Legal Meatters

Cults:

A Conflict Between
Religious Liberty and
Involuntary Servitude?

On a busy street in a midwestern
metropolitan area, businesses are
about to open for the day. One employ-
ee arrives in the alley behind a local
shop. Before he is able to get out-of
the car, the passenger’s door is jerked
open and he is hauled unceremonious-
ly out of the car by two men. A third
man opens the driver's door, and ig-
noring the driver, reaches in, pulls the
keys out of the ignition, and throws
them down the alley among boxes and
barrels of trash. The passenger is mus-
cled into one of two waiting cars.
Resistance is easily overcome. He is
spirited away, taken against his will
across many State lines to a retreat in
the mountains of an eastern State. He
is kept there for weeks in seclusion.

A few months later, a college stu-
dent home for the holidays is forcibly
kidnaped by four people who conceal
themselves in the family garage. Even-
tually, he too is transported across
State lines, handcuffed to one of his
abductors. He is slapped and kicked by
the people who hold him. His every

attempt to escape is thwarted by his
abductors. He is moved from place to
place to avoid detection. On one such
move, the kidnapers make a mistake.
They commit a simple traffic violation.
While stopped by local police, the po-
lice discover the victim and he is freed.
To return to his home and family? No!
His parents believe they will never see
him again!

Both of these incidents are actual
cases which occurred within 3 months
and 10 miles of each other. In the first
case, the abductors kept the victim
until they were finished with him and
his family rejoiced. The second abduc-
tion -was interrupted by the police. His
family believes this interruption was a
tragedy. Both victims, members of reli-
gious cults, were kidnaped for “depro-
graming.” The first victim was reunited
with his family; the second rejoined his
cult.

This article explores some of the
legal problems confronting law en-
forcement in dealing with cults. Part |
discusses freedom of religion, found in
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the first amendment to the U.S. Consti-
tution; part Il centers on the manner in
which some cult members impose their
will on impressionable youths; and part
lil focuses on the parents and depro-
gramers who attempt to rescue cult
members and return them to their fami-
lies. Underlying these discussions are
the difficulties facing law enforcement
in investigating and prosecuting cult
members or deprogramers.

Defining Cult and Religion

There are hundreds of recognized
religions throughout the United States.
Most are organizations of people
bound together by a common belief in
a deity and protected from governmen-
tal infringement of their religious belief
by the first amendment to the U.S.
Constitution.? Indeed the desire for free-
dom of religion was one of the reasons
for the founding of the United States
and one of the basic reasons the colo-
nies originally balked at ratification of
the Constitution until the Bill of Rights
was added.

(Published by the Federal Bureau of Investigation, U.S. Department of J ustice)
Reprinted from the FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin, April, May, and June, 1982.



Religious organizations are
formed for the spiritual benefit of the
entire  membership. Other organiza-
tions have adopted a religious designa-
tion in order to fall under the protection
of the first amendment, but are actually
formed for the benefit of one person or
a small group of people which are
known as cults. The dictionary defines
cult as a system of belief characterized
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by “great or excessive devotion or
dedication to some person, idea or
thing.” 2Estimates of total U.S. member-
ship in cults vary from 3 million to 8
million people belonging to over 3,000
groups ranging in size from 2 or 3
members headed by a guru to several

hundred thousand.®
The law has attempted to distin-

guish between cults and more conven-
tional spiritual organizations by
defining exactly what is meant by the
term “religion.” In 1890, the U.S. Su-
preme Court upheld a statute of the
territorial legislative body of Idaho,
which forbade bigamists or polyg-
amists from voting and required an
oath by every voter that he was not a
member of an order that taught, coun-
seled, or encouraged the commission
of bigamy or polygamy. In discussing
their decision, the Court defined the
term “religion” as “. . . having refer-
ence to one’s view of his relation to his
Creator . . .” and clearly distinguished
it from worship by a particular sect. “It
is often confounded with the cultus or
form of worship of a particular sect, but
is distinguishable from the latter.” 4
The Court went on to say:
“With man’s relations to his maker
and the obligations he may think
they impose, and the manner in
which an expression shall be made
by him of his belief on those sub-
jects, no interference can be permit-
ted, provided always the laws of
society, designed to secure its
peace and prosperity and the morals
of its people, are not interfered
with.” 5 (emphasis added)

Subsequent cases focused on de-
fining religion in a more precise man-
ner. In 1931, Chief Justice Hughes
stated: “The essence of religion is be-
lief in a relation to God involving duties
superior to those arising from any hu-
man relation.” &

With the onset of World War [ and
the Korean and Vietnam Wars, the
definition of religion came under great-
er scrutiny because of the increase in
conscientious objector resistance to
military service. The passage of the
Universal Military and Service Act, as
amended in 1948, revealed a substitu-
tion of the phrase “Supreme Being'’ {or
“God” in Hughes' definition.”

The Supreme Court discussed
this refinement in a series of cases
defining religion for conscientious ob-
jector status. ® Justice Clark said the
test of belief is “whether a given belief
that is sincere and meaningful occu-
pies a place in the life of its possessor
paralle! to that filled by the orthodox
belief in God.”? This definition ex-
cluded religious belief based merely on
a personal moral code. The Court
pointed out that while in these cases
the validity of what a party believed
could not be questioned, the question
of whether the belief was “truly” held
was subject to inquiry. It is clear that
such a broad definition would include
the majority of cuits. However, while
the Court gave a broad definition of
religion (but not including a personai
moral code) and decided such belief
could not be questioned, the sincerity
of the professed believer may be ques-
tioned through examination of his ac-
tion in connection with those beliefs.®

This distinction between religious
belief and action becomes more impor-
tant when we examine the first amend-
ment and the free exercise of religion,



“. . . the freedom to believe is protected absolutely, while the
freedom to act upon religious motives is not free from Government
interference when there is a compelling State interest.”

particularly in light of the fact that the
substantive rights interpretation of the
Due Process Clause of the 14th
amendment opened the way for recog-
nition of religious liberty as a Federal
right protected against State interfer-
ence.!

Religious Freedom under the
First Amendment

Basically, the Freedom of Religion
Clause of the first amendment has two
provisions. First, Congress may not es-
tablish a religion, and second, Con-
gress may not prohibit the free
exercise of religion.2

In the words of Thomas Jefferson,
the clause against the establishment of
religion is said to provide a “wall of sep-
aration between church and state.” 13
Subsequent Supreme Court decisions
have upheld this view. As a result, the
Government is prohibited from estab-
lishing a religicn or interfering with a
religion,  from spending money in aid of
religious activities or institution,s from
requiring a belief in God as a test of
public office,® and from endorsing any
form of governmental advancement or
inhibition of religion.??

While the establishment clause fo-
cuses on the purpose and primary ef-
fect of legislation barring either
Government advancement or inhibition
of religion, the Free Exercise Clause
protects the religious liberty of the indi-
vidual against interference by the
State.1®

This free exercise of religion pro-
tected by the first amendment is not an
absolute guarantee. For example, the
framers of the Constitution did not in-
tend to protect culis advocating the
necessity of human sacrifices.® More-
over, when clear and present danger of

riot, disorder, interference with traffic
upon the public streets, or other imme-
diate threat to public safety, peace, or
order appears, even the exercise of
religion may be at some slight incon-
venience in order that the Siate may
protect its citizens from injury.20

Thus, the freedom to act, even
where religiously motivated, is not en-
tirely free from restriction.2' When con-
fronted with religiously motivated
conduct, the courts use a balancing
analysis in which the interest of the
religious group is weighed against the
State’s interest in prohibiting activity
harmful to individuals or institutions.22
Courts have afforded a lesser standard
of protection to a religious group when
the underlying belief was found to be
insincere or only incidentally religious
or when the religious activity involves
fraud or deception.2®

An interesting criminal case which
illustrates court efforts to balance
these conflicting interests is United
States v. Ballard 24 In Ballard, the de-
fendant was accused of fraudulently
using the mails to solicit funds for his
system of religious belief. In affirming
his conviction for using and conspiring
to use the mails to defraud, the Su-
preme Court agreed with the district
court’s decision to withhold from the
jury any questions relating to the truth
or falsity of the beliefs, since the first
amendment forbade inquiry into such
matters.

Such cases illustrate that the free-
dom to believe is protected absolutely,
while the freedom to act upon religious
motives is not free from Government
interference when there is a compel-
ling State interest. The rationale is that
religious belief alone poses no great
threat to the rights of others, but when
those beliefs are translated into action
which obstructs the rights of others,
the State may interfere.

The problem arises that almost
any public act motivated by religious
belief can be labeled “action” and ordi-
nary State interference could unduly
restrict religious activities. In 1963, the
Supreme Court atiempted to resolve
this problem in the case of Sherbert v.
Verner.25 In Sherbert, a member of the
Seventh-day Adventist Church had
been fired from her job because of
refusing to work on Saturday, the
Church’s Sabbath. Unable to find other
employment that did not require Satur-
day work, she filed for unemployment
compensation. The South Carolina
courts affirmed a decision of a State
agency which turned down her unem-
ployment claim because she “failed to
accept without good cause, available
suitable work offered her by her
employer.” 26

When this case reached the U.S.
Supreme Court, Justice Brennan,
speaking for the majority, pointed out
that the sincerity of the religious belief
was not questioned 2’ and that the
State interfered with the practice of her
religion by forcing her:

*. . . to choose between following
the precepts of her religion and for-
feiting benefits, on the one hand,
and abandoning one of the precepts
of her religion in order to accept
work on the other hand.” 28

Justice Brennan then sought
some compelling State interest which
justified the infringement on free exer-
cise of religion by South Carolina’s
statute. He observed: “Only the grav-
est abuses, endangering paramount
interests, give occasions for permis-
sible limitation [on first amendment
rights].” 22



“. . . since religious beliefs alone pose no
threat to the rights of others, there can be no
State interference with these rights.”

In Sherbert, he found no such
grave abuse. Thus, the Free Exercise
Clause required the State to afford
substantial deference to the religiously
motivated.

Case law after Sherbert 3° defines
a three-pronged test to determine the
constitutionality of State interference
with the actions of the religiously moti-
vated. The following factors will be
considered:

1) Is there a sincere religious inter-
est?

2) Is there State interference with
the religion?

3) Is there a State interest which
may justify such interference?

These problems were addressed
in Wisconsin v. Yoder,3 when the
question before the Court was whether
a State, under its compulsory school
attendance law, may punish members
of religious sects whose doctrines for-
bid conventional postelementary
schoot education. Chief Justice Burger
examined at length the fundamental
belief of the Amish faith and found a
sincerely held religious belief. After de-
termining that there was State interfer-
ence through Wisconsin's statute of
compulsory formal education after the
eighth grade, the court concluded that
there was no State interest of sufficient
magnitude to override the interest
claiming protection under the Free Ex-
ercise Clause. Therefore, the State un-
der its compulsory school attendance
law could not punish members of the
Old Order Amish and Conservative
Amish Mennonites community for ad-
hering to its dogma forbidding
conventional postelementary school
education.32

As a result of the above, since
religious beliefs alone pose no threat
to the rights of others, there can be no
State interference with these rights.
However, when such beliefs are trans-
lated into action, the sincerity of those
beliefs, whether the activity is harmful
to individuals or whether the activity
involves fraud or deception, may be
scrutinized by the State and limited
constitutionally. Ultimately, the ques-
tion of where freedom of religion be-
gins and ends with respect to cults can
only be answered by examining cult
activity with these factors in mind. This
will be the focus of part Il of this article.

Cult Activities and Public Reaction

As our society has grown more
complex and competitive, many young
people have sought refuge in the use
of psychedelic drugs and in the pursuit
of unorthodox ideology. This phenom-
enon has helped to encourage the
growth of various cult groups all over
the country. These groups claim to
have the answer to the world’s prob-
lems and to offer an escape mecha-
nism from our “inhumane,” ‘“mate-
rialistic” society. People who join
these groups no longer have to wonder
what to do in life or explain why they
are not doing well. Some cult members
can rise to positions of considerable
power, living in luxury, while exercising
great authority over new members.
However, many excult members, writ-
ers, and reporters have discovered dis-
turbing characteristics common to
many of these cults.3® Among these
characteristics are:

1) An authoritarian, charismatic
leader who claims to have an
exclusive revelation about God or
reality. He exerts complete au-
thority over the cult, requiring un-
questioning obedience by his
followers to his strict rules. Many

such edicts have resulted in harm
to his followers and society.

2) The leader becomes a substitute
parent, creating a family or com-
munal living arrangement by es-
tablishing a controlied envi-
ronment through a variety of be-
havior-control techniques. These
technigues purposely destroy old
family ties and social norms by
placing the new cult member in a
setting isolated from family and
friends, under constant cult su-
pervision and peer pressure.

3) New members are recruited pri-
marily from the young, intelligent,
affluent, and idealistic. Often, the
recruitment process is deceptive
and focuses on troubled youths
by indoctrination into cult thinking
by cult members. This process
begins with the establishment of
interpersonal bonds and ends
with the systematic destruction of
the recruit’s original identity.

Some have argued that these
characteristics are not unique to cults,
but are often found in strictly organized
religions or military schools. There are
important differences, however. In
cults, the loyalty of cult members is to
their individual leader, not to a religious
institutional philosophy. Such loyalty
often leads the cult to believe it is
above the law. Moreover, there is con-
siderable evidence that many cults do
not confine their activities to ordinary
religious pursuits, emphasizing recruit-
ment of other members and solicitation
of money rather than prayer. Finally,
some cults are reportedly using mind-
control techniques to keep their mem-
bers in line.

CULT LEADERSHIP

Questions have been raised about
cult leaders and the propriety of their
methods even before 900 members of
the Jonestown cult committed suicide
or murder in Guyana. The most contro-
versial methods of their rule generally



“Economic motivation is likely to be behind
the coercive practices of some cult leaders.”

fall into the following areas:

1) Rule by coercion and exploitation
of guilt feeling;

2) Limitations on freedom of expres-
sion, rigorous work schedule, and
strict diet;

3) Violation of laws and propensity
toward violence.

Rule by Coercion and Guilt

In 1976, the Vermont Senate
Committee for the Investigation of Al-
leged, Deceptive, Fraudulent and
Criminal Practices of Various Organiza-
tions in the State heard the testimony
of a number of psychologists and psy-
chiatrists regarding mental impairment
of cult members. Such expert testimo-
ny characterized the cult members’ in-
doctrination as a forced rejection of the
past and an intense concentration on
the present in supernatural terms.34 It
was revealed that reality for the cult
member consisted of a struggle be-
tween good and evil with dependence
on the peer group within the cult for
support.35-

Testimony also revealed that cult
leaders would warn the members that
if they left the cult, God would punish
them or they would be killed within the
year. One former member testified that
she was told that if she notified her
parents or left the cult, she would
doom her parents, brothers, and sis-
ters to hell.36

A similar inquiry was made by the
attorney general of New York. He or-
dered an 18-month investigation of the
Children of God in response to paren-
tal complaints of coercion by that sect
upon their children. This inquiry re-
vealed an indoctrination process simi-
lar to that disclosed in the Vermont
investigation.

Both inquiries determined that cult
leaders implant in the cult member’'s
mind a preoccupation with the super-
natural and indoctrinate the member
with the consequences of breaking
from the cult. This has driven some cult

members to irrational behavior. Resi-
dents of Duchess County, N.Y., site of
Reverend Sun Myung Moon’s Unifica-
tion Church training centers, have not-
ed many cult members with psychotic
disorders and many who have attempt-
ed suicide, one of which was success-
ful, being admitted for treatment in
local hospitals.37

Other lawsuits have shed further
light on cult coercion. A successful
malicious prosecution case involving
the Church of Scientology of California
is revealing.38 In this case, a member
resigned from the church without ob-
taining permission and took with him
financial statements from the church

- safe and turned them over to the IRS.

Church leaders then made a complaint
to the police that he had stolen funds
from the safe. At trial, the plaintiff intro-
duced an exhibit reflecting the written
policy directives of L. Ron Hubbard,
founder of the Church of Scientology.
Hubbard’s policy (to be enforced
against “enemies” or ‘suppressive
persons” of the church) stated that
such persons “may be deprived of
property or injured by any means by
any Scientologist. . . ."” (Methods ap-
proved were trickery, lawsdits, or lies.)
In awarding $50,000 in compensatory
damages and $50,000 in punitive dam-
ages to the plaintiff, the court found
that the church had a policy of “lying
and cheating in order to attack its ‘en-
emies’.” 3°

Economic motivation is likely to be
behind the coercive practices of some
cult leaders. Aside from turning in all
material wealth in their possession
when they join the cult, members are
forced to solicit donations, recruit other
members, and perform menial jobs be-
low their capabilities for long hours. If
their efforts fail to meet their quotas,
they must spend their evenings in
prayer.*® Money quotas are not small;
“Moonies” average $50 to $200 a
day.4 The fact that cult leaders live in
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luxury while cult members work as
many as 12 hours a day does not seem
to deter the members from solicitation.
Since the cult is legally a religion, all
income is tax free.4?

In Schuppinv. Unification Church,*3
parents of a cult member in the Unifi-
cation Church alleged that their daugh-
ter was forced to work in “compulsory
service.” The parents alleged that the
cult leadership used constant threats
and fear to coerce their daughter to
sell merchandise for the cult. The suit
failed, however, because the parents
could only allege mental restraint, not
physical force, on the part of the cult to
compel the member to stay within the
cult.

Limitations on Freedom, Strict Diet,
and Regimentation

Cult leaders place such limitations
on language, thought, and experience
that the decisionmaking ability of cult
members is reduced to the level that
their behavior becomes childlike.44
Studies of cult members by psycholo-
gists and psychiatrists reveal detrimen-
tal changes in voice patterns, posture,
reading, arithmetic skills, and handwrit-
ing.4> Former scholastic achievers in
college reportedly wrote letters of
childlike simplicity to their parents,4&

Questioning of cult philosophy or
procedures is equated with influence of
the devil. Cult members must let the
leaders do all the thinking. In the
Krishna cult, no speech or thought is
allowed other than in conjunction with
teaching or duties.4’” “Moonies” are
asked to drop all objections to cult
leadership. Statements of Reverend
Moon are illustrative.

“What | wish must be your wish.

1 am your brain.

“The whole world is in my hand, and
I will conquer and subjugate the
world.” 48

Vitamin-deficient diets, lack of
sleep, and overwork have resulted in



emergency hospital care or even death
for cult members.#® Moreover, some
cults teach that medical science and
doctors, in particular, are derived from
Satan. lliness, therefore, is God’s pun-
ishment or a sign of spiritual shortcom-
ings.50

Prescribed cult medicine is also
dangerous. At least two deaths were
reported in the Love Family cult from
inhaling toluene, an industrial solvent,
to achieve “spiritual insight.” 51

In North Webster, Ind., Melvin
Creider, leader and founder of the Glory
Faith Assembly, a cult which forbade
consultation with medical doctors, was
the object of public outrage when nine of
his followers, two mothers and seven
infants, died in childbirth between 1975
and 1978.52

Propensity Toward Violence and
Lawbreaking

Because the outside world is fre-
quently equated with Satan, many cult
leaders encourage cult members to

use any means to advance their goals.
In some cases, the cult leader predicts

the end of the world through some
cataclysmic means, either by man in a
world war or by God Himself. There-
fore, traditional “moral” rules of soci-
ety may be disregarded in the service
of the leader so that cult members may
attain ‘'special power.” 53 As a conse-
quence of the above, incidents involv-
ing violence or lawbreaking are not
uncommon.

A lawyer who successfully sued
the Synanon cult in an action charging
the cult with brainwashing, kidnaping,
and false imprisonment was bitten by a
rattlesnake secreted in his mailbox.
Synanon’s leader and founder, Charles
Dederich, was charged with attempted
murder and later sentenced to 5 years’
probation for his part in this offense.5*

The House Subcommittee on In-
ternational Relations found evidence
that the Rev. Sun Myung Moon and his

Unification Church violated immigra-
tion, currency transaction, and tax
laws. The Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service (INS) found evidence of
the Unification Church using mass
marriages as a means of bringing
aiiens into the United States for fund-
raising purposes. Moreover, INS or-
dered deportation of almost 600
members who were granted visas for
religious education and training, but
were really soliciting funds and selling
on the sireet.5s

David Berg, leader of the Children
of God cult, decreed prostitution for its
female members, holding that women
members may seduce wealthy and in-

fluential businessmen to ‘“‘save souls”
and raise money for the church.58

Female members were commanded to
become “fishers of men” and “happy
hookers for Jesus.”

Specific acts of cult violence have
ranged from excult members being
physically harassed and parents being
beaten while trying to visit their chil-
dren in the cult to professionals who
opposed cults being threatened with
death.57 Excult members also have re-
ported that while under cult influence,
they would have willingly killed their
ownparents if ordered by their
leaders.58

Even more disturbing are reports
of a growing paramilitarism among
some religious cults. Robert M. Press
of the Christian Science Monitor, in a
series of articles on paramilitarism,
cited a police search of a ranch in
northern California run by a Krishna
leader of the international Society for
Krishna Consciousness, which search
resulted in confiscation of large sam-
ples of arms, including AR15’s (semi-
automatic rifles), shotguns, and several
thousand rounds of ammunition.5®

Other similar incidents have result-
ed in growing public concern about cult
activity. In 1976, a petition was signed
by 14,000 citizens calling for an investi-
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gation of the Unification Church. Three.
U.S. senators presided over an infor-
mal meeting of 400 persons from 32
States complaining of cult activities.
Similar hearings have occurred involv-
ing other cults in California (1974) and
Vermont (1976). Testimony at these
hearings revealed difficulties in sepa-
rating the sometimes illega! political
and criminal activities of cults from
their religious beliefs. Accordingly, pub-
lic opinion toward cults remains divid-
ed. Critics like Dr. Fic Conway and Jim
Siegelman warn of cult-leader take-
overs on a national, even international,
level. “Large numbers of people in
other countries may be laid open to
mind conirol at the direction of self
appointed religious social and political
leaders.” 80

On the other hand, some critics
voice fears of the widespread concern,
even hysteria, on the part of the public.
They accuse public protests of cults as
““a predictable form of . . . scapegoat-
ing, and use of outside agitator, theory
to explain away probiems.” 8 This
view shrugs off any potential threat by
cults as similar to the anti-Masonic,
anti-Catholic, and anti-Mormon litera-
ture of a hundred years ago. These
critics voice concern more for “over-
stereotyping” of cults with parallels of
McCarthyism in the 1950’s .62

As a result of these positions,
there has been a natural reluctance on
the part of some State and Federal
authorities to get involved in the fray by
prosecuting cuit leaders. Unfortunate-
ly, this position has placed law enforce-
ment in a quagmire of conflicting
direction. Does one prosecute the par-
ent of a cult member when that parent
has become involved in a kidnaping for
deprograming or should cult leaders be
prosecuted for coercive acts against
the young?



“Former members of cults have reported
a variety of behavior-control techniques,
other than simple coercion,

which have been used by some culis.”

BEHAVIOR-CONTROL TECHNIQUES

Former members of cults have re-
ported a variety of behavior-control
techniques, other than simple coer-
cion, which have been used by some
cults. These techniques are character-
ized by social isolation of cult members
from the family and general public and
rejection of traditional social values in
their backgrounds.

Isolation

In most cults, communication with
family members is strictly limited,- ex-
ceptions being recruitment of other
members of the family or solicitation of
family wealth.®3 Parents naturally be-
come distraught and view the conver-
sion of their offspring as a repudiation
of everything they hold dear. Efforts to
contact their offspring have sometimes
resulted in their children being hidden
or in physical beatings by cult guards
“protecting” cult members from the
satanic influences of their parents.s4
Biblical passages are often cited to the
cult member to justify the member's
isolation from the family.6s

Indoctrination and Isolation

Total isolation from the outside
world, particularly from access to the
communication media, is accompanied
by an intense indoctrination. Former
cult members speak of chanting and
self-induced trancelike states,®¢ being
constantly on the move, living on little
sleep, and eating low protein diets.67
They are instructed to follow orders
without question. Some change their
names, shave their hair, even change
their way of telling time, ¢ all in an
effort to destroy systematically their
original identities.

The experience of a reporter who
was with the Moon cult for 3 days is
illustrative. As reported in The Con-
gressional Record, the reporter en-
dured 17-hour days of lectures fol-

lowed by songs, prayers, games, and

exercises, and then more songs and

prayers.
“The assault on our brains continued
without let up. Over and over we
repeated, ‘Please father, | pray that
our brothers will open their hearts
and accept what they have been
told.” Then the prayers would go
straight into a song: Father, make
me a rainbow to bridge old and new.
Father make me a gateway for many
to come through. . . . Father, make
me a prism held in your hand.

“I felt myself being gripped by
strange tensions. Everywhere |
looked, | saw moonies watching us
with those fixed smiles and blank
eyes. . . . by Sunday my head was
swimming in the non-stop verbal bar-
rage, my nerves were shot, my mus-
cles ached. | began to realize the
meaning of brainwashing.” 69
Despite his short stay of 3 days,
the reporter experienced such extreme
anxiety that he was forced to request
to be relieved of his assignment.
Lack of sleep, inadequate diet,
and excessive regimentation combine
to form what observers and physicians

_ describe as a robotlike appearance of

cult members. The finding of the N.Y.
attorney general's investigation into
the Children of God cult is typical. *“Vir-
tually every parent testified his child
appeared drugged, in a trance, a hyp-
notic state after joining the Children of
God.” 70

Distraught parents have brought
suits against cults alleging that their
children have become involved with
religious organizations that place psy-
chological pressure on the children,
causing impairment of their physical
and mental health and loss of their free
will. In a recent conservator suit,
wherein the parents of five adult chil-
dren sought temporary custody of their
children for 30 days, an excult member
summarized the techniques of the Uni-
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fication Church:

1) A very strong isolation of the indi-
vidual from his home, friends, and
even his own mind.

2) A completely structured program
from 7:00 a.m. to 12:30 a.m.

3) Every single activity a person en-
gaged in was done by a group,
and a person was given no time
to himself whatsoever.

4) An intense schedule and a
deluge of religious concepts
which left the participant con-
fused and too fatigued at the end
of the day to reflect on the day’s
activities and lectures.

5) A limited amount of sleep
and food which left everyone
sluggish.

6) The inculcation of a feeling of
personal guilt if the participant
doubted or failed to follow the
teachings.”

A psychiatrist and a psychologist
examined the five children and found:

1) They all suffered from a gross
lack of information regarding cur-
rent events.

2) They all showed a moderate
degree of memory impairment,
especially about their childhoods.

3) They were emotionally frozen in
an inappropriate childlike smile to
all input, whether it be hostile or
otherwise.

4) They were all wide-eyed, had
short attention spans, and a de-
creased ability to concentrate.

5) They had very little concern for
previous and future personal
goals; they were paranoid about
previous relationships.72

The psychiatrist then stated the

symptoms were the result of “coercive
persuasion,” by which he meant a se-

ries of techniques similar to those used
against U.S. prisoners of war in Korea
and Vietnam, more commonly referred
to as “brainwashing.”



Similar observations have been
made by Dr. John G. Clark, a psychia-
trist who summarized his examination
of over 60 former members of cuilts,
including members of cults other than
Children of God and Unification
Church.

“There is a sudden conversion
through aggressive and skillful ma-
nipulation of a naive subject who is
passing through or has been caused
to enter a susceptible state of mind.
Through highly programmed behav-
ioral control technigues and in a con-
trolled environment, the subject’s
attention is narrowed and focused to
the point of becoming a trance. As a
resuft, the convert becomes depend-
ent on this new environment for defi-
nitions of reality . . . basic controls
of the central nervous system be-
come altered, menstrual periods
may stop, beard growth is slowed.” 73
(emphasis added)

Psychology of Excult Members

The degree of psychological trau-
ma cults inflict upon their members
seems directly related to the amount of
time the cult spends in mind-control
rituals.

A recent study of excuit members
by Conway and Siegelman revealed
most of the long term psychological
damage inflicted upon members ap-
pears to be done in the first few
months of indoctrination by the cult.7

Effects of cult membership are
longlasting. Dr. M. T. Singer in examin-
ing former cult members determined in
her studies a *“. . . slippage into disso-
ciative states, severe incapacity to
make decisions and related extreme
suggestibiiity.” 75 She believed this was
derived from the effects of behavior-
conditioning practices on especially
susceptible persons. She found her
subjects taking much time and energy
making simple decisions, like choosing
socks or deciding whether to cook or
sleep.

Recruitment and Indoctrination

An examination of cult recruiting
and indoctrination methods is reveal-
ing. Most cults recruit members in their
teens when prospective members are
young, impressionable, and troubled.7®
In a recent case, an adult daughter
sued her parents for false imprison-
ment when they hired a deprogramer
to disassociate her from The Way cult.7?
The defendant’s parents introduced a
publication by The Way which was a
guide instructing Way recruiters how to
recruit more members. The parents
were attempting to show that their
fears for their daughter’s physical and
emotional well-being were firmly
based, prompting her deprograming.
The publication, “The ‘How’ of Door to
Door Witnessing,” instructed the re-
cruiters to focus on the “hungry” and
on “individuals whose resistance is
temporarily lowered because of loneli-
ness, worry over exams, or other ado-
lescent crises.” 78

Children of God recruiters fre-
quent hangouts at university counsel-
ing centers, where they find troubled
and vulnerable youths.’? The Unifica-
tion Church focuses on university
freshmen and seniors, believing them

to be anxious and insecure.8¢
Even more disturbing is the fraud-

ulent and deceptive practice of some
cults to hide their recruitment purpose
behind front groups or social issues,
like the betterment of mankind, ecol-
ogy, or morality.8? Krishna members
have informed the public that they are
collecting for a “world relief program.” &2
The Unification Church sponsored a
“Tel Aviv Quarter Concern,” soliciting
funds from the Jewish-concern com-
munity under the guise of a Jewish
charity.83

At the end of the initial encounter
with the cult recruiter, the potential
recruit is encouraged to join members
at a retreat. The “victim” in our second
kidnaping for deprograming in part | of
this article was originally approached in
high school when he was invited to
attend “free” concerts, lectures, and
meetings. At subsequent meetings, the
indoctrination process intensified and
an interpersonal bond developed be-
tween him and cuit members.

The methods of establishing this
interpersonal bond are many and var-
ied. A chronological life history is often
requested, detailing every aspect of
the recruit’s life, particularly those sen-
sitive areas involving sex, relationship
with parents, and trouble with law en-
forcement authorities. Other cults take
a more direct approach. The recruit
may be seduced by a member of the
opposite sex or supplied with drugs, as
in the Jones cult. At the same time, he
may be deluged with hate literature
attacking organized religions, particu-
larly Judaism and Catholicism.

Whatever method is used, the cult
tries to convince him that despite his
problems at home and in school, “he is
loved.” This expression of “love” is
vital to the establishment of the inter-
personal bond.

Research has indicated that the
interpersonal bond plays an important,
if not the most important, role in cult
recruitment. In the “participant-obser-
vation” studies by Lofland and Stark of
the Korean-based cult of Rev. Sun
Myung Moon, it was shown that if the
interpersonal bonds between cult
members and potential recruits failed
to materialize, the newcomers failed to
join.84 This decision to join often comes
only after a long period of day-to-day
interaction with cult members. Conver-
sion thus comes about not because of
the appeal of its ideology, but because
of the acceptance of the opinions of
one's friends.88



“. . . certain cult behavior . . . appears
to result in substantial harm to society and

this outweighs their first amendment protection.”

These studies were reinforced by
Brainbridge’s study of satanic cults
from 1970-1976. Brainbridge found
that interpersonal bonds not only
played a critical role in the recruitment
of new members but was also essen-
tial to the formation of the cult itself.86

Summary

The foregoing discussions in parts
| and Il of this article suggest that in
America, there has been a legal history
of tolerance for religious beliefs, no
matter how bizarre or unorthodox
those beliefs are. However, with re-
spect to religiously motivated conduct,
the courts have used a balancing test,
weighing the interest of the religious
group against the State's legitimate in-
terest in regulating that religiously moti-
vated activity which is harmful to
society. Congress, the U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice, and State law enforce-
ment agencies must be responsible
enough to avoid interfering with reli-
gious belief; but, given this restraint,
certain cult behavior (i.e., fraud, vio-
lence, deceptive practices) appears to
result in substantial harm to society
and this outweighs their first amend-
ment protection. Moreover, some cult
recruitment methods and behavior-
control techniques indicate that deci-
sions to join and remain in the cult
often are not freely and voluntarily
made.

Law enforcement can investigate
cult activities and members upon re-
ceipt of information that laws have
been broken. Such initiatives can be
accomplished without infringing on cult
members’ rights to religious freedom or
violating their civil liberties. Both State
and Federal statutes exist under which
cult leaders and cult members could
be prosecuted for recruitment prac-
tices in which the decisions by youths
to join or remain in the cult are not
voluntarily made. Unlawful imprison-
ment under State law and kidnaping

statutes under both Federal and State
law can be used. There is U.S. Su-
preme Court authority for the doctrine
that bonafide religious beliefs cannot
absolve one from liability under the
Federal Kidnaping Act.87 However, as
we will see in part lll of this discussion,
such prosecution is rare.

The conclusion of this three-part
series will explore the problems the
investigator or prosecutor has in pros-
ecuting the deprogramer or parent of
the cult member who attempts to break
the cult's hold on their children by
extraordinary means.

Repeat and repeat till they say what
Yyou are saying.

Repeat and repeat till they are helpless
before your repetitions.

Say it over and over till their brains can
hold only what you are saying

Speak it soft, yell it and yell it, change
To a whisper, always in repeats. Come
back to it

day on day, hour after hour, till they say
what

you tell them to say. To wash A B C out
of a brain and replace it with X Y
Z ... Thisisit

“Brainwashing” by Carl Sandburg from his
Harvest Poems, 19101960 (New York: Harcourt
Brace, 1960).

In parts | and Il, we explored some
of the legal problems confronting law
enforcement when dealing with cults.
We discussed the first amendment,
certain cult activities, and the quandary
in which law enforcement has been
placed when investigating and attempt-
ing to prosecute cult members. In
the conclusion, we will focus on the
parents of cult members and the legal
and illegal options available to them. In
addition, we will discuss problems the
investigator or prosecutor can encoun-
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ter in attempts to prosecute the profes-
sional deprogramer or a parent who
abducts his child for purposes of re-
moving him or her from the cult envi-
ronment.

Civil/Criminal Remedies

As long as cuylt indoctrination is
voluntary, the motivation of an individu-
al for joining a religious cult, however
extreme, is not subject to judicial re-
view, because the first amendment
protects the freedom to choose any
religion. # Furthermore, the indoctrina-
tion and initiation procedures and con-
ditions of membership of one who joins
a religious group are usually not sub-
ject to judicial review.®® However, as
discussed previously, those activities
that are not solely ideclogical may be
regulated in cases of fraud and/or co-
ercion. While criminal statutes and le-
gal precedents exist, as we shall see in
the following discussion, prosecution of
cult leaders for serious violations of
criminal statutes, such as false impris-
onment and kidnaping, are rare. Those
criminal statutes most successifully
used against extremist cult leaders are
those involving violations of immigra-
tion laws, panhandling, income tax vio-
lations, and health and safety codes.

Efforts by excult members and
their families to obtain redress against
cults by civil or criminal action in Feder-
al courts have, for the most part, been
unsuccessful. A leading case which
illustrates the lack of a Federal remedy
is Turner v. Unification Church.®

In Turner, the plaintiff brought suit
alleging that the Unification Church
conspired to hold her in involuntary
servitude by threats which placed her
in such fear that it destroyed her ability
to resist their will. As a result, she was



forced to work long hours soliciting
money and selling candies, flowers,
and tickets for which she received no
compensation. Turner sought relief
through the provisions of the Civil
Rights Act (Title 42, U.S. Code, Sec-
tions 1981, 1983, 1985),%2 involuntary
servitude (Title 18, U.S. Code, Section
1583),%2 and the 13th amendment.

The U.S. District Court for the Dis-
trict of Rhode Island dismissed her suit
for faiiure to state a claim. The court
emphasized that the Section 1981 pro-
vision of the Civil Rights Act applied to
racial discrimination, not to discrimina-
tion because of religious belief; that
Section 1983 applied to deprivation of
rights under color of State law, not
under a church authority; and that un-
der Section 1985, the church’s motive
in depriving her of her rights had to be
based upon beliefs held by plaintiff
prior to her dealings with the church.
Finally, the court rejected any remedy
under involuntary servitude, stating
that elements of both physical restraint
and complete psychological domina-
tion must be present. As a result, in the
absence of clear physical restraint,
plaintiff could not show that the church
and its followers represented such a
threatening and overpowering psycho-
logicai and/or physical force that plain-
tiff had no choice but to continue in her
service to the church.

The problem that the prosecution
has in bringing serious criminal
charges, such as unlawful imprison-
ment or extortion, against cult mem-
bers in local courts can be seen in the
case of People v. Murphy®* In this
case, the parents of two young mem-
bers of a Hare Krishna Temple cult
abducted the two and attempted de-
programing, which failed when the
members escaped and rejoined the
cult. The two, at the urging of the cult,

then brought charges against their par-
ents and the deprogramers involved.
When the case was presented to a
grand jury, the grand jury refused to
indict the parents; instead, they
charged the cult leaders for maintain-
ing the two members in a state of
“unlawful imprisonment by psychologi-
cal means.” In addition, grand jury

charges against the cult included ex- -

tortion, as the cult leader allegedly at-
tempted to obtain $20,000 from one
member of the family, threatening they
would never see their son again.

After inspecting the minutes of the
grand jury, the presiding judge dis-
missed the indictment. The court ob-
served that even if the psychological
indoctrination by the cult caused an
inability to think or “destroyed healthy
brain cells,” these acts did not consti-
tute crimes. The maintenance of reli-
gious beliefs through highly ritualistic
methods like “mind control or brain-
washing” in religious indoctrination is
not criminal per se.

These cases illustrate that in the
absence of overwhelming evidence of
fraud or coercion, the search for civil or
criminal remedies against cults under
State or Federal law will continue to be
a difficult undertaking.

Deprograming
“Yes, | hired the deprogrammer;
what else could | do. | watched my
son for years as he was enticed into
this cult through ‘love bombing’ in
high school. Did you know when
they first approached him they
didn't even identify themselves as a
religious group? First, there was a
free concert, then a picnic.
Everyone was encouraged to talk
about the problems they were
having at home, in school, and with
the authorities. Then came the free
weekend away from home where
they played music, talked, and had
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a great time. Gradually, my son
became overwhelmed; associating
home, school and authority figures
with trouble, while in the cult
everyone loved him and he didn't
have to make decisions or be
responsible.

“Oh, a lot of it is my fault, | didn’t
recognize the group for what it was
until it was too late. When he
started college and started living in
their group house, | became
concerned. When the cult started
dictating when he could go to
school and which courses he could
take, | became worried. | tried to
talk him out, but the more | talked,
the wider the gap between us grew.
Then, they wouldn’t let him come
home for the summer, sending him
out recruiting and selling for them
instead. This took all his time.
Finally, he could no longer think for
himself. | didn’t know what to do or
who to turn to. | couldn’t find him,
the cult keep transporting him to
various places around the country.

“| joined small groups of parents
who were in similar situations. |
talked with attorneys and
psychologists. | spent a great deal
of time and money trying to find a
way to locate him and rescue him
from the cult, while trying to stay
within the law. Eventually, after
years of trying and finding that | was
blocked at every turn | took another
route—the deprogrammer.

“It costs thousands of dollars and
made me feel like a common
criminal, but what else could | do?
There was an intelligent mind going
to waste. | even went with the
deprogrammer to help him rescue
my son from this cult and | stayed
with them for weeks. Have you ever
seen a cult member trance out
when you talk to him about the cult?



“Often, the forced removal of the cult member from the cult
and this counterindoctrination without their consent result in
criminal complaints being filed against the parents and

deprogramers by the cuit member.”

| saw my son go into a state which
you couldn’t believe; it's a defense
mechanism against deprogramming
the cult had conditioned him to. His
eyes were wide open, yet he did not
know anyone else was around. We
flashed a flashbulb directly into his
face but he didn’t even blink, his
pupils didr’t contract. His surface
body temperature dropped to where.
his skin was cold to the touch. Loud
noises didn't startle him. During one
of these sessions | couldn’t take it
anymore. | slapped my son to bring
him out of the trance. You know, he
finally slapped me back. | revelled,
not in my slapping him but in him
slapping me back. It showed that he
still had some human feelings,
some emotion left.”
The above quotations were extracted
from interviews of parents of a cult
member who hired deprogramers. The
quotes reveal some of the parental
feelings regarding cults, their frustra-
tion with the law, and why they fre-
quently turn to the deprogramer as a
last resort.

As a result of this natural distress
with which parents find themselves
and the general absence of successful
legal remedies against the cult, parents
have often taken it upon themselves to
free their offspring by resorting to de-
programing. This process involves the
hiring of a “professional” deprogramer
who abducts the offspring from a pub-
lic area, detains him in a secluded
place, and subjects him or her to a
variety of techniques. These tech-
nigues attempt to reverse the effect of
cult conditioning and restore the confi-
dence and decisionmaking ability of
the cult member.

The type of technique varies with
the deprogramer. Generally, the depro-
gramer attempts to show the cult mem-
ber the error of his ways and destroy
the built-up trust he has for cult lead-
ers. He may furnish detailed informa-
tion on cult behavior, that cult leaders

live in luxury while the cult member
lives in squalor; that the member's
hate or mistrust of his parents is mis-
placed; that Biblical quotes made by
the cult have been taken out
of context.?5 The critical point of the
deprograming process appears to be
the confrontation by the cult member
with his parents. If the member ac-
cepts the fact that his parents love
him, an angry dialog usually follows, at
which point the deprograming pro-
ceeds rapidly.8

Some of these deprograming
techniques frequently are similar to the
cult indoctrination process itself—iso-
lation of the individual, restriction of the
cult member’s freedom, restricted diet
and sleep. One reviewer has claimed
that deprograming is far more like
brainwashing than the conversion
process by which members join cults.8?
While on the other side, experts assert
that deprograming remains the only
remedy currently available for the
many victims of mind control.28 There
appears to be one undisputed differ-
ence between the two views—after de-
programing the excult member is not
controlled by either the parent or the
deprogramer, while if hie remains in the
cult, his freedom is still restricted.

Often, the forced removal of the
cult member from the cult and this
counterindoctrination without their con-
sent result in criminal complaints being
fled against the parents and depro-
gramers by the cult member. Once the
investigation is initiated, law enforce-
ment often finds the credibility of de-
programers somewhat lessened by the
type of deprogramers used by parents.
The deprogramers are often people
who lack adequate credentials. Some
have criminal records or are former cult
members who harbor real personal or
mental problems; some are in it for the
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adventure. This lack of credibility, plus
the fact that the cult member has been
forcibly removed from the cult and
counterindoctrination initiated without
his or her consent, subjects the par-
ents and deprogramer to civil or crimi-
nal charges of false imprisonment or
kidnaping, though deprogramers, not
the parents, are usually the ones
named in the complaint.

Deprogramers then resort to a va-
riety of defenses. They often allege
that since the cult member is suffering
from mental disability induced by the
psychological coercion of the cult, con-
sent would have been given if the cult
member had possession of his facul-
ties. This defense recently has been
recognized by the Minnesota Supreme
Court in Peterson v. Sorlien®® where
the court held:

“When parents, or their agents,
acting under the conviction that the
judgmental capacity of their adult
child is impaired, seek tc extricate
that child from what they reasonably
believe to be a religious or pseudo-
religious cult, and the child at some
juncture assents to the actions in
questions, /imitation upon the child’s
mobility do not constitute meaningful
deprivation of personal liberty
sufficient to support a judgment for
false imprisonment.”’ 1% (emphasis
added)

The court made clear that it was
not approving of deprogramming say-
ing, “Owing to the threat deprogramming
poses to public order, we do not en-
dorse self-help as a preferred alterna-
tive,” 101

Other decisions reveal an appar-
ent attempt by some courts to grant
much leeway to the actions of parents
and their agents. In Weaiss v. Patrick, 192
the Federal district court in Rhode Is-
land was confronted with a similar fact
situation. The plaintiff, a member of the



Unification Church, brought an action
for false imprisonment against individ-
uals hired by her parents who re-
strained her against her will in the
home of one of the defendants until
she escaped. Despite her traumatic
experience, the district court found that
she failed to demonstrate a meaningful
deprivation of personal liberty. The
court then emphasized a parental right
to advocate freely a point of view. The
court stated that to assure freedom,
“the right of every person to be left
alone must be placed in the scales with
the right of others to communicate.” 103

Another defense which is finding a
mixed acceptance in the courts is the
defense of necessity—that the abduc-
tion of the cult member is a rescue
from a situation which was dangerous
to his or her physical health. Also
called the “choice of evils” defense,
necessity has some common law roots
and is based on a 1962 definition by
the American Bar Association which
stated that illegal behavior could be
justified when “the harm or evil sought
to be avoided is greater than that
sought to be prevented.” 194 There are
few cases in the common law involving
this defense, apparently because in
clear cases of necessity law enforce-
ment officials would not prosecute.105
The burden of proof in necessity cases
is placed on the defendant and as
many as three factors have to be estab-
lished: 106

1) The actor perceived the action
necessary to prevent imminent
harm to himself or another;

2) The harm avoided outweighed
the harm that the law was
designed to prevent; and

3) There existed no reasonable
alternates to violating the law.

These requirements pose a great
hurdle to a deprogramer’s defense. If
the cult can show that the member

voluntarily chose to accept the cult's
rigorous life, there must be evidence
indicating imminent harm to the cult
member. Furthermore, since depro-
gramers are open to charges of kid-
naping, assault and battery, false
imprisonment, and conspiracy, the
degree of harm must be significant to
outweigh breaking these laws. Finally,
if there are legal alternatives, such as
conservatorship laws, available as civil
remedies, this defense will be put to a
great disadvantage.

Temporary Guardianship/
Conservator Laws

By statute, many States have
adopted temporary guardianship pro-
cedures by statute through which par-
ents are able legally to retrieve their
children from cults under certain cir-
cumstances. The wording of the stat-
ute is critical. 197 Generally, under these
statutes, if a child is judged “incapaci-
tated,” “incompetent,” or of “unsound
mind” by reason of mental illness,
mental deficiency, advanced age,
chronic use of drugs, or another cause
to the extent that he lacks sufficient
understanding to manage his property
or care for himself, temporary guar-
dianship can be afforded the parents,
regardiess of the child’s age. This
offers a means through which parents
can take control of their children where
they are convinced their children are
prevented from exercising free will
because of what they consider de-
structive personality changes resulting
from cult indoctrination.

However, such an approach would
not go unchallenged. Cults would usu-
ally oppose the parents’ claims on the
basis of violating freedom of religion,
speech, or other constitutional guaran-
tees.
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Conclusion

With the increase in cult member-
ship over the last 10 years, law en-
forcement investigations involving cult
members is increasing. Whether these
investigations will be routine, such as
proselytizing activities on the street, or
criminal, such as shoplifting or drug
use, the cult member should be treated
the same as any other person. A more
serious problem arises when an officer
encounters a “kidnaping” for depro-
graming or receives a complaint involv-
ing cult coercion by a parent of a cult
member.

Clearly, the officer cannot proceed
to release the deprogramer after ob-
serving him with a hostage or let him
retain a person kidnaped against his or
her will. Nor can they invade the prop-
erty of a cult to release a victim, unless
there is evidence of imminent harm to
the cult member.

Practical considerations would
come into play at every stage, which
would require close coordination with
the prosecution. Who should be
charged with a crime? What type of
changes could be filed? What if the
“kidnapers” include a close relative?
What jury is going to convict a 50-year-
old father for kidnaping his 20-year-old
son! And if the State cannot prosecute
the father, is it just to charge the depro-
gramer who was hired by the father to
perform the actual kidnaping? What
defenses does the law allow in the
jurisdiction, and what charges shouid
be given to the jury? Law enforcement
officers may wish to consult with their
local prosecutors to determine whether
any guidelines are in place or being
contemplated in their jurisdictions to
answer these questions.

Such practical considerations
should not be left to law enforcement
alone. Parents of cult members should
be advised in seminars of the practical



disadvantages of deprograming, i.e.,
the expense, subjecting themselves to
criminal charges of kidnaping, assault
and battery, etc. Even if one child was
deprogramed every day, the population
of cults would hardly be affected, con-
sidering the number of recruits entering
cults.

The most effective remedy prob-
ably is new legislation. The most sug-
gested type of legislation has been
new conservatorship laws, but efforis
by concerned parents to cause the
enactment of such laws have met con-
siderable opposition by civil libertar-
ians.

A more realistic law would aim at
and criminalize the less controversial
areas of cult behavior—misrepresenta-
tion in recruitment and in proselytizing
activities, preventing a member from
contacting individuals outside the orga-
nization, or preventing members from
leaving the cult. Currently, attempts are
being made in Congress to control
cults by drafting a new Federal law, the
“Deceptive and Coercive Organization-
al Practices Act.” This act imposes a
fine and/or prison sentence on any
organization that falsifies facts in re-
cruitment of new members and/or co-
ercively prevents an individual from
having contact with individuals outside
the organization or terminating their
affiliation with the organization.

Whether such an act can be draft-
ed in such a way as to avoid interfering
with a person’s right to enter a cult if he
voluntarily chooses to do so remains to
be seen. Whatever the result, it would
seem that new legislation is needed to
resolve the problem facing parents and
law enforcement. The coercive acts of
some cults in recruitment and prosely-
tizing activities should not go unchal-
lenged. Nor should some cults be
allowed to hide behind the first amend-
ment, while at the same time denying

constitutional rights to some of their
followers. As U.S. Supreme Court Jus-
tice Arthur J. Goldberg said, “. . .
while the constitution protects against
invasions of individual rights, it is not a
suicide pact,” 108 FBI
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