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by Phillip L. Barlow 

e rlse of a new r e l ~ g ~ o n  is not, of course, a histor~cal 
novelty. The modern modes of rel~gious expression are 

so lncred~bly d~ver se  that both the secular and the eccles- 
lastlcal commun~t ies  are apt to greet an addit~onal nascent 
theology with a great, d~srespectful yawn. The fact that t h ~ s  
has tlot been the response to the rise of the Reverend Sun 
Myung Moon's Un~fication Church sets the movement 
apart as something other than typlcal in a modern world. 
The hostlle and largely u n f a ~ r  publicity rece~ved by Moon's 
dlsclples may stlr a Mormon's dark memories of his own 7 
fa~th's past. 7 

The horror of the recent tragedy In Guyana has naturally 
(and not ~ncorrectly) insp~red a deep look at the nat~on's  

4 .  

"cults" by the publlc press Unfortunately, ~t has also rein- 

forced among some the tendency to belleve, w ~ t h o u t  Inves- 
tlgat~on, sensat~onal~zed reports. A recent Issue of a nat~onal 
newsmagazine featured under the headllne "How They 
Bend Mlnds" an  article lumping together Japan's Kam~kaze 
pllots, the Naz~s ,  the Hare Kr~shnas,  Synanon, the U n ~ f ~ c a -  
t ~ o n  Church, the Chlldren of God, and Charles Manson's 
"d~sc~ples." lnslnuat~ons of brainwashing among ,111 the 
groups were only thinly velled. Such allegations should be 
neither taken nor made I~ghtly, for the11 ~mpl lca t~ons  are 
far-reaching. Whlle ~t may be true that some of the afore- 
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Mormons and "Moonies" do, in fad, share 
a number of common traits. 

control, wholesale pigeonholing of all peoples who may 
suit the definition of "cult" is a dangerous process. Be it 
remembered that the Mormons too have been so labeled. 
At least as applied to the Unification Church, I believe 
many common criticisms to be inapplicable. Whether or 
not that is so, one would be welladvised to reserve judg- 
ment until he knows more than he will get from a news- 
paper. 

Mormons and "Moonies" do, in fact, share a number of 
common traits. Not the least of these similarities is the 
manner in which they are regarded by many in Christian- 
ity's "mainstream" as incarnated "sects."' Scholars make 
use of this term as a technical description, but it is instruc- 
tive to consider the semantic implications of the word "sect" 
as sometimes used by the layman, i.e., as "an obscure re- 
ligious group, probably fanatical, definitely peculiar, and 
perhaps dedicated to some theological tangent." Mormons 
and Moonies are lumped rather casually together into this 
category in the minds of large segments of the public. The 
broad misrepresentation of both groups in the popular 
press is worthy of note, though general esteem for mem- 
bers of the LDS faith is certainly on the rise. 

"Moonies" are not yet so fortunate. It is significant that 
even Mormons-incredibly, in light of their own history- 
are often too facilely given to uninformed mockery of the 
Unification Church. Accusations I have personally wit- 
nessed range from the sensational (charges of "brainwash- 
ing") to the hopelessly vague ("don't get mixed up with 
them") to the legitimate (to be considered presently). 

LDS folk have other points in common with "Moonists." 
(I am still struggling to find a term that both slides off the 
tongue without a wisp of disrespect-as any word ending in 
"ies" is doomed to do-and obviates the unwieldy "mem- 
bers of the Unification Church." The term Moonies  appears 
to be winning good-natured acceptance among adherents, 
much as M o r m o n s ,  happily, won out over Mormoni tes  and 
other miscellaneous monikers.) Another of these shared 
bits of theological turf is the belief in the presence of a 
living prophet and new and continuous revelation. A brief 
review of Rev. Moon's claims will suffice as a comparison 
to Joseph Smith's story: Moon was born on 6 January (lunar 
calendar) 1920, in North Korea. When he was ten years of 
age, his family converted to Presbyterianism. Moon's family 
remembered him as quiet, reflective and given to solitude. 
On Easter morning in 1936 when he was sixteen (he re- 
ported later in life), Moon was visited by Jesus and told he 
had been chosen to attempt the completion of Jesus' unful- 
filled mission. Through nine years of prayer and struggle 
he discovered "the Principle" which was to become the core 
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of the Divine Princivle, the foundation of the faith and the 
name of a book thdt is roughly equivalent, for believers, to 
scripture. During these years he engaged in intense study 
of the Bible and fought "spiritual battles with cosmic forces 
of evil"-not unlike those reported by hermits, who, alone 
in the desert, feel themselves besieged and the center of 
spiritual struggle. In 1938 he went to study electrical engi- 
neering in Japan, and in 1946, at the end of World War 11, 
he began his public mission in Korea. He spent time in a 
communist prison camp during the Korean War, having 
been arrested because of the agitation his preaching caused 
His international ministry began in 1958 with the first mis- 
sionary sent to Japan. In 1959 the first missionary arrived 
in America and the movement by 1977 had missibn teams 
in 120 countries. Moon married for the second time in 
1960. There are unconfirmed reports of several other 
marriages. 

That is the simple story. Detractors treat the account as 
a sham; disciples view it as a sacred life of sacrifice and 
spiritual victory. Speaking of Moon's course in life, the 
general introduction to the Divine Principle explains: 

On this path, he endured suffering unimagined by 
anyone in human history. God alone will remember 
it..Knowing that no one can find the ultimate truth to 
save mankind without going through the bitterest of 
trials, he fought alone against myriads of Satanic 
forces, both in the spiritual and physical worlds, and 
finally triumphed over them all.' 

The claim of the arrival of a new prophet, then, gives to 
the "outsider" an aura of likeness to the Unification Church 
and The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. So 
also does the formation of new scripture attested to by both 
faiths. But there are further parallels. One is the phenom- 
enal growth of the two c h ~ r c h e s . ~  Another is both churches' 
active proselyting and special appeal to the young and the 
idealistic. 

Both churches emphasize the goal of perfection, and 
members, though at different stages of membership, make 
commitments to sacrifice everything they own to their 
respective organizations, if necessary. Both faiths represent 
themselves as "Christianity restored," cite an early apostasy 
from the primitive Church, and see the various stages in 
the world's history (e.g., the Reformation) as divinely-in- 
spired preparation for their own vital work. Both churches 
emphasize an ongoing revelation and anticipate that God 
will yet reveal many great and important things pertaining 
to his kingdom; both are sharply anticommunist; both are 
without a paid ministry in the ordinary sense. The Moonies, 
like the Mormons, lay a disproportionate (relative to the 
balance of Christianity) emphasis on the import of marriage 
and the family structure. Both denominations give extra- 
ordinary care, within their ecclesiastical structures, to the 
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development of leadership, and both lay unusual stress on 
education. 

Both Mormons and Moonies are frequently offended by 
accusations that their churches are not "Christian" and, 
while feeling misunderstood, see themselves as the Chris- 
tians, come to save the world. Both churches are accused of 
the blasphemy of "excess wealth and are criticized as to 
their means of obtaining it. Finally, both groups lay claim 
to a special relationship to the heritage of IsraeL4 

The parallels between the Unification and the Mormon 
churches could be drawn at considerably greater length. It 
must suffice here merely to observe that it is not totally 
without warrant that people whose spiritual and theological 
loyalties lie outside of either faith can class them together 
as one "type." 

here remain, of course, fundamental differences be- T tween the two Churches. A Moonie would be only 
slightly less emphatic in pointing to these differences than 
would one who testifies of the Book of Mormon. An ob- 
vious starting point is the very purpose of the Unification 
and the Mormon organizations. The former, unlike the 
latter, is highly ecumenical in orientation, intending that 
all churches awake to the fact of their essential unity. 

Another contrast is that while both churches claim to 
be world-wide organizations and are in fact rapidly prepar- 
ing to become such, the oriental stamp borne by the Unifi- 
cation Church is no less conspicuous than the New England 
and pioneer heritage of the Mormons. 

Moonies do not share the Mormon penchant (or, as the 
case may be, burden) for record-keeping, nor do they know 
anything of temples-though Rev. Moon is not infrequently 
accused of harboring esoteric teachings distinct from his 
exoteric tenets. 

Easily the most fundamental contrasts between the 
faiths, however, fall in the realm of theology. It should be 
noted that Unification theology is still in the process of 
formulation5 and is, in fact, officially subservient to exper- 
iential religion and practical Unification effort. "It is more 
important to be loyal than to be right" was a recurrent 
theme of a conference I attended at the Unification Sem- 
inary in Barrytown, N.Y. Nevertheless, it is in theological 
affirmations, as opposed to certain other criteria: that the 
heart of the Unification Church may be exposed and a re- 
spectful critique offered? 

Unification theology itself grows out of talks by the Rev. 
Sun Myung Moon, discussion among members, and, pri- 
marily, from the Divine Principle. The latter is a book of 
some 536 pages, the first 64 of which consist of a series of 
philosophical statements concerning the origin and nature 
of God, man and the cosmos. The balance of the work is 
essentiallv an elaboration of these statements. mingled with 

tools of Biblical study will regard as an exegesis of exceed- 
ingly curious workmanship. 

In the interest of brevity we may focus upon five theo- 
logical points (or their direct derivatives) that will at once 
provide a contrast to Mormon belief and, therefore, serve 
as an abbreviated critique for anyone who possesses a 
testimony of the Church as restored through the Prophet 
Joseph Smith. 

First, the nature of God: In the Declaration of Unification 
Theological Affirmations signed at Barrytown, N.Y., 14 
October 1976, we discover the following: 

There is one living, eternal, and true God, a Person be- 
yond space and time, who possesses perfect intellect, 
emotion and will, whose deepest nature is heart and love, 
who combines both masculinity and femininity, who is 
the source of all truth, beauty, and goodness, and who 
is the creator and sustainer of men and the universe and 
of all things visible and invisible. Man and the universe 
reflect His personality, nature and purpose.' 

Further elaborations of Moon's concept of Deity9 make it 
clear that by "Person" nothing anthropomorphic is meant. 
Moon's Deity is omniscient, omnipresent, omnipotent; 
without body or parts; and, were it not for certain modifi- 
cations, could be altogether happy with the description of 
Himself-Herself as reflected in any number of Protestant 
creeds. 

Further, (following an explanation of the mystical sig- 
nificance of the number "three" in scripture) the Divine 
Principle concludes that 

the universe is the representation of God's essential 
character and form, substantially developed according 
to the principle of mathematics. We may infer that God 
is, in fact, mathematical. God is the absolute reality, the 
existing neutral center of the two essentialities; there- 
fore, He is the reality of the number "three."" 

No one will confuse this God with the Father of Mormon 
belief. 

Another point of theological contrast is the view of the 
purpose and nature of the Fall: according to the Divine 
Principle, the "Tree of Life" of Genesis is symbolic of "Per- 
fected Adam" or "Perfected Man"; the "Tree of Knowledge 
of Good and Evil" represents (apologies, ladies) Woman; 
the two stages of the Fall (spiritual and physical) consisted 
of illicit sexual intercourse between Eve and Satan (resulting 
in the spiritual Fall) and premature intercourse between 
Eve and Adam (precipitating the physical Fall). We thus 
arrive at a theology very nearly in total opposition to Latter- 
day Saint belief, for instead of finding ourselves "literally 
the children of the Father" we are discovered to be "literally 
the children of Satan." Says the Principle: - 

what both Mormons and those familiar with modern critical In the world of creation, men and angels are the only 
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The Divine Principle teaches why the Lord 
will hail from Korea. 

spiritual beings capable of having a relationship of love. 
... we can conclude that there must have been some act 
of adultery between man and the angel. 

John 8:44 says, "You are the children of the devil and 
your will is to do your father's desires." Again, Rev. 
12:9 clarifies that the devil is Satan, and that Satan is the 
"ancient serpent" which tempted man. From these Bibli- 
cal verses we can assert that man is the descendant of 
the devil and, naturally, the descendent of Satan(.)'' 

Original sin is believed to be inherited from generation to 
generation by way of the procreative act. 

The intriguing logic of the above assertions is not at all 
untypical of that found throughout the whole of the Princi- 
ple and is worthy of close attention. Even when the con- 
clusions arrived at are identical with Mormon theology (as 
is the case in certain instances) the reasoning process is 
frequently suspect. 

A third theological contrast is seen in the view of the 
nature and role of Christ: easily the point of Unification 
theology most likely to give offense is Moon's claim to 
come in the role of "the third Adam" (Adam himself being 
the first, Jesus the second). Because the first Adam failed his 
part by virtue of the Fall, and because the second Adam 
(Jesus) failed (by way of rejection) to "restore" mankind 
(Divine Principle, pp. 142ff), the arrival of the third "Adam" 
(i.e., the return of "Christ") was both necessary and proph- 
esied. The Unification Church thus holds Moon to be the 
Messiah of the Second Advent, though members are reti- 
cent to teach this p~bl ic ly . '~  Little need be said about how 
such news will be received among the Latter-day Saints. 

A fourth striking theological and practical peculiarity is 
the nature of the institution of marriage as practiced by 
Moon's Church. The family is considered an eternal unit 
and the vehicle through which society is to be transformed. 
"Therefore," literally all marriages are arranged (i.e., the 
partners are matched) and performed by Reverend Moon 
personally. Mass marriages are performed once in every 
four or five years and may include thousands. Under a 
newspaper photograph showing hundreds of couples about 
to be married reads the following caption, authored by a 
disciple: 

The matching began in the largest lecture hall about 
3 PM. The men and women sat at opposite ends of the 
room. Starting with the physically oldest members first 
and moving through various categories of age position, 
etc., Master began to match the couples. When he would 
pick two people, they would go into a small adjoining 
room to consult with one another. If they accepted, they 
came out and bowed to Master, and everyone applauded. 
If they found some difficulty, they could try again or 
express a preference. Sometimes Master accepted their 
preference, sometimes he advised against it. Invariably, 

we found Master's judgement best.13 

Many of the couples hardly knew or had never seen each 
other before. The Moon disciple with whom I am most 
familiar is twenty-seven, a Harvard graduate student, has 
not dated since he joined the faith four years ago, and is 
reverently awaiting Reverend Moon's command to marry. 
His sincerity is not to be lightly dismissed. 

A final example of Unification theology and an excellent 
instance of the, uh, distinctive manner in which the scrip- 
tures may be elucidated is found in the explanation as to 
why Christ would make his "final debut" from Korea. After 
"proving" that the second advent of the Lord is to be real- 
ized by a birth on the earth and showing why the nation 
which raises him would not be Israel, the Divine Principle 
teaches why the Lord will hail from Korea: 

Now we know, as previously elucidated, that Christ 
would not come again among the lineal descendants of 
Abraham, but to the nation that would take their heri- 
tage and produce the fruits of it; that the nation which 
would produce the fruits should be one of the Eastern 
nations. (Rev. 7:2-4,14:1, Mt. 24:27) From ancient times, 
by the "Eastern nations," we refer to Korea, Japan, and 
China. Meanwhile, Japan, among the three, is the nation 
that has worshipped Amaterasuokiami generation after 
generation; moreover, she entered the period of the 
Second Advent as a totalitarian nation, and as will be 
discussed later, she is the nation which persecuted the 
Christianity of Korea. China, being a communist nation, 
is on the Satanic side, together with Japan. 

Therefore, the nation of the East where Christ will 
come again would be none other than Korea.14 

To vivisect such logic would be to gild the lily indeed. 
We have observed, albeit in cursory fashion, several 

fundamental differences in theology which separate Rev- 
erend Sun Myung Moon's Unification Church from The 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. Yet those Saints 
who are interested in missionary work may do well to re- 
member that we have also observed some rather striking 
similarities between the faiths. One will not open the doors 
of the gospel to members of the Unification Church by 
simply pointing to the need for and the fact of a living 
prophet, for they feel they have a prophet-and more than 
a prophet.15 They believe they have "the Spirit." Likewise 
do they possess a belief in current revelation, in the forma- 
tion of new scripture, and in the restoration of original 
Christianity. They have a sense of the latter days, a mis- 
sionary zeal, an extraordinary ethical sensitivity, a belief in 
eternal families and in a special relationship to Israel, a 
willingness for total sacrifice, and, surely not least, a droll 
nickname. 

While there is a sense in which any system of beliefs 
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which tends to satisfy men with incomplete truths (or less) 
must be regarded as rival to the restored Church, there is 
another sense in which joining a group which lays claim 
to the above characteristics is, for many souls, a step in the 
right direction. May it be our lot to use what common 
ground we occupy as basis for dialogue in helping others to 
perceive the loftier conceptions to which the Church of 
Jesus Christ alone is heir: the true nature of God; the true 
purpose of life; and the almost unthinkable potentiality of 
man. 

Footnotes 

1. I was once astonished to discover a Hanard  Seminar lecture entitled 
"Mormons, Moonies, and Mennonites"; the seminar participants seemed 
to feel reasonably comfortable with this grouping. 

Religious historians have struggled over the years to define the terms 
"sect" and "cult", but have enjoyed only limited success (cf. E. Troeltsch, 
Sydney Ahlstrom, Brian Wilson, and H. R. Niebuhr). My purpose in 
using the terms here is not as a technical description, but as an example 
of the emotional picture the words commonly evoke in the public mind. 

A formal distinction between "sect" and "cult" is notoriously difficult 
to establish. At least the provisional definitions offered by the above 
scholars have had a difficult time maintaining themselves in practical 
usage. Often "cult" is applied to those clusters who depart more radically 
than do sects from mainstream groups, who harbor an element of mystery, 
and who may be equated with a virtually new religion as distinct from a 
sect which has broken away from a larger church. However, both terms 
are frequently applied to religious groups that claim a charismatic leader, 
new revelation and authority, limited population, relative independence 
from the larger society, and that are critical of the Christian churches as 
apostate. Under this categorization, both Mormons and "Moonies" fit 
rather well. 

Other definitions include parameters which would render comfortable 
typing of the two groups improbable: a membership made up of the poor 
and dispossessed, a "separatist" orientation, seeking escape from the 
world rather than transforming it, etc. This, obviously, is to be distin- 
guished from the way in which Joseph Smith used the term "sectarian." 

An example of the inadequacy of definition is reflected in Sydney 
Ahlstrom's description of the Mormon faith: "One cannot even be sure 
if the object of our consideration is a sect, a mystery cult, a new religion, 
a church, a people, a nation, or an American subculture; indeed, at differ- 
ent times and places it is all of these." (A  Religious History of the American 
People, Garden City, New York, Doubleday & Co., Inc., Image Books, 
1975, 1:613). 

2. Divine Principle, p. 16. 

3. Frederick Sontag, Sun M y u n g  Moon and the Unification Church, (Nashville, 
Abingdon Press, 1977), p. 45. Sontag put "core" membership at around 
500,000 worldwide, with four to six thousand in the U.S. "Associate" 
membership, which includes attitudes from merely "sympathetic" to 
"financially supportive" runs perhaps 2,000,000 internationally. Record 
keeping is not emphasized and phenomenal growth suggests that one 
underscore the fact that these figures are estimates. In any case, as the 
movement is only several decades old, the growth has been great. 

4. Ibid., p. 130. 

5. Some members would object that it is only the erpression of the theology 
that is in process of evolution, but it is certainly a fact that one receives 
answers from quasi-official sources to certain theological queries which 
amount not to "we don't know" but to "we haven't decided yet." 

6. I refer to the better known aspects of Moonism as depicted in the 

popular press. Even a very brief examination of the controversial allega- 
tions leveled against Reverend Moon and his Church could easily lead 
us into disgressions which would exceed the intent of this discussion. The 
charges are many. They include accusations of "brainwashing"; the use of 
"front" organizations to camouflage business interests; comparisons, in 
Germany, to "Hitler's Youth"; insinuations against Moon's mysterious 
past and present private life; and suggestions of dishonest fund-raising 
techniques. 

It is my opinion that many of these allegations contain some validity. 
My suggestion to the reader, however, is that they are all decidedly prob- 
lematic. Having several Moonie friends and having spent several days at 
the Unification Seminary in Barrytown, N.Y., in "cross-examining" mem- 
bers of their church, 1 am convinced that most errors of practice in the 
church are errors of head and not of heart. Mormons may (and have!) 
been accused of similar wrongs. One  need only think of the countless 
accusations hurled at the Prophet Joseph, the practice of polygamy, the 
black issue, the wealth of the Church, "secret rites" of the Mormon 
temples, etc., to get a feel for how such issues may be misconstrued or 
exaggerated. 
7. It should not need to be noted that any attempt to represent Unification 
theology in such an abbreviated manner as present limited space dictates 
will be reductive and will seem somewhat unfair to a Moon disciple. 
Unification theology, while officially downplayed, is highly complex and 
is, by free admission of its adherents, yet in formulation. 

Further, given a certain mind-set, it has some intellectual appeal. In 
my attempting to report the "bottom line" of several theological state- 
ments, the reader should allow for some shock-as though two LDS mis- 
sionaries entered a "cottage meeting" (which you had arranged for your 
employer who knew nothing about the Church) and rather than speak of 
Joseph Smith, began with discussion of "our Mother in Heaven" and the 
transplantation of Adam. 

To  get a fair feel for the intellectual tenor of Moon's theology, one 
ought to thoughtfully confront Exploring Unification Theology, Susan Hodges 
and M. Darrol Bryant, eds. (N.Y. and Toronto: The Edward Meillen Press, 
aa1978) o r  the Divine Principle itself, roughly the length of the Book of Mormon. 
(The Principle is evidently a compilation of Reverend Moon's early work as 
collected and edited and elaborated by certain disciples.) 

8. Sontag, p. 102. 

9. Notes, Seminary Conference, Barrytown, N.Y., March 1978. 

10. Divine Principle, pp. 52, 53. 

11. Ibid., p. 73. 

12. Exploring Unification Theology, pp. 7ff. 

13. New Hope News,  10 March 1975, quoted in Sontag, pp. 165, 167. 

14. Divine Principle, p. 520 

15. This is not, of course, to admit the validity of that claim, for I am 
grateful and anxious to be numbered among those who sustain President 
Spencer Kimball as God's unique and sole spokesman to the world. Fur- 
ther, I profess to bear witness, to literally testify of that fact. I am con- 
vinced that there is a qualitative uniqueness to the spiritual process which 
gives authority to that witness. Nevertheless, it is not for us to set limits 
to God's ability to work in sundry ways in the lives of men. Unless I 
misconstrue the scriptures (e.g. Acts 17:26-28, 11 Nephi 28:29-30, 11 Nephi 
297-12, Moroni 7:lt-13) we have been cautioned on this before. 

Certainly there are false prophets and dangerous churches; Reverend 
Moon and his Unification Church may even fit into both categories and, 
if so, should not be confronted with indifference. But it can never be 
correct to discern such facts by way of rumor and unsubstantiated accu- 
sations. O u r  own forbears have known the trauma of being misunder- 
stood. Any Mormon who possesses even a Sunday School knowledge of 
his own faith's history should beware of selective amnesia. 
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