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. Most of the literature relevant/to today's religious
cults has paid scant attention to the parents of cult members. Two -
recent studies (1979 and 1982) of .parents of e%-cult members revealed
that initial parental responses. to a child's cult involvement ranged
from anxiety to terror. In general, the parejits were baffled by their
children's new affiliation, especially in those cases that began in
the. 1970's when there was little public aw reness of cults. Negative -
parental reactions have been :attributed to the threat ‘cults pose to' :

-the family's economic goals and authority/structure and to. the =
~ appropriation of’parental roles; few&wri ers have recbgnized the

. disruption of the affectionate relationship within the family.

. Published accounts by parents of cult children reveal that parepts
often blame themselves, and that most had difficulty finding the ..

" child. Of the 49 ex-cult members in the 1979 and 1982 surveys,.31

' were rescued by parents and 6 defected. voluntarily. Parents have

- turned to kidnapping and deprogramming, conservatorship, and civil

. suits against the cults. Since most /cult members are legally adults,
and most cults have First Amendment/ protection as religious groups,

- the courts have provided few cleasrqut‘remedies._Family therapy can
help preserve the family unit and/prepare the family for an eVentual

. harmonious reconciliation, but i; is not a.functti of the therapist,
‘to aid in abduction or.deprogramming._(JAC) . - v
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Most of the 1itera.ture publlshedAto toda.y S "rellglous" cults has

pa.1d scant attent:.on to the pa.rents of cult members hldden v1ctfms of

4

: this;novement - Surve}s of pa%ents of ex-c?lt xﬁfabers have revealed th\e’lr -

* initial reactions and actions takgn Publlshed parental, narratives and

slogistst: perc,eptions of pa.rentasl_ reactions supplement the survey

o
» fmdings Lega.l avenues %o. recovery of the young adult are‘d:.scussed
e T .
' _lea.ding to the eonclusion that court cases to date have provided con-‘ »
N flicting. decis:.ons in thls a.rea Finally /th)e role of family therapy‘ T
2w .
during anﬂ following the cult involvement perlod is exammed
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D ,
When a young adu]t becomesba member of a tota11st1c group such as a

,;‘. 1t, the resu]ting changes 1n the 1ndiv1dua1 s perceptions, be]iefs,
f;{:titudes, andsbehavior c]eariy.have a:rippie“effect on other.family--
memberS"especiaiiy the parehtsL éSome'parents'react siowiy to their'-:~ ;-
'; d ch11d's new affiiiatioﬁ because they are unaware of the't%pe of group
| 1nvo]ved In other cases the reaction is quick and beiligerent, fueied
‘by feeiings of anger, guiit, and/or shame Sti]] other parents accept
7‘the cu1t 1nvo]vement{with equanimit%, be1iev1ng that whatever their chiid
“does 1s hns o;wher\ch01ce -and responsibiiity Much depends, of course,

P
TN

on the 1ong-term parent-chi]d re]ationship, the parenta] personaiities,.

&
the antecedents to .the youth' s commitment, -and the type of adv1ce received

-

by the parents from extra-fami]fa] sources .

-

*To study the 1mpact of a youth s cu]t invo]vement on the parents, .
and their responses to ity two surveys were conduc ed of ex-cult members

» and_their)parents. In addition pub]ished parentai narratives have been l

o - L

informative on this matter The parents are fo]iowed from their initia]
awareness and reactions through their immediate and 1ong-term responses

'lto cuit invo]vement, qu then to the reso]ution of their situations

o
. -T-Since many parents in the groups: surveyed resorted.to "rescuing“ their .

chi]dren and then havinq them. deprdgrammed, ithe 1ega1 status of their "l: :
L f-
) actions 1n this direction ‘§s also examined. However urgent]y the parents

o

viewed their dec1sion tourescue, it has been perceived someWhat di fferently

by some; scho]ars " Their comments are therefore reviewed as we11

-

Fﬁna]iy, the Family is examined in the post-cu]t stage. For most

T 2 fami]ies, this has been a period of reconci]iation although sometimes -4

[ -
o ~\ . - . . -
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w1th renewed tens1ons In some'instanees these tensions'led'toua rEturn;

to the cu]t or a refusal to 1eave it after being 1ocated by the parents S e

(Technica]]y speak1ng, there neve was a post-cult stage for such fami11es ) - .

S1nce family' members are affected by their exper1ence, they can be sZZh : , o
“h1dden victims" of the pervas1ve cu]t movement of the past two decades

They are so "hidden," 1n fact, that\only a few researchers have cpns1dered

their p11ght at all (Beckford 1978a, 1978b; Kaslow & Schwartz, 1983

Schwartz, 1982 Zer1n, 1983)

t:f’“ . ‘ e ’ . !

~N Q;est1ons to ask _T. R . e L Lo

i

~ oo ,
. " Parents should not automat1ca11y assume that any unfam111ar group - 3
their‘chi]d joins is a cult. They should ask quest1ons of the1r child,,or

others, before hur]ing dccusat%ons or taking act1on prec1p1tously  They L

4 Sanp—

. m1ght ask for examp]e. e .f‘\\\gfy s ' . o
: - 1. Does the group identify itself as relgious or political?

-

o . =
What are the group s goa]s and va]ues? _ Xf' Yy (/ﬂg:d -

. ‘Does the group try to. change members personalit es.?

. . .

Does the group "1s01ate members and preach that soc1ety 1s ' |
evil and’that 1fs devotees should help put a ‘'stop. to evil ‘. B
andSsin by turniﬁb to a charismatic religious leader?":

"Does the movement claim that 1t is a vehicle through which

. B
(8]

f;, R ! qa]ready existihg alzenation can be expressed or remedied "
; : RS

e "__ (Pavlos,wgé? p. 154) o - |

h Additiona] questihns can be asked about the nature of the members' activ-f .
ities, finangial demands or‘expectations by the group, and freedom of ‘ )

communication. ' | | | : B
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é)' Armed with th1s 1nformatioﬁ; the parents W11i be better prepared to

: {

1, ,take appropriate action, if it 1s warranted Such a ration 1 approach

et L

//is the 1dea1, however N IE’reality, many parents rgspond to their chi]d S f
’, ‘, A . AR . _
y jW,{ new assoc1ati non t;e basis oi(]imited ,or no 1nformation., S A
p > TR .

, Initial- Paﬁgntai Reactions '\fw

5% ~urvey resu N _ ff \ .. _.~.-_(~@ N

Two recent studies of parents’ of ex-cu]t membars revea]ed that the - )1 Lo

f‘p - initial panentaﬂ responses to awareness of their chi]d S cu]t invoivement

i
.
3

J

inc]uded anxiety, worry, fear, confusion, shock disbeiief he]p]essness,
. sadness, panic and terror 0n1y one. parent (of 58 in ‘the 1982 survey)

cited no reaction, one fe1t that the youth wou]d "outgrow“ the affiliftiono

and one had a posiﬁive reaction. Various other,terqs use/hgy the parents*3

were: numb, rejected opposed, skeptica] disappointed, angry;’ ‘disap- f -;'_',."

prov1ng, devastated guiity,‘"damned mad,“ stunneH ashamed. Two fe]t an

-

inmediate need to he]p their-chi]dren, a1though they were unsure about ‘s"';

how to- do that at first. In genera1 it mi ht be said thgt the'pgrgnts |
' were baff]ed by &heir chi]dren S new a{fi] ation This was particu]ar]y / ,av |
| true for cases that/began in the ear]y 19705 when there was re]ative]y, . ;_ .
11tt1e public awareness-of cults dn this cbuntry" ;/7" B .
Are these pareLts different in some. significant way from thoSe\in the'
genera] popu]ation W re they unusua]]y naive, perhaps? In t‘e 1979 _ .
pi]ot.study (Kaslow & chwartz, 1983) and the%ﬂQSZ study being reported
. here, the respondents (15 in 1979 58 in 19%?) were a]] bio]ogica] parents |
. of the ex-cu]t members. Most families were intact, excppt for three

: /ﬁd daugh@ers awere
, R




:‘th,, S S p, R . _7
| ;? Jweli—educatgd w1th most hav1ng .attended or graduated from college, and
many hav1ng advanced or profess1ona1 dEgrees They d1d not present a
patho]ogicalkpiﬁture Very few reported any 1nvo]vement with- drugs, those _J'
“who used aicohoi might be termed sociai drinkers and 1ess than. 20% had
ever had psychotherapy In short, they appeared to be typica] of the
| midd]e and upper-midd]e c1ass popuiation except for their 1 wer rate of

divorce

In those instances where the.youth had disappeared r left home as
part of the“ﬁew commitment, the parents were shocked, when they finally -
saw the«youth again, by transformations in’ appearance and personaiity,
"and grief-stricken at being tota]iy/deserted and rep]aced by the new cu1t

pﬁfamiiy'“ (Kas]ow & Schwartz,. 1983) Indeed, abdut one-eighth of respon-
dent parents first chame aware o:\their chi1d s’aff\iiation 6ecause of
changes 1n persona]ity (A]most 40% of the parents, however, had been
‘- sQ,initiaiiy 1nformed by the cu]t member that he or she had décided :to" be part
) of The Way Internationa]l or the Unification Church or whichever group war
the case ) Even when the - y0uth continued to 1ive at home,—parents were@'b
dismayed by changes id diet be]ief systems, growing into]erance of others, :
" and reduced effectiveness in academic work or Job performance
Shupe and Brom]ey (1980) attributed such neéative parenta] reactions
to three factors -a) the threat that cu]t membership poses to the famiTy S
”/(/ﬁfgoai of preparing sons and-daughters for participation in the economic _
'order, b)\ﬁhe challenge made by cult membership to the authority structure
~ of the fami]y, and c) ‘the appropriation in some cu]ts, by . the leaders, of

the parenta] ro]es There seems to be no recognitidn by these socio]ogists,

J’l or. Robbins ‘and Anthony (a]so socio]ogists), or other writers tending toward -~
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thegpro-cult end of the’ spectrum that there is an affectJonate re]at1on-
‘iSh1p derclOped w1th1n the fami]y from 1nfancy onward even though\it may i

vary in degree at- different po1nts dur1ng the family's deve]opmept, and‘\\\
that it is the repudiation of th1s re]at1onsh1p that $0 pa1ns and angers
"," the parents Anthony and Robbins stated, neverthe1ess, that some parents
' were. gui]ty of an "hysterical overreaction“ to cu1t menbership *(1981,
':'p 272)

It is true that part of the task of parenting is to prepare children
for functiona11y 1ndependent adulthood, which inc]udes vocational pre-'
paration This is perceived by Shupe and Brom]ey in mater1a11st1c terms
as an economic investment primarily. Few parents would agree with that
evaluation. The afﬁect1on and feeling of reSpons1b111ty that parents
hold even for thelr adu]t ch11dren is a]so not primarily an author1tar1an '
relationship as it 1s seen by some socio]ogists Rather, parents perce1ve

¢ the usurpat1on of the -family of origin by the cu1t 1eader(s) as add1ng
insult to the 1njqry of separation

>

Published phrental react1ons | o Do

Three parenta] react1ons to their ch11dren s cult 1nvo]vement have D
appeared 1n recent years that fllustrate the survey results in more spe- ‘ o
: -cific terms. warren Adler, an author, was in Eng]and when his wife called
him to say that their son had become" involved with Rev. Sun Myung Moon's .
‘ Unification Church A fr1end had invited him to dinner and then for-a ‘
;;:ii‘.'lnweekend at the communal farm (Boonéville). He rema1ned at the farm for
“}Td - two weeks before letting anyone know where he was.
\ - The Moon1es? -1 was groggy. I d1nﬂy saw Moon's pudgy -

face as it appeared on posters pasted up all over




X H\ ) y g
'Nashington, D¥., where we Tived. I thought of stories
~ of lost chiidren, kidnagping, a bizarre cuit empty . .
smiies Nas Jdt Moon who said, that God had put Nixon in’ '
the Nhite Hdhse’ Moon was something that happened to
R /other people (Ad]er, 1978, p. 23)
He asked his wife "What happens now?" "His wife quickiy sought informa-
tion and reiayed it the foiiowing morning Nhat she had found out was

.‘

disheartening. -

&

daughter was an idealist who had’ ‘been with them in. Haiti to help provide

A quite different expes\ence occurred in the Hershell famiiy Their

eye care in a ciinic there. In the spring of hér first year in college,
she met some other ideaiists and shért]y thereai}er moved to the Unifica--
tion Center to Tive with her new friends She wrote her. parents a long
Tetter full of love for everyone and fa th that the move was going to
he]p her become a better person.g’i | \t '
Our first impulse was to ignore‘the letter, but after
&ereading it, certainrthings did nbtvring clear. . .
We thought that her intelligence wouid help her realize
her mistake and she would get over it. But the more we
read the letter, the more we became aware of a different )
‘fiavor from her previous ones, but could not.pinpoint
. the reasons. Too, we had not heard of a Unification
Cefter, and after investigation, realized it'Was part
of Unification Church,‘of which we knew nothing (Hershell
& Hershellg 1981, p. 132).

The third parent te write about cult involvement from his perspective

{



~was Steve Allén, the.multi-talented enterfa{nef and author. In 1971, he
received a letter from his son Brian saying that he had joined the Church
of Armageddon (a/k/a/ The Love Family). |
To all of us who loved Brian . . . the letter came
as ‘a bombshell. We were hurt and stunned. . . . We
~ did not know what to th!nk. Questions f100ded qu} :
minds. Who was Love Israel? What was the Church of
Armagedddn? What experience had led Brian to such a.
dramaiic and unexpected decision? Most of all, why?
Nhy~-e5pec1alfy in the light of the love we knew he
'felt for ué all, stéfed twiég in thezlettér--why had
he chosen to turn his back on us, his family, hfs old
‘frien&s 1h Los Angeles ahd, in a Qense, the entire
outside world? (Allen, 1982, p. 4). , !
In addition to seeking a rational explanation for seemingly irrational
behavior, however. Allen wrote that he neither could nor would intrude
on his son's privacy. ."He was an adult. He had a right to 1ive his own
11fe. So we hoped for the best. And worried. And wondeyed. [ knew one
thing: I did not wané to lose my son" (Allen, 1982, p. 4).
| The Adlers, too, had asked "Why?" They concluded that they had been
too {ndifferent to their son David, that they had been "unloving, seif-
centered, selfish, overprotectiva, indulgent parents" (Adler, 1978, p. 26).
Allen commented that Brian seemed to lack the "mysteridus inner ballast"L
that helps one find an 1dent1yty. but at the same time blamed himsalf for
Brian's actions--guilt ovgr his divorce from Brian's mother, too little

time spent with his sons, and his own emotional difficulties. The Hershells

‘e
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similarly questioned their role in their"&augh;er Jean's involvement with
the Moonies. Like.many other parents, thé}

finally realized that 1t was not.what we had or, had not

daone, 30 we could stop beating on ourselves! It_was a

combination of many factors: it was tpe circumstances,

it was the timing, it was the approach. it was the deq;ﬂ// | -

tion, the "love-bombing," the 1nterplay In short, it |

was the vulnerability of any and all young people. At

ény given time, any of them could be ripe to be entrapped

(Hershel & Hershel1, 1981, p. 133). .

In each case, the parents, upon seeing their cult-involved child for

the first time, commented upon the feeling of distance between them 1in
addition to changes in physical appearance, deference to more senior

members of the group, and a certain rigidipy of expression. o

+

Next Steps
Depending upon when in the past decade or so the young adult was

recrui ted into a cult, the parents had varying degrees of knowledge about
such groups. For‘those ‘who became {nvolved beford 1975 or 1976, there

‘ : . {
was 1ittle information available in the popular press. These parents

tended to turn to their clergyman, or social wclfarafagenciés. or attor-

Yaays, all of whom tended to have as 1ittle knowledge as the parents. A

few turned to the media for help, which provoked s5ae journalistic in-
vestigations (Landes, 1976; Stoner & Parka, 1977; Warshaw, 1979).
More of the parents’ went to public libraries to seek informatfon or

somehow tapped into the parent networks. Often the latter route was a

11



A 1
devious one through "a friend of a friend; who knek someone else whose
child was 6r had been in a cult. In the 1982_survey group, only two
. parents immediately sought a deprogrammer and ]O’took no action at all,

A few tried to perSuade their chiidren of the error they had made in
accepting the ways of new friends so uncrit!cally and precipitously,
but commented that they were unsuccessful.

During thasperiod of the young person's affiliation, almost all of
the parents had some contaét with their child, most often by phone, but
not ne;essarily on a reqular basis. Continuing communication, non-horta-
tory in tone, is regonnnnded by most experts in the field, incidentally,
as essential for any defection from the cult and reconciliation with the
family to occur. For those 1iving away from homg, occasional visits to
or by the parents were permitted, but only after the fnitial {ndoctrina-
tion phase had been completed. Typical of visits by the parents to a cult
residence is thé‘Adlers' first attempt to vistt David at the Moonie camp:

We moved to a variety of spots i{n the camp but were '
always surrounded by Moonies. Finally, David, following

thair lead, insisted we comd' into one of the cabins. . ?
.Y
bt

&

We did so reluttantly‘and ware seated in a semicircle
around him (Adlar, 19747 p, 27).j .
Eventually the Adlars saw their son alone }or half an hour, and warae abiz
to schedule anothér maaeting with him for the next day at the Moonte resi-
\ dence in San Francisco. [n 1ike manner, Steve Allen (1982) spent much of
his first visit to Drian in tha company of Serfous [irael, 64‘ of the
senior menibers of the Love Family. In the case of a'young woman who wés

recrui ted by Hare Krishnas in mid-1976, the parents described their visit

RIC , | 12




nine days after their daughter slca]] as,_ "devastating " ‘i. f': ,;\'

’ Frances parents reasoned, p]eaded cajo]ed, ordered
o .. hE : " shouted cried--and got nowhere The on]y time the
;;‘“.' Ruftys ghﬁmpsed the\frances they had known occurred -
'? - f\h’!‘_ when” the1r daughter 1nqu1red "Arén't you even going ‘," )
l,,..11;;7,‘ . tO‘k¥ss me good-bye?“ It was, Mrs Rufty. dec1ares, . %@; |
T '-" N “awfu]“ (Post, 1978, p. 6)“ ' ' AR o fh'"ﬁ‘
e whether or not there were parent-child visits, the parents 1n most
cases set about to. redeem their chi]d 1n some way., Of the 49 ex-cult )
, ; members in the 1979 and 1982 surveys, 31 4 were rescued e1ther by k1dnap-;;“ﬁlxh
p1ng or through use of . the conservatorsh1p power granted by a court and
were subsequent]y deprogrammed 0n1y six defected vo]untari]y. In the'“
rema1n1ng cases the means of 1eav1ng the cu]t was through persuas1on B
~ (often by another ex-cult member) or through deprogramming (w1thout a'."
further descr1pt1on) B o
* These var1ed means of retr1ev1ng a child. from the cults have evoked
much controversy Groups such as FREECOG (Free our Ch11dren from the . d
Ch11dren of God movement) American Fam11y Foundat1on, and Cit1zens Free-f
dom Foundat1on, composed 1arge1y of parents and re]atives of cult members, 1,7
are ca11ed anti-cu]t movements or ACM by Shupe and Brom]ey (1980 1982) .
It is the content1on qf these two soc1o]og1sts that s1nce most cu]t members
7 are 1ega11y adu]ts, the ACM or. parents act1ng 1ndependent1y "to. remove
‘their’ offspr1ng forc1b1y from re11g1ous groups ,‘, . constituted at the very

least abrogat1ons of the latters' C1V11 rights and potent1a11y 1nvo]ved

assau]t and k1dnapp1hg“ (Shupe & Brom]ey, 1982 PP 106 107) Th1s view |
o o S

4
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led to conf11cting court. decisions

I

Lega1 Remedies -

. ‘ ’

,0“"-‘

L

. Since mo t cu1ts characterize themse]ves as religious groups, their

are’ protect7d under: the First Amendment.-

recruited:bf cults dre usual]y adults’ for 1ega1'purposes;vthex_have.the

* become: invo]ved with the 1aw.4

Conservatorship , @

Ibe1iefs and activities (with some 1imited curbs on the 1atter possib1e)

Further,-since the individua]sp

A}

<

-

Thus when parents seek to extrigate an adu]t chi1d from a cu]t they

¥

Some rarents wh11e their offspr1ng are stiﬁ] in the/cult, seek to

- obtain conservatorship or guardianship powers

"In such suits parents o

' vhave a11eged that their adu]t children are incompetent to manage their .

own affairs as a-result-of being under ‘mind con;ro]' exercised by{cu]t

leaders" (Schwartz & Zeme] 1980, p. 304)

These powers have more typi-"

: .ca]]y been granted to fami]ies of e1der1y persons but in recent years l‘“

V"lhave been \tended in Some jurisdictions to. the parents of cult member g

@
x4

\

Once obtained the parents often use the time,period permitted for th/

‘ conservatorship to attempt 0 deprogram their offspring

‘A particularly

complex case. 1n wh1ch conservatorship was sought is Katz V. Supeiéor

.'Court. The parents of five Unification Church members pet1tioned for

conservatorship powers. The tr1a1 Judge granted the conservatorship or-
/

’der but a]so delayed its Jmplementation for three days pending the out&

come-of an appea]. The'appeals court ru1ed against the tr1a1 Judge s

&
S

S

14

\

| o | o
s, supported b{ithe American Civi] Liberties Union and others,‘and his

¢

-~

~

A

' right to chooseztheir'refigious be]iefs independent“of-their parents 'f; '



fﬁwi Katz decision has had 1itt1e weight in courts outside of Caiifornia

/

;ST ' . ‘ o b“"‘ ~ - ' - 14 .

. . = ) . .
‘ ,f/;is1on, but on the basis of incompiete arguments and weak anaiysis in

/

'/, " the opinion of sorfie 1ega1 s;ho]ars (Aronin, 1982) As a requt ’the o,

A Y

Legisiatures in Caiifornia New York, and other states have attempted to e
- draft 1aws that would clarify the situation, but to date haye accomplished
ittle. N | o |
The issues to be confronted 1n drafting appropriate 1egis1ation 1n- :
‘ciude constitutionai po]icy, and procedura] intePEsts., The constitu-
:tionai factors to be considered 1nc1ude the right oxcfree exercise of -
reiigion (First Amendment), the right of freedom of association, and the
right of the reiigious grgup to récruit members and- ingoctrinate them
Policy interests inc]ude the state's interest in preventing deception or
.fraud, in preserving individuai accountabiiity (actions undertaken with
"a free wiii), in fostering ;Lspect for and obedien to the Taw, in pre-.
venting_deprogramming abu§es, and, most pertinent ﬂi&e, in maintaining.
famiiy stabiiity Finaiiy, the procedurai interests include due process,.
lprompt and efficient adJudication of suits, and the cult's 1nterest in
-_participating in the legal proceedings (Aronin, 1982, pp. 209-228)
| pr0pos1ng a model for 1egis1ation, Aronin points out that
From a constitutionai perspective, it is essent1a1
that any criteria triggering guardianship under the
istatute must aiso 1mp1icate a state 1nterest suff1c1ent
to justify the deprivation of liberty, together with
- any 1ncidenta1 infringement of other constitutionai

rights 1nherent in such a guardianship (1982, p. 234).
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Sympathetic as. 1awmakers may be to the plight of the fami]y, obvious]y
they must consider‘primarily the constitutiona]ity of proposed remediesv B

‘Eveh the state s poiicy interest in maintaining fami]y stabi]ity, a,

\

concern critica] to the perspective of’this paper, must bow to the

v

'Constitutfon f | S o . o ~'§f¥ :‘
idnapping\ ) . v

~ A second avenue used by parents to extricate the1r chi]dren is -

-t e

,kidnapping their offspring and then having them deprogrammed The.vgry
term deprogramming provokes heated controversy - From the point of view :
~ of parents, deprogramming implies undoing the programming they perceive

as practiced by,cults From the pfrspective of others,‘“Deprogramming
consists of seizing a person, iso]ating him from his normal contacts, and
barraging him with acdbsations, arguments, and threats until he breaks

and renounces his re1igious affi1iation“ (Northing, 1977, P. 10). Not
»aii deprogrmmmers act as ‘harshly as this definition suggests, and who
"norma] contacts" are varies with the perceiver (parents see1ng them— i
~vse1ves as "norma] contacts“ and more pro-cu]t or civi1 1ibertarian writers
seeing cu]t assoc1ates as the “norma] contacts")

| K1dnapp1ng, of course, is a criminal offense, even when the 1nd1vid-

ua] S0 taken is one s own child. A]though non- fam111a1 kidnappers have _’
_ been 1mpr1soned usua]]y w1th light sentences, no fami]y members (of whom
"the author 1s aware) have ‘been Jailed, a1though severa] have been placed
on probation for the offense “Deprogrammers prosecuted for kidnapp1ng
or faise 1mpr1sonment have relied on the necess1ty defense, wh1ch has

trad1t1ona11y excu]pated defendants who V1olated a law to avoid a greater; :

. L'
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evi] than the law was designed to: prevent" (Cuits deprogrammers. . g QL{
1981 pp. 272- 21;) Critica] to 'such a defense, whether of fami]y men=
“bers Or others, is the cgncept th%t "the harm 1ike1y to be avoided lf‘
c1ear1y outweighed the harm 1ike1y to be caused“ (Cuits deprogrammers,

, 1981, p. 282) A second defense is that the kidnapping occurred

"'under duress--fear that.a famiiy member, for examp]e, is‘gt risk of
; : N
“death or serious-injury (Cults, deprbgrammers, Ce 1981, p. 288)

_ Parents might conceivably view emotionai distress or "mind manipuiation“

as indicative of such serious injury

Civil, suits 3 1(({

A third path toward ‘rescue is fi1ing su1t against the cuits on the

. grounds of alienation of affections, fa1se imprisonment, m1srepresenta-

tion, or fraud Since state statutes vary in these matters, a definitive

2

position on this 1ega1 approach is difficu1t to take.
In Schuppin V. Unification Church the parents a11eged

‘that the Church had used’ mind controi ‘to alienate their
daughter's affections Their c1a1m was he]d to be un-
founded. Simiiar]y, faise imprisonment, charged against

‘the leaders of: the Hare Krishna group in People v. Murphy,

4was‘disaiiowed as a meanS‘of recovering a convert from
" that group" (Schwartz & Zemel, 1980, p‘ 304). ‘

The parents in the Katz case (1977) sought to recover their children on.

’the grounds ‘that the recruiters for the Unif1cation Church had misrep-
'resented the facts when approaching and indoctrinating their chiidren

- (The young peopie, then sti]] in the Church, testified against their

-
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parents, a11eging that they had fui] prior know]edge of ‘the’ commitment? o

to be madé;)"lf deception was usedL such behavior wou]d be actionab]e, _

-

but in the “Katz case, -the pqaintiffs Tost.

Few ex-cu]t members who might institute suf% on f1rmer grounds

' than their parents cou]d have sued Their feeiings of fear, shame.

guilt, a desire for closure with respect to the cult’ period in" their ;
Tives, and recognition of the- heavy costs in time, money, ‘and emotional

turmoj] have been the reasons prec]uding such action (Schwartz & Zemelq.

31980) C]ass action suits by groups of ex-cult members might reduce

some of these pressures, however Among those few suits ehtered,

Titchbourne, a former member of the Church of Scientoiogy, succeeded in

winning her case based on fraudu]ent promises made by recruiters

(Phi]ade]phia Inquirer, August 16, 1979), and Dole, an ex-Moonie, sued
the Unification Church on the grounds of alienation of affections and

for "1osing control” of her 11fe through nﬁsrepresentation (Phi]adelphia

Bu]]etln Apri] 15 1981).

What {is more painful for parents {s being sued by the1r Ehi]dren

In one case known to the author, a young woman who has been 1in -the Divine

-

Light Mission for about ten years, and who hasfbeen kidnapped and de-

1programmed three timesJ-only to return-to.the-DLM-while incdmpletely ‘

deprogrammed, sutcessfully filed suit against her parents for their
actions. The parents were then p]aced on two years' probation by a
Colorado Judge, enjoined from seeking to “rescue" their daught uring

that period. In a second case, Thomas Ward, a member of the Unification

- Church, has been empowered: by the Supreme Court to use.the Ku.Klux Klan

18
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L Act of 1871 as the basis\for hfs"sgjt agaiost his parents.,siblings.

I ‘

v and o\hers for their attempt to abduct and deprogram him (Phi]adelphia

A nguirer. January 19, 1982). Several other cases have been instituted

by cult members, with 1ncodc1usive resu]ts As De Socio pointed out,
| The continuum that the courts must span 1s indeed a,

large one, ranging from the initia] point of freed m

of cholce to the opposite end, where deprivations éuch S

. as. brainwashing are alleged to have taken- p1ace.;v}‘

LA
YR

“all likelihood courts will not intervene at the cdrrect“‘”
point 1n the continuum in every case, but courts mdst
enter at some point if parties are to be vindicated for

- a 1ack of human rights violations or condemned.for.their.

' existence (1979. P., 52)

i{. GA
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Reconci]iation

The Fami]y After the Fact ."

There are two major geals in therapy with fami]ies of cu]t’members
. 0ne is to preserve the family unit and the other is to prepare the family
“for an harmonious reconC11iation with the absent child. It is not a
‘function of the therapist to aid 1n abduction and depr0gramming ‘The‘
therapist s aim is to aid the parents in dealing with a crisis. .

‘

The initial tasks of the therapist are to dea] with the varied emo-

- tions, de%cribed earlier, that the distraught parents bring to the office

" and to provide support during the grief process Next the therapist
shou]d provide know]edgeab]e answers to the many questions the parents may
‘have regarding cults. Th1s information should 1nc1ude the fact that .

.
)
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. J k1dna£:;ng of an adult‘ch1141;even by parents ts a crime. Referral to

a parent network for addf/tonal support and guidance, however, 1s appro-'

priate even wh)]e ther.,ﬁfcont1nues. Reassurance shoutd be g1ven that

-

‘,/ﬁ’)}w -

_f;lhe1r ch11d s vu]nerabi]ity and what 1in the fam14y re]a-

L If and when the young adu1t returns ‘to the fam11y, some conjo1nt
Wy ’
ﬁfam11y therapy is recommended to d1scuss everyone's feelings at different

pointslof the cu]t,episode. The therap1st must be alert to keep the
discussion tactful rather than'confrongat1Ve. In particular, the parents
must be he]ped to see themse]ves as the1r child views them if needed |

changes 1n attitude and behav1or are to occur.

Return to the Cult

There are many cases in nhdch the return to the family of origin
e1ther _gever occurs or is temporary. whether the deprogramming is in-
effect1ve, or the young adult .is st111 vu]nerab]e to the appeals of peers
in the cult, or 1ife in the cu]t simp]y seems more des1rab1e than 1ife 1n.} 7
the 1arger soc1ety, the young adu]t returns: to or rema1ns with the group.
For a specific cu]t membér, the critical 1ssue may be re11ef from wor]d]y

—y

pressures, status in the cu]t h1erarchy, or be11ef 1n the theo]ogysbr o
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practices of the group oo }.

4 For the parepts. there is a renewed sense of fai]ure and grief it

L4

.’4~\they*have attempted 3 rescue. Supportive therapy is again indicated. .
-+ If there are younger chiidren. they need to be protected from the in-
cult sib]ing shouid he or.she attempt to recruit them, and they may also
| need support for their se]f-esteem \It is {mportant to maintain the

family as a unit, with the younger children attended to rather than

being neglected or unseen because of the primary crisis.

. Summa
Most of the articles and books published re]evant to today's cult
groups have paid scant attention to the parents of cult members. From
' questionnaire responses and published accounts, initia] parental re-
actions have been related as well as the steps taken by parents following
their awareness of the situation-in which their adult chi]d is invo]ved
Socio]ogists' views of parental reactions offer a contrapunta] note.
Legal avenues to recovery of the youné adult are discussed 1eading ‘
- to the conclusion that ‘court casessto-date have provided few clear-cut
- decisions 1n this erea.?-Finaily, the role of family therapy in recon-

structing the family unit during the cult involvement period and after '

the return of the cult member is examined.

-
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