,

O'Connor's overall intention of advancing an ecumenical dialogue between

Christian and Unification theologians. However, based on the richness of the

presented material and the in-depth comparative analysis of Christian and

Unification teachings, the reader can at least agree with O'Connor that tradi

tional Christian theology and Unification doctrine have much more in com

mon "than either of them with modern liberal
thought."

Despite its systematic

shortcomings, this thesis can still be seen as a significant contribution to the

academic discussion ofUnification theology.

Dietrich Seidel, Unification Theological Seminary
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