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Abstract

In the history of the Christian religidhere may be no parallel to the Worldwide
Church of God'’s radical transformatiomfn a marginal sect to a recognized
denomination. Formed around Herbert W. Armstrong (1892-1986), the sect became one
of the largest religious media ministri@$fering the Plain Truth magazine and the
World Tomorrow radio and telésion programs. After Armstrong’s death, the sect was
headed by Joseph W. Tkach who, beforeolia death in 1996, reformed some beliefs
and practices. He was succeeded by his son, Joseph Tkach, who renounced the sect’'s
dependence on Armstrong’s teaching significant issue in this transformation was the

Worldwide Church of God’s adoption of the Christian Doctrine of the Holy Trinity.

The cognitive developmental theor@sKarl Helmut Reich, of Switzerland,
outlined in his booloeveloping the Horizons of the Mii@ambridge University Press,
2002), are related to the applicatiorttod idea of complementarity, drawn from
guantum physics, to the resolution of maracal ideas, with some reference to the
doctrine of the Trinity. From these consiagons arose a theoof “relational and
contextual reasoning” which could be apgles a psychological approach to studying
the transformation of the Worldde Church of God, in partidar its leaders. A survey
instrument, following Reich’s protocols, wadministered to 13 Worldwide Church of
God leaders. For contextual and compaeagurposes, in terms of Reich’s theory, a
large number of publications produced by therch in its pre-transformation phase and

also by a number of schismatic groups were studied

The focus of this research was on how these leaders, as change agents, were able
to demonstrate development of their #ing (as gauged by theinderstanding of the
Trinity doctrine) according to Reich’s statij@ory. The same approach was taken with
a broad content analysis of literature on the Trinity. The procedure followed a
qualitative, hermeneutical analysis. A higling in Reich’s scale was expected to
correspond to a more satisfactory understamdi the doctrine, which might serve as a
perspective on changes in thinking by WorildevChurch of God leaders. As the first
study of this kind, the results were enlightenand raised hopabout the ability of
Reich’s theory to explain the phenomenamgtd and also revealed progress in the

transformation or conversion of Wdwide Church of God leaders.



CHAPTER 1

Introduction to the Worldwide Church of God

and the cognitive conversion of its leaders.

1.1  Why this study?

The transformation in recent years of a marginal religious sect into a recognized
Christian denomination in the space of less thaecade has been ledilas an event of
historic proportions, comparable to the Rstant Reformation (aibuted to Dr James
Kennedy and Dr Ruth Tucker, both well-kno¥merican evangelical writers; Tkach,
1997, cover). The Worldwide Church of Gediiackground is described below, and in
Ankerberg and Weldon (1999, p.1), Matlaed Nichols (1993, p.320), Melton (1991,
p.34), McCoy (1989, p.10), and Mead (1985, p.260).

The transformation of the WorldwidehGrch of God (hereafter, WCG) has not
been studied in a psychologi@antext, neither has theredrea social scientific study
of its development, apart from descrigti@ccounts (Barret2001; Buchner, 1985).
Despite its prominence, the WCG has beetually excluded from mainstream studies
of mass media ministries (eapt for Buchner, 1989). Most of the literature on the WCG
has been polemical and perjorative, deglvith theological issues, scandals and
grievances by former members (hundredgesns are listed in a bibliography, Buchner,
1983, now out-dated — and numerous websita® commenced in the past decade).
Religious responses include Benware (1984&¥stic, 1971; Hopkingl974), Martin
(1985), Sumner (1974), and Tucker (198%maging exposeés are rendered by Hinson
(1977), McNair (1977), Renehan (199Bpbinson (1980), and Tuit (1981).

Accounts of the WCG'’s transformationveabeen given by the WCG'’s principal
change agents (Feazell, 1999, 2001; Tk&68,), supported with positive comments
by sympathetic outsiders (Johnson andrker, 2004; Nichols and Mather, 1998),
reflections by former church executivesaflacka, 2001) and a sprinkling of reviews by
the Christian press (Gomes, 1993; Neff, 198%6t, 1997), and an avalanche of hostile

1



papers and discussion on the worldwide web by church dissidents. Their reaction to the
WCG transformation overwhelmingly consi®f suspicion, anger and ridicule.
“Insider” information provided by former W& employees and members is difficult to

reconcile with the WCG's self-cultivated positive image.

Despite some controversy over thegi@eness of the WCG’s transformation,
the present thesis is deliberately neutral, with strict ethical controls, and focuses on the
psychological dimension of change, painty in the understading of the WCG'’s
leaders. That is, this study is about tii@king (cognitive) processes that might have
been involved in the genesis and implementadiba significant change in the church’s
belief system, and more specifically initsderstanding of theéoctrine of God. The
relationship of a revised theology to othedividual and corporate aehges, such as the
experiences of adherents or the dynamidh@forganization, will be considered in
passing, but this present thesis deals primauitli cognitive development that can be
related to religious transformation. Religioraisentral and necessary dimension of this
study, but it is primarily addressed finca mainstream psychology of religion
perspective. Theological issues are inherethe form and substance of the analysis,

but this is not a theologic#hesis and a non-sectarigmpaoach has been adopted.

The WCG provides a case study for teasideration of th usefulness of a
particular theory of cognitive development, devised by Karl Helmut Reich of
Switzerland, a prolificontributor to this field &leit under-acknowledged by the wider
academic community so far. Therefore thissis is also a study of a theoretical
perspective, which Reich has called “relational and contextual reasoning,” outlined in
his Developing the Horizons of the MifReich, 2002b). This pspective (not yet a
fully-developed theory) dealsith the co-ordination of aopeting theories about the
same phenomenon, but it is also suited éouthderstanding of aaplex and paradoxical
constructs in thinking. Refi@nal and Contextual Reasagi (RCR) has its origins in
“complementarity” (per quantum physics)din earlier philogphical systems. Its
application follows Reich’s dictum that tihesearch approach should coordinate with
the structural characteristics of the problemis®#pplies quite appropriately to the case
study. The theory is defined in the nexapter in which an extensive and critical
literature review of Reich’s wé& is given. Analysis of Relts perspective is the main

concern of this thesis.



1.2 Brief history of the Worldwide Church of God

The WCG was founded in the 1930s in Eugene, Oregon, by Herbert W.
Armstrong (1892-1986). From its humble begngs as the Radio Church of God it
grew into one of the world’s largest rabgs communications égrprises (Abelman &
Hoover, 1990; Bruce, 1990; Duke, 1981; Hadden & Swann, 1981; Morris, 1973),
publishing thePlain Truthmagazine, broadcasting tiéorld Tomorrowadio and
television programs, from imbassador Universityeadquarters in Pasadena,
California. The media ministry was offered in numerous languages other than English,
through extensive advertising Reader’s Digesinagazine. Although most of the WCG
congregations are in the United Statedwferica, it has many offices and meeting
places around the world. Since its radicamies, the WCG’s membership has halved
to an estimated 50,000, its income has dropped significantly, it has terminated its mass
media operations and sold its lavish gais in Pasadena. The majority of its
congregations have moved from Saturday to Sunday meetings, and the denomination is

proposing to change its name to “Gracenmational Communion” (to be confirmed).

The WCG's portrayal of its early $tbry and activities can be found in
Armstrong (1986; 1987), Hoeh (1959), Meithd1963) and WCG (1969). Publicity
about its pre-transformation period canftmend in WCG (1989; 1994). To the outside
world, Armstrong was generally regarded &tabse prophet” and Isichurch ignored as
a “cult” by mainstream Christianity. Nextbeless, before his death Armstrong was
honoured by a number of dignitaries fos humanitarian work, with the WCG’s

Ambassador Foundation, on his frequieatels around the world (WCG ¢.1986).

In this thesis, the WCG generally will beferred to as a “sect” prior to — and as
a “church” — following its transformatiodlthough the WCG has applied the term
“cult” to its past, it prefers to be regardasl having been at its core an “old covenant”
church, wherein beliefs, conduct and idenivigre rooted in a prChristian paradigm
(Albert, 1997; Albrecht, 2004). The WCG's beginnings were closely tied to the
idiosyncratic intellectual and conversioxperiences of its founder (Armstrong, 1986).
Armstrong pioneered in the advertisimglustry but after several setbacks as a
businessman, and a move from the Midwest to Oregon, he was confronted in 1926 by

his wife’s interest in the olesvance of the seventh daytbé week. This drove him to
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an intense study of religious topics. Despitelack of formal education, Armstrong
came to definite conclusions about the exiséeof God, the theory of evolution, church

history, and the requirement$ Christian conversion and living (Armstrong, 1986).

Following unusual and personal retigs experiences, Armstrong at first
associated with (and was ordained by)@teirch of God (Seven Day), an early
offshoot of the Adventist movement (Coult&883). His acceptance of the theory that
the Anglo-Saxon peoples are the modern eledants of the “logtibes of Israel”
(Armstrong, 1967) and that much of the Bitblas a message reserved for those people
in these times, and conflict about churchaorization, led to tensions with his church
(Armstrong, 1986). Armstrong soon assumed ligahad a special commission from
God to deliver that message and began evetigeeampaigns, started a radio ministry
in 1933 and a year later issuaanodest version of tH&ain Truthmagazine. In the
1940s, Armstrong identified Adolf Hitler asgHantichrist.” After the war the number
of his supporters quickly expanded. Armstrdr@game dissociated from the Church of

God (Seventh Day), and moved to Pasadena, California, to start Ambassador College.

The new liberal arts college eventuadlyread to campuses in Texas and in
England, and was intended to supply nleeessary personnel for Armstrong’s growing
media work and to pastor churches beinge@world-wide frondedicated Plain Truth
readers and the audiences of the Worlthdoow radio and television programs. The
WCG claimed a growth rate of 25-30% pear during the 1950and 1960s. This rapid
expansion, together with a sense of urgeatmyut the end of the world, expected in the
early 1970s, and fuelled by growing social uhineghe late 1960s, may have increased
the extremism of views and values hbldWCG adherents, and certainly attracted
negative assessments from mainstream mémations and secular commentators. Many
of these criticisms were of the WCG’stilogy and modus operandi. Nevertheless,
despite the extensive media activitipggmoted under the name of Ambassador
College, the WCG remained an obscure aectmany members of the public had no
idea that a religious sect waehind the “secular” appé&ag broadcasts presented by

Armstrong’s son and heir-appare@arner Ted Armstrong (1930-2003).

The WCG members, however, weraihigh-demand, secluded religious

environment, anticipatinthe downfall of Western society, famine, plagues and



martyrdom, with the expectation that the@guld be removed to a “place of safety”
(ostensibly the caves of Petra, Jordan)anuary 1972, prior to the destruction of the
United States by a revived Roman Cattited Nazified Europe (Armstrong, 1952).
Many members had endured years of heavy donations to the church (triple tithing in
some years), rejection of medical treatméms, breaking up of second marriages due to
divorce prohibitions, neglect of furthed@cation, and heavy-handed interference in
their personal lives by WCG misters rigidly applying litedstic interpretations of the
Bible, in order to prepare for this crisishistory. Members were disillusioned with
Armstrong’s prophetic credentials when tlssamed time of Tribulation was delayed.
For this reason and due to other doctraigaputes, the WCG lost many members in the
mid 1970s. At the same time, negative raagtiention resulted from moral scandals
involving the founder’s son, Garner TAdmstrong, the well-known televangelist
(Crews, 1976; Edwards, 1978; Martin, 1970, 1973, 1980; Williams, 1973).

Herbert Armstrong’s first wife died in 1967, of bowel cancer without medical
intervention, but in 1987 Armstrong married much younger secretary, had increasing
health problems, and moved to Arizona fratmere he continued $iworld tours in the
WCG'’s executive jetliner (Tti1981). The organization icee under closer control of
Armstrong’s legal adviser, Stanley Rade&ho converted from Judaism upon taking on
a more prominent role. Internecine corfigvith Rader and his inner circle, and
continuing moral lapses, led to Garffed Armstrong’s final expulsion. The elder
Armstrong refused to reconcile with hisrs who now formed his own Church of God,
International, based in Texas (CGI, 1978).th#& height of the Jonestown-inspired anti-
cult hysteria, WCG dissidents instigaiéegal assault on the WCG, based on
allegations of financial misconduct, and IN€G was temporarily put into receivership
by the California Attorney-General in 1979 (Kelley, 1980; Rader, 1980).

The elder Armstrong resumed controtie early 1980s, rev&@ng many of the
reforms of his son’s adminrsttion. At the same time, theewvere revelations of the
senior Armstrong’s own private behaviamd a messy divorce from his second wife
(Robinson, 1980; Trechak, 1984). Many memlsérgply dropped out or gravitated
towards one of the sects founded by fors®rior Armstrong officials. In his final
years, Armstrong intensified his commitment to his main message, publiskiydtasy

of the AgegArmstrong, 1985), and was not expectedhiange despite later claims by
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his successor, Joseph W. Tkach, that Aromg)’s final wish wa for some change.
According to the Evangelical €ss News Service (EPNS, 1997, p.1):

Greg Albrecht, editor-in-chief of nPlain Truth, added, “There was no
doctrinal re-examination or eveuestions of any kind under Herbert
Armstrong, unless it came from his inttiee. He believed that he alone set
doctrine. He believed that he alone s apostle and that the ministers and
members should simply implement and follow his instructions. There was little

chance for any kind of a doctrinal dialogue.”

1.3 A Church that Changed

Armstrong died in 1986 (Adams, 198&)d was immediately succeeded by
Joseph W. Tkach (1927-1995). During the leadership of Tkach Senior, from 1986 to
1995, and then his son, Joseph Tkach Jr. (b®%1), there were a number of revisions
to WCG doctrines, culminating in what might loosely be described as a paradigm shift
in the WCG'’s beliefs and identity. The dés have been credited with bringing the
WCG out of its cult statusna into a respected position in mainstream Christianity
(Tucker, 1996). However, the WCG lost mdinaen half of itsclergy and membership
and continues to deal with the dynamicgloénge to ensure its continuation as a
distinctive church. There @wvarying accounts of the reasons for the changes and the
circumstances of their implementation, anelsén accounts continue to be lively topics

of discussion among those who eletbd or were excommunicated.

The accounts of dissidents and entreakcreligious conservatives, full of
suspicion about the WCG leaders’ motivesd aredibility (for example, Stuhlman, n.d.;
Sumner, 2000) are difficult t@concile with the new WCG persona. Foreshadowing the
discussion on complementarity in Chapteth®s is a case of where, seen from the
WCG perspective, the changes are authentd grounded in an unblemished record of
integrity; but from the dissidents’ perspective, some of which involves first-hand
knowledge of the WCG's inside operatiatgshe time of the changes, the WCG
leadership stands accused of duplicity. Nthadess, the consensus among evangelical
church commentators is that the WCG lerachave undergone amggne transformation



or conversion (Hanegraaf, 2000; Shubin, 1998an, 1997; National Association of
Evangelicals, 1997; Wooding, n.d.). .

The present study is amvestigation of changeitthinking in individuals,
particularly the WCG leaders. Churchespgganizations, may be transformed as their
members undergo psychological changes, thextiim of that change aligned with their
members’ cognitive processes and expressedwnbeliefs and identities. The late
twentieth century saw radical changes in the dispositi@hattian churches in the
West. Whilst authoritarian gtitutions were growing (&lley, 1977), and there was a
rise in the incidence of fundamentaligMarty & Appleby, 1991) and high-demand
religions (Dawson, 2003), churet which were more ingsive and broad-based in
belief and practice were actuallysing members. Those chueshthat sought to survive
in this situation were inclied to emphasise their disting character, in response to
people’s need to be different (MalgriL998). Whilst the WCG consolidates its
dwindling membership and finances, and haaraertain future, those who left to form
sects that continued the founder’s visioa eontinuing to increastheir membership
and income (Malony, 1998, pp.47-48).

Within this organizational situation,dghe are a number psychological issues
that need to be addressed. There is thgemaf how the membership has coped with
relatively sudden change, and the disappointroédiscovering they were in a “cult”
(this term has been used by WCG officslgh as Feazell, 2001, although the term has
lost favour in the sociology of religiorflowever, the introduction of these liberal
changes was the doing of the WCG’s limitedleiraf leaders, who insist that change
was only possible by the use of authoritarggproaches (Tkach, 1997; Feazell, 2001).
This is a paradoxical situati, and the matter is furtherroplicated by the co-existence
of old and new beliefs during the timetadnsition, with the possibility of cognitive
dissonance in the members who have Isyept along with these radical changes.
Some continue to struggle withetin religious identity (Torger, n.d.).

It is beyond the scope of this presstudy to examine the condition of the
membership, or the sociological dimensiohshe WCG’s development. It is also
difficult, if not inappropriate, to probe the mnations and personalityharacteristics of

the WCG leaders. However, an opportuthigs been provided for a study of how the
7



leadership changed its mind about key does, such changes being pivotal to the
transformation of the WCG. Therefore this study is of the WCG leaders’ intellectual
processes, specifically in terms of theiaobe in understanding of a complex doctrine
and how this may be connected to othemges in belief and the formation of a new
religious identity. An interestg feature of this transformation is that the leaders’
“conversion” preceded that of the clergy and membership, and the new freedoms were
imposed, sometimes with difficult outcomes. At the heart of this conversion is the

matter of religious identity and worldview.

The psychological direction of the present thesis lies in a cognitive
developmental approach, to examinekimel of thinking that might have been
instrumental in these changes. The key tiseadopted is Karl Helmut Reich, because
his work on complementarity and religiougi#ing offers an approach to the kind of
paradoxical situation operative the case of the WCG. Fact, Reich (2002b) suggests
matching the theory to the problem structaned the situation dhe WCG lends itself
well to a Reichian analysis (not to benfused with the workf Wilhelm Reich, the
psychoanalyst). Furthermore, investigations of changes in cognitive structure require
qualitative, moreso than quantitative, dataerefore the presestudy is a qualitative
analysis of the reasoningquesses involved in this ahge, from the WCG leaders’

perspective, in an attempt to criticallyadwate the theoretical approach being used.

There have been a number of studiEseligious groups moving from an
orthodox position to “heretical” and “cultic’atus. In recent decades, that could apply
to various idealistic groups emerging outlod mainstream, such as Jim Jones’ Peoples
Temple (Reiterman, 1982) and Elb8griggs’ Northeast Kingdom Communities
(Pardon & Barba, 1995). These, and the erpees of young people moving into sects
and cults, have been thabgect of widespread investijon. To some extent, such
studies are helpful in explaining howetbriginal WCG deVeped before its
transformation, but studies of a sect coming into the mainstream are unusual, although
the case of the Seventh Day Adventibu€h might be cited (Tucker, 1989, p.116).
That church adopted thetbodox doctrine of the Tringtcirca 1900, almost a century
before it ceased being labelledext (Bull & Lockhart, 1989, p.56).



The Seventh Day Adventist Churchshexperienced internal controversy
throughout its history (Brinsmead, 1980xRm, 1977; Rea, 1982). Ferguson (n.d.)
relates how the writings of Robert Bsimead (Australian former Adventist, and
publisher of Verdict magazine) were indhtial in the early WCG transformation
phase, as WCG officials allegedly drew ufgnmsmead’s repudiation of legalism in
Christian doctrine, leading to a reviewsatbbatarianism, although they did not inform
the WCG at large about their use of thigenal. If this is correct, then the WCG
changes are partly thestdt of WCG leaders being persuaded by Brinsmead'’s
arguments. SDA scholar, Samuele Bacchioft®96, p.6) comments on what he feels

are misguided motives in the WCG’s approach to reformation:

Informed sources believe that these doatraihanges were influenced by the so-
called “Azuza Pacific University theologians,” men whom the church had
sponsored through graduate degreeseoltigy and biblical studies, mostly at
Azuza Pacific University. The WC@eeded qualified teachers to gain
accreditation for their Ambassador Unisity. Some of these young theologians
became part of Joseph W. Tkach’s administrative cabinet. Their avowed goal
was to lead their church into theaggelical mainstream by doing away with
beliefs such as Sabbath keeping whiaytbonsidered as vestiges of the Old

Covenant.

Sociological theory suggests how “primitive” groups advance towards higher
levels of sophistication, ganization and community acceptance. In recent times,
Jehovah’s Witnesses have struggled withdernization (Penton, 1985), Seventh Day
Adventists have gained wider acceptancdsvmaintaining sabbatarianism, the Church
of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saintseslefining itself as a part of “mainstream”
Christianity (Mormon Moment, 2000), whilthe Reorganized Latter Day Saints
Church now calls itself the Community of Gdtrand presents itseds being closer to
mainstream Protestantisadthough it still holds to thBook of Mormon (Community
of Christ, n.d.). But there does not appearaee been such a “total” transformation of
a religious organization as is the case whgn WCG. In the space of ten years, the
WCG has moved from being somewhat of agiato being represented in the main

evangelical circles as a model of Glian revival (Nichts & Mather, 1998).



Not all commentators have beenpasitive (Arnn, 1997; Ditzel, 1997; Hand,
2001; Sumner, 2000). They point to the audticrway in which the WCG handled the
changes, the uncertainty of the orthodokypositions now held, and the human cost
involved. Such sceptics question the motigE8VCG leaders, for “betraying” their
religious constituency rather than leaving the church, and for craving respectability
within Christian circles. The situatidras generated persomglevances and mis-
understanding, not yet entirely resolved witthe WCG as clearer distinctions are
being made between the old and new faitithdugh the WCG has made some effort to
explain the changes to the membershipii$on, 2003), some fault the WCG leaders
for failing to consult with them and alsorfimtolerance towards those who prefer the
older beliefs and practices (Lapacka, 2001jtic3rsuch as Ditzel (1997, p.6) say they
“demand true fruit rather than an image of evangelicalism” because “the possible
regeneration of a leader leaders and the publicai of orthodox-sounding articles
does not guarantee a spiritually healthy chiirMany of these criticisms date from the

late 1990s and early 2000s and may need to be revised.

Radical change relates not just to tjection of a church regulated beliefs
and behaviour but also to a way of thought thataracteristic of such a religion. Yet
there may be a distinction teeeen conformity or otherwesto a religious organization
and a person’s religiousness, so that chaimgégeese two dimensions may not be highly
correlated (Glasner, 1977, p.110). This is intar when considering the relationship
between the WCG changes and the leadersopal transformation. Nevertheless, it is
worth noting Luckmann’s (1967, p.96) comnhémat “the individual does not escape
the consciousness-shaping effect of institutional norms to a considerable extent.”
Although the WCG leaders areedited with changing the WCG, it is not clear how
they themselves were transformed by the dyina of the change process. Whether or
not the WCG leaders can account for the dywarof the changes, they probably would
agree with Berger (1971, p.108) that “Tinedamental religious impulse is not to

theorize about transcendence but to worship it.”
The study of the development of peowithin a religious organization can take

into account the phenomenon of secularization, which may have psychological

consequences. According to Bouma (1992, p.160):
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In its historical origins secularisationfeered to a process in which religion and
in particular the church was seeridee power, contrand significance. In
current usage secularisation has beceymmnymous with religious decline —
decline in church attendance, declineeligious influence and decline in

personal faith.

This takes into account the possibilibat change in the individual may a&ayfrom
religiousness (such as disengagementffdiadon or even apostasy; Bromley, 1988).
Also, “Understanding conversion as a shifbefief allows conversion to take on a
uniquely secular character at times” (€dlpie, 1991, p.15). Paradoxically, the WCG’s
“secularization” was to (re-)enter the wollg moving to the maingtam of Christianity

and to conform its religious befis and practices to orthodoxy.

Although the present thesis deals prittlgawith cognitive developments, it is
mindful of the various “stage” views of ddepment that have surfaced in a number of
areas. In the sociology of religion, Troels(1931) and Dent (1970) suggested
movement from cult to sect to church. Berger (1967, p.164) wrote, “The sect, in its
classical sociology-of-religion conceptiserves as the model for organizing a
cognitive minorityagainsta hostile or at least nondmving milieu.” The WCG already
was an isolated, trouble@dgnitive minority when these changes commenced. Yet the
boundaries between it and the world, if radded, had become permeable by the time
the changes were being introduced. Witlgnwarization, there may be a shift in the

locus of authority for belisffrom “institutional legitimatio” to personal choice.

The WCG's experience has been unustia. leaders rethought the beliefs, then
used the processes of institui@ legitimation to impose them on the followers. Thus there
is a paradox in this movement for changeaditionally, sects were “definers of the actual
beliefs of members” (Marty, 87, p.3) and this function walihave been loosened in a
period of boundary dissolutioas part of secularization. Hower, it appears that, contrary
to the usual developments, during a peabtiberalising reform, the WCG leaders
actually reinvoked the belief- fileing function of the sect. Wtst the new belis are more
benevolent and orthodox than the origina®rthe leaders appear to be intolerant of
dissent (Feazell, 2001, 2003).el@hristian Bible — althougimderstood in a new light -

continues to form the basis for authoritarsanj and the leaders can only offer expressions
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of regret that this approach was necesgartheir estimation) for the changes to be

introduced in an environemt bristling with resistare (Feazell, 2001, p.45).

Reich'’s theories apply well to this pdoxical transformation. Reich (1993) has
attempted to integrate numerous strandsebry. Referring to the sub-specializations
in the field of psychology of religion, Réigroposes a scheme for a comprehensive
approach to religious change, taking into account multiple perspectives and
methodologies. However, it is clear thattwrelate a number strands of theory
(presented as “stages” in cognitive amganizational development) to provide a
comprehensive account of the WCG'’s transfation, would be too ambitious. Instead,
Reich’s consideration of trivalent logic (Rbj 2002b) is a more manageable approach,
in that it takes into account cognitive processdevant to understanding a single belief
that could be central tihe WCG'’s transformation.

The WCG's theology was drawn fraamnon-Trinitarian tradition. The orthodox
doctrine that God is Three in One was rejected as being of pagan origin and illogical
(WCG, 1966, c1970). This thesis considées possibility thathe adoption of the
Trinity doctrine, if not pivotal (as gigested by Lapacka, 2001, p.274), could have
been important to the WCG’s transformatiand that the kind of thinking that led to
adopting the Trinity doctrine facilitated batie adoption of other traditional Christian
doctrines and the WCG'’s re-entation of identity. The adoption of the Trinity belief
was preceded by liberalization of teachinggareing medicine, cosmetics, birthdays,
interracial marriage, voting, the abandonmafrthe expectation to become God, and
the entry into a New Covenant relationshiith God based on grace and, consequently,
the abandonment of the seventh-day Sttbhad Israelite festivals (Feazell, 2001,
pp.179-180). Of course, this seems to cover the transformatioa ofghnization (from

cult or sect to church) but it cannot accofamtthe conversion ahdividual members.

Nevertheless, Reich proposes thateéhany be a link between a Complementary
way of thinking (now called Relational a@bntextual Reasoning, or RCR — the inter-
changeability of these terms will be expled in a later chapter) and the ability to
explain or understand the logleat is required to believe the Trinity doctrine (Reich,
1989b, 1990a, 2002b). Furthermore, once that cogriistage” is attaied, other beliefs
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of similar complexity might be understood and accepted. Reich (2002b, pp 12-13)
defines RCR as:

a specific thought form which implies that two or more heterogeneous
descriptions, explanations, models, theooemterpretations of the very same
entity, phenomenon, or functionally coherent whole are both “logically”
possible and acceptable together uradtain conditions, and can be

coordinated accordingly.

However, the Trinity doctrine (involvingelational complexity) is not directly
connected to other complex beliefs, exdepa fundamental ground of the doctrine
itself. That is the matter of the natfreore correctly “two natures”) of Christ.
Historically, that belief was &ablished as being necessary for a coherent doctrine of the
Trinity. The orthodox Christian position is thhe mark of true identification as a
Christian is to be linked to God throu@ihrist as both God and Man, this made
complete by the Third Person of the Tynithe Holy Spirit. Thus the Christian’s
identity is construed as a relational on@ught into being by a relational God (Grenz,
2004; Olson & Hall, 2002; Zimmerman, 200%he extensive coverage of religious
material in this thesis is necessary to illat, and to provide background materials for,

the application of Reich’s theory célational and conténal reasoning (RCR).

It seems that once a person identifigth the Trinity doctrine, becoming a
Christian (at least being mo@hrist-centred) is an identishift that requires adoption
of beliefs held by other Christians, and otjen of beliefs thaare derived from a
deficient Christology. The personhood of Ghias God has always been accepted by
the WCG, so why would the WC@w accept the personhood of the Holy Spirit? A
functional reason would be to “emplete” the triadic logic, Hithis is not fundamentally
necessary, as argued by Binitarian belieg#rsse who believéhat the Godhead
consists of only two persons) and acknowledged by recent conservative scholarship
(Letham, 2004, p.52). The traditional WCG pasitivas that God consisted of Father
and Son as personal identitiesit the Holy Spirit was a force or spiritual essence.
Furthermore, the WCG position was that @ed beings were ortaut also distinct,
although not two Gods (Armstrong, 1978, 198B)the past, the WCG did not progress
beyond this understanding. As pointed out bydkey (1985, p.57) before the changes:
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A proper WCG Christology will never be reathas long as its analysis adheres
to certain doctrinal linewithout concern for a broagenetrating grasp of the
whole life and spirit of the God-Man bied the Gospel accounts. Unfortunately,
WCG literature neither captures the warrattd vitality of the unique Christ nor
his fire and passion indacal obedience to God.

Evidently the WCG has progressed from fhisomplete understanding of God and has
come into a “consciousness” of the Third Person’s relationship to the Godhead, in its
movement towards Christian spirituglifas anticipated by Letham, 2004, p.55).

For the old WCG, the potential btiman beings was to “become God”
(Armstrong, 1978), thus extending the oremef the Godhead, although the Father
would remain supreme, and the Son equakhbbbrdinate. Believers were to share in
the essence and qualities of tBodhead, yet remain subordméo the Father and Son.
This “open” Godhead was the hope andideof all WCG adherents, but was
inexplicably removed not long before the W€onsidered the Trty doctrine. There
must have been a compelling reason foMHleG’s leadership to make such a radical
change, for it resulted iroasiderable cognitive dissonance, distress and apostasy
(Alnor, 1991; Arnn, 1997; Branch, 2000; LeBtari994; Thiel & Thiel, n.d.). For this
study, the focus lies in cognitive processes — what kind of thinking made it possible for
WCG leaders to believe in the Trinity, amow this may have contributed to other

changes.

Earlier attempts to liberalize the WG pproach, in the 1970s, ended with a
regression to fundamentalism and an induisiagainst dissides (Armstrong, 1981Db).
Whilst Herbert Armstrong’s attentions were dieel to international travel and a second
marriage, Armstrong’s son and a group oitéllectuals” — pronment among whom was
Dr. Robert Kuhn, who trained asiauro-psychologist — producedgstematic
Theology ProjecfWCG, 1978) in an attempt toaelfy the substance and shape of
WCG doctrine. Armstrong later denied thatehghorized this mject and denounced it
as a liberal “plot” to overthrow him. Hexcommunicated his son and many of the
reformers, and reasserted his autocradiatrol of the WCGArmstrong loyalists
(amongst whom were the Tkachs, father smid, and the current deputy, J. Michael

Feazell) tightened their grip on WQ@Ginisters and members (Armstrong, 1981b),
14



resulting in numerous defecotis and expulsions. Indeedhds been suggested that the
senior Tkach was rewarded for his loyditybeing appointed as Armstrong’s successor
(Renehan, 1995). Before his owratiein 1999, long time WCG observer John
Trechak, in hidAmbassador Repgntaised issues abotikach’s background and
character (Trechak, 1989a, 1989b, 1989c, 199980b, 1991, 1992) that are difficult to
reconcile with his official image. SeesalDankenbring and Keyser (n.d.), Nickels
(1996, p.219), and Heap (1995) for informatioatthf true, would discredit Tkach as a
Christian minister. This is mentioneg a factor when considering Tkach’s
qualifications for introducing the reformend not to discredit him personally. The
paradox of personal dysfunction@hristian leadership ealt with in Mcintosh &

Rima (1997) and Narromine (1988).

There followed a period of consolitizn of power, and the senior Tkach
assumed the personality of a charismpéitron to maintain the WCG'’s continued
existence (Bacchiocchi, 1996). With Arnwtg’s death — and discrediting after the
revelation of his theological incompetence, self-enrichment, and alleged sexual
misconduct (Robinson, 1980) — came a period cetainty and disillusionment in an
ageing WCG constituency (“MAM”, n.d.; Bch, 1997). WCG adherents probably were
ripe for remission from this bondage, blére were no authorized channels for
addressing theological or pastoral difficulties except byittitiative of the sect’s
leadership. Tkach Jr's (1997) and Feazell30(@ accounts of the leadership transition
and subsequent developments put a positive gloss on Armstrong and the late Tkach Sr’s
role in these events. Their accounts @ ttansition and transformation have been
praised by some mainstream religimesnmunicators (Hanegraaf, 2000), although
received with scepticism by othersu(®ner, 2000) and Tkach’s role has been
thoroughly condemned by numerous femVCG clergy and members (Stuhlman,
n.d.). Larry Salyer, former chairman oetlVCG’s doctrinal committee, reconstituted
following Armstrong’s death (Barnett, 1997), claims that the WCG again sought to
document the church’s beliefdefthe fashion of the defun8ystematic Theology
Project(STP). In 1988, Salyer was succeetigd-eazell who, Salyer alleges (Barnett,

1997, p5), pressured the committee to accelerateviisions of doctrine. For example:

It was stated that our previous statements about God as a family had been

misplaced and were false ....... | [Salyer] stormed into Mr. Tkach’s office and
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said we can’t do this, we are destroying a fundamental doctrine of the church.
He informed me that he had alreadgeived five memos to that effect from

people who had read the preliminary paadél members of the doctrinal team.

The above is a little dhe context of the WCG’s departure from its former
character and identitgnd many have been ready to arthet the change has been all
to the good (Benson, n.d.; Borchers, 1997). éngresent thesis, éicharacter of the
leading individuals or the awhticity of the sect’s teachings not the primary concern.
In the Christian context, especially witharholiness traditiorgonversion is a major
factor in evaluating the identity and wodhan individual’sChristian status and
reputation. In this instance, veee faced with the conveosi of a sect’s leaders. In
Troeltschian terms, thisauld relate to development involving various stages. The
attempt to correlate various stage modieis various disciplines to give a
comprehensive account of this trangfiation would be formidable, even though
Reich’s project entails promise of this. Helminiak (1987, pp.72-73) offers a comparison
of stages of human development propdsgdrikson, Fowler, Kohlberg, Piaget,
Loevinger, and others. The relationship ofdRé&s theory to other developmental stage

theories will be considered in Chapter 2.

The WCG, like the Restorationistovement (Clark, 1949; Butterwell, n.d.;
Briney, 1904), sought to redseer the original New Testamt beliefs and practices, to
divest itself of “non Christia” accretions, and not rely dmstoric Christian creeds as
the basis for its faith (personal discussiathvirichard F. Plache, former senior WCG
pastor, 1984). Armstrong’s claim for extrablical revelation will have compromised
this. During the 1970s’ “libexd” push, there was a limiieand cautious attempt to
accommodate some of historic Christtgr{fMAM”, n.d.), but the 1980s conservative
backlash led to a restoration of Arnmsig’s peculiar revelations (Armstrong, 1981b).
The more recent reformation was not withisitown paradoxes. The repudiation of
Armstrong’s flawed theological framework ghit have led to the questioning of the
WCG'’s legitimacy as a Christian church.alltihas always been the position of extreme
cult-watchers, who judged the WCG asngeheretical and an@hristian (Sumner,

1974, 2000; McGregor, 1997). However, the refdrameof a sect and its adoption of an
orthodox identity must be taken seriously. Chagtwill present evidere that there is a
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connection between the adoption of new lieliy the WCG leaders and new ways of

thinking, thus confirming agets of conversion theory.

The WCG's transformation has alswolved a partial rehabilitation of
Armstrong. It has been suggested that Ararsiis early writings were consistent with
true Christianity but thaArmstrong'’s lack of theologiddraining led to distortions
(Feazell, 2003), further compounded by entratgidollowers. The current leadership
suggests that Armstrong came to realizeshisrs immediately before his death and
gave a mandate to his succedsanitiate change (Tkach, 1991a, p.4). This suggestion
has served as a way of demonstrating coityirai Christian identify for the WCG, past
and present. It also serves as a poweffirhaation, to the WCG itself, of its legitimacy
as a Christian church and the validitycohversion of those who became adherents
during its non-orthodox phase. Whilst on the tiand there is a radical break with
“Armstrongism,” on the other hand the |leasl retained their Armstrong-appointed
power base to make the changes. In their estimation, they and the membership were
deemed to be Christians all along. Thustthasformation of the WCG is not portrayed
as a wholesale conversiap initio, but as the sect’s enlighiment, liberalisation, and
emancipation from legalism (Feazell, 2001). Although this has been hailed
enthusiastically by many observers, it has ttedibhe minds of others who expected the
WCG to entirely repudiate its “heretical” gtaand to seek conversion “from scratch,”
and to make restitution for alleged pagbngs (Ancona, 1990). Furthermore, there
continue to be concerns raised aboetWCG’s continuation of its earlier behaviour,
which would imply that “transformation% not necessarily molesale “conversion.”

Many have been conflicted by this paradox.

The WCG people were converted to Atroagism in the past, but were they
later converted to a new faith altogethed was the old trulgepudiated? There are
numerous web-site sources moderated by former WCG adherests dtiean flux and
the reader is advised to check curreteisson Google - no endorsement of any of the
material found on such sites is expresseinptied) where several charges are made
out against the WCG. The following synopsisatdégations cannot be verified in this

thesis, only reported. These sowcharge the WCG leaders with:
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o Failure to deal with the past, incligi insufficient acknowledgment of the
WCG'’s past cultic/heretical statuscaalleged abuses of members, and the
apparent exoneration of Herbert Armstrong;

o Failure to deal with the present, inclog insufficient pastoral care for those
who cannot accept the changes, andyatfecontinuation of authoritarian
governance;

o Failure to deal with the future,dluding uncertain provision for employee

retirement and the aged, and rumaafrsing identity as a denomination.

The existence of cognitive dissonance {irger, 1956) in some observers of the
WCG'’s change cannot be dismissed, ag thérpretations are painfully grounded in
their past experiences with what they, inasprect, consider to kzecult, and this gives
rise to a persistent hermeneutic afgigion. Some former WCG executives (Kuhn &
Geis, 1984) have providedvailed analysis of the WCG'’s past organizational
dysfunctions, and refer to religious “Betjs where collective mission subjugates
individual meaning, where party fidelity swamps private desire, where sect purpose
crushes personal freedom” (p.12). Accordin@ &ociologist of religion (Enroth, 1979),
self-deception is a feature of cults. “Tékeceit of the promoters is not always
conscious; it is often the result of a sirecdesire to do good and intense commitment to
a cause” (p.14). That Tkach Jr. [JT] is agvaf the dangers of self-deception is shown
by his answer to a question by “BretiWatch” [BW] (Borchers, 1999, p.4):

BW: Cognitive dissonance is a hallmarktloé cults. What is this “delusion”
called cognitive dissonance? How daecompare to George Orwell's
doublethink

JT:  The social scientist, Leo {sic} Festinger, coined the wognitive
dissonancdo describe the unwitting praoé of a person to believe two
inherently contradictory ideas as bothriggtrue. (It is diffeent from a paradox,
in which two ideasppearto be contradictory but ane fact both true, such as
the paradox of light being both a paltiand a wave.) As | recall, Orwell
pointed out that this occurs because we do not always think matters through to
their logical conclusions and Orwell®ublethink compares favourably to Dr.
Festinger’s work on the topic.
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Linking cognitive dissonance and abuse, Ward (2002, p.5) says:

By opposing WCG traditions, WCG leaders have caused much needless
alienation and attrition in memberphWCG'’s policies have also partly
sabotaged its doctrinal reforms.dpée in WCG would have been more
receptive to new teaching if the teaahhadn’t come from people who so
obviously viewed them with arrogancedacontempt and were basically trying

to destroy their culture.

This first area of cognitive dissonance is partly a byproduct of a second, larger
one. Mike Feazell states early in his bodkg Liberation of the Worldwide
Church of God2001] that one of the major problems in the old WCG, along
with exclusivism and legalism, was autitarnanism. Then later in the book, he
finds ways to rationalize the fact that the new WCG still has an authoritarian
approach. It's hard to let go of alste power, but WCG’s reforms will never

be complete until some accountability is introduced into the organization.

Studies of abusive sects or churcfmsh as Enroth, 1992; 1994; and Blue,
1993) reveal that cognitive cdiat can be engendered in sect members, for example, by
placing members in a “double bind,” where sémince to sect leadels equated with
rebellion against God (Enroth, 1992, p.79). loatly, “spiritually abusive churches
usually are closer to biblicalrthodoxy than they are tatright heresy(p.200). This
shows that the acceptability of beliefs to ns@i@am Christianity is no guarantee that
the church experience will be positive, especidltitere is an authoritarian streak in the
leaders. Evidently those who left the W@iSt trust in their leaders. As the WCG
continues to be led by those who wer@awer during the pre-transformation period,
these “Leaders may sincerely not recogniz their leadership style and policies are
experienced by many members as a spirituaseliand an authoritarianism that borders
on ‘speaking for God™ (Enroth, 1994, p.158pnically, a former WCG member, Dr.
Mike Linacre (1993), gave a clear synopsishi$ situation (probably with conscious

reference to the WCG at that time) white was a minister of a WCG offshoot.

Present WCG leaders are candid in tadmission of some paerror and moral

failings of the church’s foundeand have shown insight intbeir predicament, together
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with attempts to pursue authentic spiritdelciplines. However, they do not appear to
have placed heavy emphasis on their acoeptaf collective responsibility for the
disastrous effect the sect had on its mesides, many of whom are now outside the
pale of historic Christianity. There havedn, however, attempts to deal with broken
relationships within the church, especially in regard teriracial tensions (Eddy, May
& Earle, 2004). The irony, often admitted by thew WCG leaders, is that whilst it is
now admitted that the WCG was a dysfunctional “cult,” it nevertheless had a legitimate
existence and its foundational principlesla@xperiences should not be repudiated
(Nichols & Mather, 1998). Theuggestion is that if Anstrong had known better, he
certainly would have instigatl the current reforms hirlé much earlier (Tkach, 1991a)
but this evades the WCG'’s fundamental probleitiher it was a marginal Christian sect
that needed “reform” in some areasjtavas thoroughly in error theologically, and
allegedly corrupt organizationally and aisas abuser of its membership, requiring
total transformation. The present thesasinot resolve thgtaradox for the WCG
leaders, but an attempt will be made xplere their reasoning in the context of their

struggle for change.

A recent video film of the WCG'’s transformatid@alled to be Fre€Johnson &
Kramer, 2004) provides selae, although sincere and compelling, accounts of the
changes. The film is an apologetic taohed at members of the Mormon Church, to
illustrate how changes have given hope to members of another sect (the WCG), and is
very positive about the WC&transformation. All WCG alrches have been issued
with this film and it may be a powerful imement in reinforaig the WCG members’
new identity. InCalled To Be FreeWCG leaders such as Joseph Tkach Junior, Gregory
Albrecht, Michael Feazell, and a few otheetell that they revisited some of
Armstrong’s teachings not long after tied, and found some unconvincing or
“bizarre.” Albrecht stated: “After that | vgawilling to consider cognitively that Mr
Armstrong could be wrong on other things.” Thus the changes were to a large extent
founded on doubts about the existing beliefaathan attraction to orthodox Christian
teachings. This negative approach uncoveaedording to Tkach Jr., “serious flaws in
Armstrongism” and led to “critical” studies ¥CG beliefs. Many of these beliefs were
superficial, such as the prohibition on wameearing cosmetics, others more serious,
such as the discouragemenusing medicine, and othersoésric, such as the belief

that white Americans were Israelites. By time the doctrine of God was reviewed,
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Armstrong’s teachings were aliadiscredited, at least indleyes of the WCG leaders.
A piece-meal approach to daatl revision was eventualuperseded by a realization

that the entire structure, or paradigmWEG teachings could no longer be sustained.

The announcement by Tkach Sr that the WCG was a now a “new covenant”
church led to mass defections, but in thedieéthose responsibfer the changes there

are testimonies (all are on the video) such as —

“When grace came, it was like awakening out of a ¢¢daseph Tkach Jr.,
president)

“The scales were removed from my eyesveil was lifted ... the Holy Spirit
wasopeningminds (Ronald Kelly, treasurer)

“We went from error andlindness to spiritual sightBernie Schnippert, public
relations)

“The light went oh(Monte Wolverton, artist)

“I realized that the whole beli system was in error. ¢ouldn’t be repaired. It
had to be pulled dowr{Dan Rogers, superintendent of ministers)

Regarding why so many of the WQ@@nisters and members rejected these
changes, Schnippert saygt either see it or you dori'in a sense, this is a perceptual
phenomenon, akin to Reich’s descriptiorhofv context determines explanations for
optical illusions. The WCG leaders’ metaphdor illumination are telling: for them,
beliefs were seen differently. Even the s@uof their authority, the Bible, was read
with new discoveries and insight. The meardwho followed the leaders down this
path apparently have engel into the same conveosi experiences. Indeed, the
consciousness of a revivaltimeir religious experience, f@ome (such as Benson, n.d.),
makes it libellous to be referred to as a “forroelt” as the revival tahem is proof that
the WCG'’s (and its members’) conversion wabd all along. Thissiew, validating the
Armstrong period as Christian, was heldall current WCG members encountered
during this research, although this position was met with scepticism in confidential talks
with Anglican and Baptist clergy. Here tkds a fine tension between sameness and

difference, the old co-existing with the new.
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It is difficult to refute the WCG’s alim that it is a transformed religion. The
evidence of new (and theologically more nsiiteam) knowledge is there, and the lives
of the members seem to be awakened with new enthusiasm for their faith. In William
James’ assessment, this change in an aberahgect has to be significant in terms of
its psychological processes and not jusingéel metaphysically. The sect can attribute
its change to supernatural causes, but thabti® matter this thesis can deal with. Our
task is limited to identifying any cognitivatructural changes in thinking (such as
changes in method of argument) that mighwehled to differenteligious content in
thinking. The old, exclusive WCG (despite itdiekin an open “family of God”) had to
be become inclusive, ironically, on the Isagf a closed (althugh relational) Godhead.
The WCG was not what it thougittwas, and this could nbke resolved until its way of

thinking was changed.

1.4 The matter of conversion

In this introduction, before the detad§WCG thinking are explored, it is worth
considering some of the elements oheersion. Although many studies deal with mass
movements, group and institutional expecies) the focus of this thesis is on
individuals, particularly ta WCG leaders. Little is known, apart from hearsay, of the
general WCG membership and it is not intehtteregard the leaders as representative
of them in a statistical way. Howevergetleaders’ claim that the WCG has been

“transformed” invites considerain of their own “transformation.”

Percy (2000, p.xii) outles some of Rambo’s dimensions of conversion (see
also Rambo, 1993). The firStradition, applies to the WCG in the sense that
Armstrong had an early association witk tbhurch of God (Seventh Day), many of
whose teachings were imported into the “Radhurch of God” (as the WCG was then
known). One of these teachings was thahef“true church.” Armstrong appropriated
this, to give his own work legitimacy, with the notion that he was the end-time prophet,
with a special mission. Interestingly, thasis for this historic link with early
Christianity, and Armstrong’s special mission (Dugger & Dodd, 1972), has been
discredited by the WCG'’s current leadarsl the Church of God (Seventh Day).
Armstrong’s conversion is recountedhiis Autobiography (Armstrong, 1986, p.312).
He writes “Jesus Christ hdmbught and paid for my life by His death. It really belonged
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to Him, and now I told Him, he could hait€ Yet his strong sense of uniqueness, and
independence from regular churches, fednthe basis upon which his theological
framework was built. For over half a century, Armstrong’s sect became increasingly
centred on his will and mission, many sayhe detriment of the WCG’s development
as a Christian church.

Rambo’s second elemeiit;ansformation could well be at the non-spiritual
level, for it involves personal cognitive ahdhavioural changes, and shifts in self-
consciousness, based on cognitive capglastablished irchildhood (Piaget, 1972;
Kohlberg, 1981) and the person’s converdaiar resulting frommovement through the
stages of knowing or thinking as debex by Erikson (1965, 1980) and Fowler (1981,
2000). It could be entirely a human dyenent, without spiritual engagement,
although the matter of what is termetbtible-causality” is relevant. Armstrong (1978,
p.128) himself raised the posdityi of “false conversion,which he applied to the
members of other churches despite theesitycof their convictions. What Armstrong
also meant by “false conversion” is a setiatred appropriation @fivine calling, with
only superficial changes in character althoogisked by religiosity and sincerity. For
Armstrong, “true” conversion was evidendegla person’s commitment (demonstrated
by generous giving) this mission (Armstrong, ¢.1970). lIronibg due to revelations of
Armstrong’s theological errors and morailifegs, some have applied the “false
conversion” label to Armstrong and his follomseif not to the current reformed WCG

notwithstanding its appareatceptance within mainstream evangelicalism.

Thethird element;Transcendenganvolves an encountevith the sacred. The
WCG indeed attributes its treiormation to spiritual causemyd seeks also to transcend
the deficient aspects of its past. It is urgjimed by mainstream @stianity that “the
gift of the Spirit is an integral paof becoming a Christian” (Smith, 2001, p.197) but
this dimension is beyond empirical measurement unless the “fafiteat conversion
can (or should) be quantified. The WCG wilaithis charismatic endowment from its
inception and, if this is tryehen the WCG members haalevays been converted (not
only to “Armstrongism” but also, at the satirae, to “true Christianity”) — perhaps

rendering the recent changes unnecessary and enigmatic.
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The relevance of cognitive afiaith stage approachesdanversion (Fowler, 1981)
has been considered by WCG leaders,aerfohm of Fowler’'s taxonomy (Living Today
Media, 2001, p.6; see alsower, 1981; Oser & Gmunder921.) Fowler’s stages, as
summarized by the predi@g sources, are:

Q) Intuitive-projective faith- In early chiléhood, impressionare formed about

protective and threatening pawehat affect one’s life.

(2) Mythic-literal faith— In later childhood, as logictiinking develps, reality is

ordered according to cause and effect.

(3) Synthetic-conventional faith From adolescence, there is integration of ideas and
images, to provide a coherent identitjhaugh this may beocially conformist.

4) Individuating-reflective faith- Young adulthood bringsitical reflection on one’s
beliefs and values, but apeup areas of self-ggsnsibility and relationship

commitment.

(5) Paradoxical-consolidated faith From “middleage,” one realizethat polarities
need to be reconciled,&paradoxes acceptahd the symbolic nature of beliefs

are again appreciated.

(6) Universalring faith— Later in life thee is a sense of unity with others and the
transcendent, as a feature of one’s owegiration. This liberates the person for
self-less engagement withe world and humility ithe face of the unknown.

The WCG’s summary of thestages (Living Today Meali2001), is not clearly
signposted as either descriptive or normafiovehe WCG situationThat is, the stages
have not been systematically integratedampared with the WCG’own experience (at
least in documents readily available). There Ib@en no study of éhWCG that deals with
these dimensions. After dismisgithe foundationage-related stagewere can only be
speculation as to the WCG leaders’ corresjing “stage.” If Fowler’'s and Reich’s
categories are loely correlated, it may be that thegnitive developmerof those with

fundamentalist beliefis retarded by elem&nof mythic-literal fah [Fowler’s Stage 2],
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which to some extent was chateristic of those in the oWWCG - according to Feazell
(2001, p.36) “Armstrong’s church slearmany charactetiss of American
fundamentalism,” partidarly a literal interpretation afome Scriptures and a juvenile
understanding of God. The VB transformation initially consted of leaders who came
to recognize their progression afpiie lines of Fowler’s stagdsut how this relates to the
development of relational and contextredsoning (RCR) and the WCG'’s transformation
in psychological terms is uncled change in the “way of thking” has been selected, as
a change in the content oflie¢is not sufficient to acamt for cognitiveconversion. The
WCG now espouses new beliefs but it is gamento this thesis that a changed way of

thinking is a better sign aonversion than the simpleiteration of a new belief.

What, then, was the “way of thinking"ahwas characteristic of the WCG from
its inception to the incigint reforms of Armstrong’s successors? Apart from being
socially reactionary, and bibélly literalist, the WCG ws heavily influenced by the
notion of revelation, in this case primartlyrough the medium of Herbert Armstrong.
Members everywhere were encouragedtsorb and anticipate Armstrong’s views on
all matters (as passed on byeddquarters” in Pasadena d@he ministry). As “Christ’s
apostle,” self-promoted to being third in tiieine hierarchy aftethe Father and Son,
he claimed to have “the mind of Christhd opposition to Armstrong’s dictates meant
loss of salvation (“Lindsey”, 2003). “Reasagi’ (that is, coming to conclusions by
means of argument and evidence) was seerlasial of revelation or, at least, a threat
to the WCG'’s power structure, which imposed argument from authority, typical of
Fowler’s earliest stage. Convergenceatmfught was encouraged in the interest of
harmony and control. Post-Armstrong cisticave often drawn on studies of cultic
manipulation to explain the alleged immmaty and oppression of former WCG
members (Dewey, 2004). The long-term effect on those who remained in the WCG is
difficult to assess. To judge how the leadeasoned or thought the old regime is

best done by referring to the WCG's literatumad to hear their post-facto explanations.

The transition from the old to the nevay of thinking about doctrine and church
governance is interesting given that the authaf the old was used to implement the
new. That is, the freedom to believe tieav doctrines was imposed from above, as
there was no grass roots demand for thEmere are many reports of harsh dealings

with ministers or members who could not accept, in good conscience, the new beliefs
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(Dewey, 2004). Many considered the new beliefbe of Satanic origin, and clung to
the older doctrine believing that it w&od-inspired through Herbert Armstrong. At a
broad level, the old form of reasoningsideralistic, dogmatiand intolerant of
ambiguity. To some extent it appears tegt new beliefs were entertained by the
leaders with such a mindset largely intactisghenomenon, in the religious context, is
closely related to the expermmnof conversion. It is to thesonsiderations that we now
turn, to consider the changes in thinking ta intrinsic to religious transformation.
The WCG’s changes require close scrutifiyhe way of thinking has changed only

superficially, have the WCG leadeestly had a true change of mind?

15 Longenecker’s types of change

It is now necessary mwonsider the cognitive dimeinsis of conversion, towards
understanding the WCG's transformation. The term “conversion” has been used as a
judgment of the authenticityf a person’s standing as a church member. Longenecker

(1997, p.xiii) refers to seval types of change in religious experience:

o Conversion “a radical change of thoughoutlook, commitments, and
practice, which involves either anert or a subconscious break with one’s
past identity.”

o Transformation- “a new perception and a marked change in form or
appearance, but not necessaailgreak with the past.”

o Alternation— “a shift in perspective andamtice, but withouainy distancing

from one’s past.”

The WCG claims a “transformatiomlthough it is apparent that it has
experienced several of thbave characteristics of change. A distinction must be made
between an organization’s change andetkgeriences of indiduals within that
organization. On the surface, there is no doubt that the WCG — as an organization — has
undergone profound and extensive changés itdioctrine and polity (see videos by
Johnson & Kramer, 2004; Tay, 2003). Accoglio the above definitions, however, the
WCG has not undergone a complete conversiod,it is possibléhat some members
will have been swept along with the onggation’s changes although, personally, those
members will have retained their previousywaf thinking and thus are superficially
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converted. It is possible to use the termafisformation,” as the WCG has not made a
complete break with its past, but incotsieies mean it may be more accurate to
describe this change as “alternati@am’some cases. Since most WCG adherents
maintain they were already converted Clais$ before the Tkach reforms, to suggest
otherwise may cause discomfort. Some mersilhave come to doubt their conversion

to Christianity under the Armstrong tutgiaand have joined other churches.

A change in the beliefs of an orgaation does not mean a change in the
cognitive processing of anganization, unless this is axpression of a collection of
individuals with uniform ideas and waystbinking. Therefore the claim, that an
organization is converted, isaley a figure of speech. Nextbeless, the “conversion” of
an organization’s leaders and adherentdatlead to changes in the shape or
functioning of an organization. That is, #e@ms “transformation” and “alternation”
may have collective uses but conversman individual phenomenon. Of course, a
collection of individuals might be callédonverted” if each individual were truly
changed. The new WCG in many wayslifferent from that under the Armstrong
regime, but this may be the result only of the “leopard changing its spots,” according to
one ex-member (Ancona, 1990). To somesthissues cast a cloud of unknowing over
the WCG'’s transformation. To be fair, soofehe WCG’s most sident critics have

retained a negative mind-set regardless of any positive changes in the church.

Reich’s RCR theory, as a way of resonly paradox, is explained in the next
chapter. The intention is to identify ldgef thought in old and new WCG belief
contexts. The old, earlier statements of W@&&ders are expected to be at a low level of
RCR, in that the older way of thinking |k awareness of paradox or dissonance in the
beliefs or believers, or the mind-set at ttae was incapable of, oesistant to, such
awareness. An elevation afasoning in RCR terms is expected of the new WCG
leaders, to justify their standing as beingrfeerted,” that is, of a qualitatively different
mind. That a shift in perspective has tagéace is true, but confirmation of the depth
of that in the change in thking is needed. This thesisarm exploration of these changes
without being judgmental, and the followisgrvey of theories of cognitive conversion

is intended to illuminate the connectibatween reasoning and religious change.
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“Alternation” would be a low level ofhange and if this is all the WCG
experienced, then it could be said ttiet conversion experience was superficial.
“Transformation” would be a more desiraldgel of change, even though this may not
adequately resolve issues from the WCGikic past. The links between the old and
new provide further areas of paradox arcbimsistency. Conversion, it will be shown, is
not simply a matter of thinking about differghings, but is a change in the way of
thinking or reasoning, having deep impact omitidividual’'s core identity and resulting
in radical changes in andividual’s “religious deeptsuctures” (Oser & Gmunder,
1991, p.33). A change to RCR thinking invohies overcoming of obstacles such as
apparent contradiction, illogic or pal@x, and may present a solution to cognitive
dissonance, which WCG leaders have mentioned as being present throughout their

procession from old to new beliefs.

Percy (2000, p.xi) refers to conviers as a “re-turning” and the WCG
experience does indeed involve severaltsvasd turns. Like the Restorationist
movement in the Tcentury American religious landscape, Armstrong claimed to have
re-discovered the original New Testarmehurch teachings. Indeed some of
Armstrong’s early teachings were innocuound aimply written ina popular journalistic
style. As the WCG developed into a mesdf-contained and theologically-isolated
organization, its beliefs and practiceschme increasingly aberrational and onerous,
leading to some dissent in the midate 1970s. During Garner Ted Armstrong’s
administration, many “liberal” ministers attgted to “Christianize” the WCG. The
conservative backlash of the 1980s onlgcaeded in turning the WCG back to the
intense restrictions of the 1960s, farhile, until “cognitive dissonance” troubled
Armstrong’s successors. Following Armstrosgieath, these ministers could not
reconcile the pre-Christian WCG with soun@dblical teachings to which they were
exposed during their higher degree studieisistitutions sucls Azuza Pacific
University (Albrecht, 2004; Feazell, 2001; Tkach, 1997).

During the transforming events okti990s, there appear to have been two
(somewhat incompatible) restorations. Most prominently, a more historically accurate
view of the early Christian church was adee} thus aligning the WCG at last with
historic Christianity. The effect of thisas to undermine the WCG’s claim to an

exclusive apostolic descent. This smakof the WCG’s fondations could have
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delegitimized its claim to have beerCharistian church, and exposed Armstrong’s
teaching as “heresy.” However, that coulddaestroyed the continuity of the WCG as
an institution. The quasi-rahilitation of Herbert Armstrong was the other dimension
of the WCG’s transformation. It was sugtgd that Armstrong’s early religious
experience and writings were indeed consistéath genuine Christianity but, due to
misguided enthusiasm and lack of forradlication, Armstrong strayed into error and
these errors were subsequently embellishedidgrdent followers. It is hinted that
Armstrong came to realize this immediatelyopto his death and gave a mandate to his
successor to introduceamges that Armstrong wished teuld effect personally if he
survived. Armstrong’s final boollystery of the Age@rmstrong, 1985), an edited
compilation of his teaching, was withdrawsos after this death. The new WCG regime

needed the legitimacy of Armstrong to caory, whilst repudiating most of his teaching.

This may be a key factor in the WCG3ransformation: the paradox of needing a
heretical (but not necessarily unchristiahyrch’s authority to introduce a new church,
from within. This is further complicateal the WCG'’s alleged use of repressive
measures in implementing the reforms. Questions can be raised about WCG leaders,
concerning their intrinsic quest for change, and any feelings of guilt following
awareness of doctrinal error, organizatios@ruption and personal failings. The same
concerns can be raised abthuise WCG members who reimed in the organization.
Were they truly “converted” tthese changes or have they simply adjusted to change?

An unresolved issue in this procésshe underlying assumption of a special
“calling by God.” Armstrong interpreted thés applying to support for his mission,
and opposed the members reinterpretingtthagpply to their diect election by God.
Armstrong’s death could have been intetpdeas being the end of that mission, and
members needed to have a reason to woatin the church #t was (according to
Armstrong) specifically built tearry out that mission undkis personal leadership.
The new WCG has had to deal with thasue by reinterpretintpe content of that
mission, now expressed in mainstream QGiamsterms. The specific problem for the
WCG is to justify its existence as a Chastchurch without entely repudiating its
past. If it were to do that, then that wadde an admission that it never was a Christian
church and that its members (especitily leaders) were never converted to
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Christianity but were deluded by a “falsenwersion.” Clearly, this would be untenable

now given the WCG’s new identity.

Rambo (1993, p.59) draws attention te thfference between active and passive
involvement in conversion processes, whofien requires a complete break with the
past (pp.168-169), and outlines a numbestafjes through which those being converted
might pass. Before considering these, it is necessary to remember that Rambo
incorporates transformation as partcohversion, whereas Longenecker (1997)
distinguishes transformation from completnversion and quasi-conversion (that is,

alternation). Rambo’s “stages” are:

o Context Rambo (1993, p.59) admits thfatople are shaped by the
socialization processes of the wiaeorld.” Thus the WCG member in the
late 20" century would no longer be affted by the intense social and
religious environment of the earli&CG days, and thnew WCG leaders
would have been more exposed to alternative views.

o Crisis. The WCG had gone from crisis tasis but the deatof its founder,
and 10 years after this bfs successor, provided ai@®ig reason to reassess
the church. Members might have weakd in their commitment to the
WCG, leading to a substantial decline in income to carry out its traditional
mission.

o Quest Members and leaders would be looking for a solution to their
situation. The experience of Artnsngism may have been unfulfilling,
especially to convestsince the 1980s ancketlgounger generation. The
uncertainties of a post-modern cultucaild have led to a felt need for more
suitable types of worship and faith.

o Encounter There is no reason to believatlany external body or persons
actively sought to “corart” the WCG to Christian orthodoxy, but several
key WCG leaders did undake graduate studies at Azuza Pacific University
and elsewhere (Tkach, 1997; Feazell, 2001). Such encounters, and the
specialized readings inkad, may have been influential. There was also
exposure to the favoured literaturensdinstream, evangelical Christianity.
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o Interaction The mixing of members with ¢ét‘'world” in which they lived,
and the dialogues that commenced leetwvWCG leaders and several “anti-
cult” ministry leaders, could haweated an openness of mind amongst
WCG leaders to allow them to do a reappraisal of their entire belief system.
Otherwise it could simply have providdtem with an alternative belief set
that they could seizepon, equally dogmatically.

o CommitmentHaving decided their course action, the WCG leaders will
have needed to inform and persu#iiee membership at large, through
announcements, discussion and re-etloicaNew frames of reference will
have been developed to allow fmew truth” to be accepted.

o Consequence®verall, the outcome of enforced change was disastrous.
About half the ministers and membeélefected, income sharply decreased
leading to the termination of manymistry activities ad the selling of
major assets (Scott, 2004a, 2004b). those who remained, the meaning of

their experience had to be reinterpreted.

1.6 Savage’s dimensions of conversion

Savage (2000, p.2) notes that “the p®fogy of conversion reveals very little
about the workings of God in the human sb8lch a matter isntirely outside the
province of this thesis. Follang William Jamesthe phenomenon abnversion can be
studied without necessary recse to Divine Intervention. Therefore, the transformed
WCG must be studied asase of psychological dewgiment, withotiignoring
motivational questions. Savageesents a number of poldimensions, including such
factors as speed, life-gi@s, critical incidencepersonal agency, mahtealth, source of
change, and self-orientation, which could be applied to the WCG.

Q) Speedwas the conversion suddengpadual? (Savage, 2000, p.3)

The WCG’s main transformation repottietbok place within a relatively short
period of time (from 1991996). That would raise qu&mns about the urgency or
necessity of such change. Was there, in &abtild-up of tension, or doubt, or other
factors that led to a paradighift? Was there a drift towards change, due to a multiplicity
of reasons, which resultedat'sudden rush”? Was theaa evaporation of “conscious
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commitment” to tle old WCG, which made it possiliter members to accept changes
when they were announced®@ud this be an abdication d¢ime part of the members,

crediting the church witknowledge of what it igloing, and passivelyoing along with it?

Most WCG members tenaciously held to Armstrongism until Armstrong’s
successor, Joseph W. Tkach, shocked thalmeship by announcing the repudiation of
the existing “old covenant” paradigm. Frahe mid 1990s, however, gradual moves for
change were evident but latbe impression given was of the collapse of a house built
on sand, with most of the WCG’sstinctive beliefs being abandoned.

Had the “time for change”miply arrived? Caught up in a “social process,” had
individuals “gradually ‘drifted’ into conversig almost imperceptibly, even inadvertently,
through the influence of social relations$#?p (Savage, 2000, p.4Yould the WCG just
have arrived at a change sition almost by chance, duethe weakeningf commitments
to the traditional WCG by a broader rangeafiverts in recent dedas, which also had
more ties with outside people and also nsmerces of information? Had the clergy
become open to mainstream theological mgs? The leaders admit being surprised by the

suddenness of the developments.

Differential rates of adoption need todmounted for. In diffsion theory (Rogers,
1983) change involves early, mid and late adsy(is well as rejectors). There are change
agents and opinionadelers. How can the WCG's raiechange be explained?
Organizationally, it probably moved more quicthan the individuemembers. Perhaps
the organization changed suddenly, wheteasverage member was much slower to
change (in fact, a very laggproportion became disaffectedd left). It would be
interesting to know howhe changes impacted those who had joined the WCG
immediately prior to the changess they would be requiredrevert to theiinitial beliefs
(if they had departed from histoi@hristianity to join the WCG).

(2) Life-Stagewas the conversion @dolescence or mididi? (Savage, 2000, p.5)

Was the WCG undergoing “late life crisisSavage (2000, p.6gfers to Erikson’s
final stage of development - where aduktgldvith a “crisis ofntegrity (wholeness,

synthesis, spiritual values) versus a crisidespair (in the face of the finitude of life.)”
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Also, Savage refers to Conn’s “lifelonguedopmental approach” to conversion. Thus
“Later religious awakening is not as often exgeced as a ‘radicabnversion’, but rather
comprises an intensification nbminally held beliefs” (p.6)l'his needs to be considered
alongside the “ageing” of hWCG population. It may be that the WCG leaders had
“psychologically” comeof age, after years of being kapt‘infancy” under a repressive
regime. Or it may be that the younger genergtnow in charge ahe church, had the

capacity and motivation to accept new and different ideas.

One aspect that could be explorethis general age group that responded
positively to WCG change. Was it the oldeigre (spiritually) mature individuals, who
recognized the need to change organizationadiyyell as within thmselves? Owas it the
“young turks,” impatent for change? That includes#e who became members in the
1980s, and the new breed of ministers. Anedldmimments by menaips (during personal
discussions at WCG worship miegs) in 2000 were interesg: it was suggested by some
that “newer” members havetamed the older WCG teachmgiore steadftlg than the
older members, and some oéttonverts from the 1980s wesdlewer to respond to the
WCG’s agenda of change, ormeavavering between the adahd new. Some of the long-
time members were hoping for a more comptietasformation. It is not clear how many

of the children of members, once attaghmaturity, have reniged in the WCG.

(3) Precipitating Factorswas the conversigoreceded by crisi®r not? (Savage,
2000, p.7)

There was no obvious “critical incideritiat caused the changes, but there may
have been a “final straw” in a slow, cumiiNa process after decades of crises, scandals
and revolts. Past crises appear to have ledhsms and an interis#tion of beliefs. The
WCG experienced such crises episodicall\stombled from one crisis to another. The
death of the founder, Herbert Armstrong irf8@9and the iliness of his successor Joseph
Tkach in 1995, were importaavents. Prophectic failures disappointed the expectations of
long term members. Rancial crises were recurrent. According to Savage (2000, p.7),
“Rambo argues that although soswet of crisis does precedenversion, it can be a slow,

cumulative process where ‘a finalast/ breaks the camel’s back’.”
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At a deeper level, waome underlying “guilt” prompting mosdoward change?
The character of Armstrong @some of his leading astnts was the subject of
speculation, and there may hdeen a shadow side to thaders (reference can be made
to McIntosh & Rima, 1997, andarramore, 1988). Savage (200() refers to studies of
conversion where convertspetienced emotional relationphdifficulties in childhood.
There was a high incidence of ake absent or cruel fatheemd later strongmotional ties

to religious leaders.

Savage (2000, p.8) refers to “relatleprivation” in regard to “needs.” She
suggests that converts may not have beadyreo admit tdhemselves wdtt these needs
are, or how much thefgel them, but after conversiongme give themselves permission
to identify those needs and how they werngrided. What might these “needs” have been,
in the old WCG? The theolagsl position regarding salvatie relying more on works
than on grace - could have provided an immageense of insecurity, thus assurance (in

the classic Protestas¢nse) may have been a primary deprivation.

4) Personal Agencywas the conversion passiveaative? (Savag 2000, p.8)

Savage (2000, p.9) refers to Loflamti€Skonovd’s conversion “Motifs,” some of
which involve “intellectual” conversion. Isuch conversions, belief precedes practice,
without social pressure, and there is an eleéroeself-conversion (p.10). If this occurred
in the WCG, it would be exgeted that members receivetbimation ovema period of
time that would result in changed beliefsappears that the leadevsre involved in this
change process long before members weyaaasted of it, and that the leadership’s
deliberations were “intellectual,” rationliit unsystematic. Rertedly, the wider
membership were informed ofianges in a staged manneenlexposed to explanations
and justifications of the new beliefs. From thaint, whatever dissonance that might arise
could be dealt with by active searching doswers by those maaffected and surprised
by these changes. There seports of coercion, threatsnd expulsion of resisting
ministers. There are no records or admissairsipernatural intgentions, although the
WCG has since the changes been tolglianbt encouraging) of charismatic
experiences. Neither was there any external pressure to change. There is no evidence of
grass roots agitation for reform. In fagtpst of the ministers and members were

stunned by the changes.
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(5) Mental Health were the outcomes negativepasitive? (Savag 2000, p.11)

Without a valid baseline, “pre conversion” experiences may be misleading. This
study does not attemptteeasure “mental health” (beppiness) since the 1995
“Reformation” or to determine whether thereravany negative or adverse effects. Savage
(2000, p.13) discussd#ss approach in tersnof the Piagetian viethat cognitive shifts
occur during disequilibriurathe person is abte “see” things diffeently when the current
reality becomes dygnctional. There are no records of the mental health of WCG
ministers, apart from some suicides. The WCG literature has a “common sense”
approach and there is no extravagargsychopathic writing or behaviour recorded.
There is only hearsay, recorded by dissigdeas to the negative experiences of

members during the Armstrong regime in thetphut these are irdental accounts.

Earle (2001), a senior WCG ministernuared a developmental study of Herbert
Armstrong, based on Erikson’s psychodynamic pertves, Fowler’'s stages of faith,
and Loder’s transformational model. Thecount of Armstrong’s life is candid but
selective (nothing is said about the gd#ons of Armstrong’s incest, or other
unsavoury matters; for this, see Robinson, 188@he is revealeds a flawed but
converted “spiritual leadaf great influence and integrity.” Armstrong’s successors
have been presented in this light as waallg disaffected members traditionally have
been labelled as “demon possessed.” @yehological well-being of continuing WCG
members is not open to scrutiny but therastional opinions expressed on various

websites by former members are cause for concern.

(6)  Sourcewas the conversion “socially constred” or “spiritually inspired”?
(Savage, 2000, p.13)

Are there any records ofeims, visions, ishes of insight? Recent WCG literature
(Albrecht, 2004) seems to todewn the supernatural elemead promotes a rational -
almost rationalized - account of its trasrshation. The charismatrevival aspect is

missing, even though the “spiral” is a central dimension.

Savage (2000, p.14) retutiesthe question of attributio She refers to Snow and

Malachek’s view that conversion is “a clgann discourse, the wave speak about the
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world.” This usually is “accompanied by a sliftconsciousness.” ttould be a deliberate
substitution or alteration ebcabulary, witlbut a real change of md, under the category
of “alternation” (Longenecked 997, p.xii)). Has the WCGraply begun to use another
way of talking about thir former beliefs? Some new WGQi&rature makes th point: the
doctrine hasn’t changed all that much - justway it is worded. Savage also refers to
converts developing “a ‘master’ attributidearned from the chea faith community.”
WCG members could have learned to attrifalitehanged, and unchanged, doctrines to
the same source, that is, Gddlder explanations of realityave been replaced with new
accounts. That is, there may have been agihén discourse, a ghin consciousness,

and the adoption of a new masteligious attribution.

(7)  Self-Orientationindividual versus relatiohgoals (Savage2000, p.15)

Savage (2000, p.15) suggesiat the “individualistic model of self in conversion
studies lags behind the more social atatimal view of self-identity in recent
psychology: the self as dyad (a self formedelationship to another).” Note that a
rhetoric of “love” permeates Christian discoyraed that element is not absent in recent
WCG writings. In contraswith its past, the new WC&ems “euphoric” with a new
sense of shared positive feelings. TheWIGG often was said to have restrained
relationships, that is, the lack of lowas noticeable (Dewey, 2004). However, the new
WCG promotes personal growth and reclisoon, almost self-consciously as it

develops its corporate identity as a new Christian church.

Savage’s analysis is a helpful franzglvwithin which toconsider the WCG's
conversion although, ia limited study like thigt is impossibleo test all the factors, as
each contains elements of paradox and gham progress. Whahe new WCG church
now believes is clearly evideim over 100 itemsf literature foundn its web site
(www.wcg.org and the WCG attributes its conversito spiritual intervention, that
allowed it to look athe old teachings afresh andéplace them with mainstream
Christian teachings where necessary. Theseteachings and identity as a Christian
church are con-joint reéikes for the WCG. Howevethe cognitive processes that

facilitated this change, espally in the WCG leadersyill be congdered next.
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1.7  Cognitive theories of conversion applied to WCG leaders.

The role of relational ahcontextual reasoning (RCR) thinking about beliefs
(such as the Trinity) andefpossible links to the new VW&Zs identity will form the
substance of this thesis and will involve looking for signs of new ways of thinking, with
possible relevance to congen, to consider whether or not there is a cognitive
underpinning to the WCG transformation ¢ggosed to other factors). This is a
comprehensive approach although themgwn strand is the question of RCR’s
presence in the WCG'’s transformation. Tigectives of this @sent study can be

expressed as follows:

(1) To identify the role of RCR in the WC&aders’ thinking, and its role in their
new identity (this matter could be djgal to the WCG'’s thinking and identity,

via metonymy).

(2) To consider whether RCR was cows@ly or unconsciously used by WCG
leaders, to stimulate their understanding of the Trinity and, hence, their RCR

capabilityandlevels.

(3) To appraise the usefulness of RCRidlseory and heutis to explain the
WCG's transformation.

The following chapters will deal with the felity of using complementarity thinking
(now better understood as relational aodtextual reasoning) in understanding
complex beliefs such as the Trinity, and thif§ be extended into the use of RCR to
situate such beliefs within a worldviewtiansition, with possiblénks to behavioural
change and identity transformation. In tbimpter, the following igiven as a preview

of that extended discussion.

On outward appearances, at least WieG has jettisoned some old beliefs and
adopted new ones, and has given a theologistfigation for this interms of a history
of divine agreements (called “covenants”). Same extent, beliefs have been packaged
according to their presumed location withitovenantal worldviewtructure, and not

necessarily examined in tesrof their own validity. Oncthe “new covenant” (which
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can be called a paradigm) superseded theatllthat pertained to the old was exposed
to re-evaluation. Each beliefddnot require individual justifation: it eitherfitted into
the new paradigm or it did not. In this wiayvas possible to re-caattualize an entire

belief system within a new worldview.

Reich (2003d) suggests that the comipyeof religious development requires
consideration of a number of ways of thinking, of which RCR is only one. Cognition
seems to be the common element, arajacb-mathematical construction of this is
understood to underlie various stage thedhes might explaimow changes in the
structure of thinking relat® not just content changéut transformation in the
character of religious idenyit But new content may become available or old knowledge
might be seen in a new way. Whilsisging thinking may be based on existing
structures, there is a degree of elasticityhst “the structures accommodate to the new
information, and thereby are developin{&eich, 2003d, p.3). The implication is that
the structures of each stage are qualitatidéfgrent. Reich cites Piaget’s dictum that
the task of religious cognition was to ctrast an intellectual frame around our core
personal faith. But does this mean thatdbetent is shaped according to the mental
frame (structure)? If RCR is taken todstructural dimension then changes or
development in that structure would mostliklead to some alteration in content or

belief.

Within a fixed polar structure, opgtien would prevail unless there comes
some imbalance between the poles. R€R003d, p.8) suggests that Oser and
Gminder’s theory of religious developnt involves such a number of polar
dimensions, but with the posdity of “discrete changes ithe relation between the two
poles.” Therefore, some disturbance inglstem could lead to different relations
between elements, thus allowing for a restructuring that would permit a change in
content. Reich proposes that RCR account#hi®togic of such aequence, but this
needs further exploration. Rei¢pp.9-10) refers to Ko@yis arguments concerning a
hard stage theory (rather than discreteruestring/re-sequencing) because it is obvious
that it is very difficult to identify the reteon between structure and content. Likewise,
the criticism is that placement at higheages implies a measure of the person’s worth
(indeed, their salvation prospects) and fasdugher ranking for cognitive/intellectual

functioning rather than the whole pers®n.counter this tendency, Reich (p.15)
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maintains that for worldview development (whioé does not directlselate to levels of
RCR, even though the implication is tmadre developed worldviews correspond to
higher levels of RCR), “each stage is adeqaathe developmental level reached; it is

not justified to classify thearlier stages as ‘inferior’.”

These points are important when ddesing the religious development of
leaders and members of the WCG, forabasideration of the structural changes
(underpinning content changes) in nomMgintended to measure the person’s
spirituality or religious status. In fact, tappraisal of RCR levelas explained in the
next chapter, RCR appears to have both ahimd and levels) is sgifically related to
the problem of understanding theologicamplexity, and not to the individual’s
attainment of a higher level of conscioussier intelligence ndeed, relatively high
levels of thought are evident in earlier ttowal positions. The beliefs were different,
but it is hypothesized that structurabolye might have taken place — or, through
reframing of inquiry, otherwise obscure ameflected possibilities were fore-grounded

sufficiently to warrant a reconsiderai of the bases for existing beliefs.

Reich (2003d, pp.17-18) acknowledgeswek of Kitchener in describing
stages of cognition. Reich admits that “ithe development of epistemic cognition that
makes for a change of one’s world view andyreus outlook.” Obviously at the basic,
objectreflection stage, one’s view of God woldd tied to notions of beingness, that is,
a definite being which possesses certain ptegseand can be maagd or rearranged
according to some theological schema. Even the next stegageflection, limits the
God concept to ways of thinking andoione to a negative theology. Howe\aslf
reflection is said to be the higher staghere an authentic position regarding the
concept is taken, wherein tidnole person takes in sometgiof the transcendent. In
this, theophany becomes epiphany; the belibasrentered into the divine milieu. What
has at first only appeared to be so rimeomes a deep perception of some essential
truth. The symbolic value of Transfigurationtire religious story is fulfilled in personal
and corporate transfiguration eschatologicallyat is, what is perceived vaguely in the

“beingness” of God ultimately providesrealized Existence in humanity.
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Reich (2003d, pp.19-21) re-states various claims for RCR, which guided the
systematic interpretation (hermeneutictod WCG’s transformation. In brief, RCR

allows one to:

o “make sense” of complex beliefs liklee Two Natures of Christ and the
Three-ness of the Trinity. As will be discussed below and in later chapters, a
reasoned and theologically productiuew of Christ (in orthodox terms)
was a necessary prerequisite for the W06 engage meaningfully with the
Three-in-One God concept;

o coordinate religious anstientific worldviews — with has been successfully
accomplished in the WCG by its abandoninaf a literalistic Creationist
account of origins;

o develop religiously — especially mowg from deeds and appearances as the
basis for faith so that the WCG, inagetian terms, can be seen to have
movedfrom egocentrism, concreteness, het®my, unilateral authority and
mystical transcendenc®wardsobjectivity, abstractness, autonomy,
contractual recipraty, and immanence;

o resolve cognitive conflict — which seems to have plagued the WCG for some
time, at various levels. The failure @feligious system and its expectations
(whether personally or apocalyptilgglin the WCG’s case was probably
pre-programmed, as the theological edifice was constructed on defective
foundations. By beginning to think RCR terms (whether intentionally or

not), the WCG was able to mot@wvards stability and acceptance.

Reich’s most recent account of RQReich, 2003d, p.19) is given here in

anticipation of the nexthapter. Generally:

RCR is a distinct thought form, categotigat the same level as Piagetian
operations, cognitive complex thinking, dialectical thought, thinking in
analogies, etc., with which it shares certain operational components (such as

isolating a given item among many others).
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This definition justifies RCR’s use withingrbroad field of allied cognitive stage
theories and to some extent allows a galneed role for thikind of interpretation.
Thus RCR is like these other approaches but operates, metalogically and dialectically, in

and through them. More specifically:

RCR permits us to analyse the role aatidity of explanations competing for

the elucidation of a given explanandum ...

There are several embedded explanandiae present study, the major topic
being the Trinity as a context for transfoht@inking. Other topicsonsist of questions
of changes in the structure of thinkiag a way of understanding intellectual
conversion, and the various questions of emticity in change. This is brought about
by the inconsistencies inherent in the WCG's transitional journey. A different kind of
logic was required to deal with the prebi of compatability between old and new
beliefs, identities and wayd navigating on this odyssey towards a less certain goal.
The WCG leaders are being called upon todiethe path and the reasons for it, as a
sign of their growing religious judgment.itVW reference to Oser and Gminder’s work,
Reich (2003d, p.21) states that the religipuslggment stages and RCR levels “rank
correlate highly and significantly” {sic}, sthat developing RCR and the evolution of

religious judgment “go hand in hand.”

Although the present thesssconcerned with complex thinking, as evidenced in
statements of belief (that is, the contembelnsion), it is mostly interested in the
structural characteristics ofahbelief. The concept of stiture is present in Oser and
Gmunder’s (1991) work on religious judgmentere “deep-structures” (otherwise
termed “mother-structures”ppear to be embedded cognitive schema that “are latently
present patterns of religious consciowssehich people use for coping with critical

life-situations” (Ger & Gmunder, 1991, p.33). Furthermore:

They do not deteriorate but rather surfacpersons’ verbal contributions, e.g.,
in discussions. These deep structlieeehind the linguistic reality. While
knowledge-structures can bequired rather quickly, a person’s deep-structure
cannot be altered easily.
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This is an important point in the consid@éva of cognitive change in the WCG's case —
in a time of uncertainty or crisis, it isétolder schema that would operate. This would
account for the WCG'’s recourse to authordaism to introduce the new freedoms, at
least in the early stages. Although this migata valid point for that period of
transition, it in no way determines the W@aders’ understanding and manner at this
juncture of their journeyNevertheless, there are elertseof earlier thinking that
probably underpin the WCG lead’ ways of thinking abdwquestions like the Trinity
(especially when interrogated in R@&ms). In other words, the “knowledge
structures” acquired early the transition phase may matsie continuation of older
ways of thinking, in structural terms (lboas theological cotrsictions and their

explanation).

It can be argued that “The characteth@ology as a system comes to expression
in the fact that theologicatasoning makes explicit the stture of its knowing, thereby
demonstrating the connections in itustures” (Oser & Gmunder, 1991, p.150). This
can be demonstrated at the concrete levahascorrelation of the various systematic-
theological concepts, such as the doctah&od or Christology, with the stages of
religious judgement” (p.150). What this seeimsuggest is that a person’s explanation
of the content of a complex doctrine, like thrinity, reveals the structure (level) of
their thinking (that can be a compositeREER and religiousuydgement). Presumably,
those able to explain the ddoe in terms of its inherembmplexity, and confirm their
understanding by drawing out relevant implicas of the doctrine, would be identified

as operating at a highkvel on these measures.

1.8  The Doctrine of the Trinjtas a Paradigm for Change

To proceed with this inquir it has been podse to identify a particular belief that
does require a special way of thinking. Reic®#8@b, 1990a) argues that the doctrine of the
Trinity is such a beliefAlthough it is possible tstate that a belief is held in or about it,
Reich argues that a special kind of thinkin@ necessary prepasite for actually
comprehending the belidhat is to say, to have andequate cognitive recognition of the
difficulties inherent irthe doctrine. In eéict, if someone were o demonstrate the
ability to reason in the way remed of belief in the Trinityaccording tdReich’s theory

this is an indication that thgerson may be able to compratiéhe Trinity doaine even if
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they had not yet done sid the Trinity doctrine already isomprehended, a readiness in the
mode of their thinking is assed. Reich’s assumptias that this readiess is the presence
of RCR which is a necessamyerequisite. The comprehensiof the doctrine, following

an inability to understand iyould indicate that a changethe way of thinking has
occurred. However, it is not necessary far plerson to believe in the doctrine whilst
having a satisfactory understanding of it, aedher is it a sign of “true conversion” in
spiritual terms if tky do. It simply may ba sign of “conversion” in human terms. It might
also be a sign that there has beegféettive change in worldview, enabling the
comprehension of other paradoxical beliefsiciwtiorm the “packagedf changed beliefs

that make up a transformed belief system.

As a qualitative study of written materiaisis not approprige to state precise
hypotheses that can be testégghinst quantitative data. @theoretical approach is
drawn from philosophical premises, witms® empirical demonsition, and is of a
highly complex and exploratory nature.tYiehas proven to be of fundamental
importance in other areas, such as nugigsics and applications where paradox and
uncertainty are characteristics of the pheapnanto be studied, as explained in the
following chapter. Given the enigmatic nedwf the human mind, the sensitivities of
the people to be studied, and the volatilityhef church situation, the study is limited to

this approach.

The “theses” for this inquiry, in genétarms, relate to the viability (as a
psychological epistemology) of Reich’s theafyRCR, in an attempt to understand the
transformation of a sect in terms of ttia¢ory. From Reich (2002b, p.125), discussed in
Chapter 4, the present thesis may be expressed positively and precisely as follows:

Relational and Contextual Reasoning, aproposed by Reich - as a necessary
but insufficient precondition for comprehending the Trinity - is present in

the new thinking of the WCG'’s leadersip, whereas it was not evident in
their past thinking, thus demonstrating a change in their way of thinking

and affirming their cognitive conversion, that is, transformed Christian

worldview.
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The logical application dhe above thesis can be expressed more specifically,

as follows:

(1) Reich argues that RCR [A] is a necessary precondition for comprehending the
Trinity [B];

(2) The WCG leaders need to bstezl on their current RCR [A] and
comprehension of the Trinity [B];

(3) If the WCG leaders are found to be using RCR [A] and do comprehend the
Trinity [B] then this can be takeas support for Reich’s theory (although it

does not confirm it, because the theory has not been falsified).

4) If the WCG leaders are found to be using RCR [A] andat@omprehend the
Trinity [B] then thisalsocan be taken as support for Reich’s theory, because [A]
may be necessary but not sufficient[®}. There may be other factors, as
admitted by Reich, (202b, p.125), thereftire possible “insufficiency” of RCR
may be taken as partly supportiagd partly falsifying, the theory.

(5) If the WCG leaders do not use RCR [A] but tdeycomprehend the Trinity [B],
then this falsifies Reich’s theory.

These are general considerations bethtbpe is to demonstrate change in the
WCG leaders’ thinking. If they did not beliewn the Trinity befee (assuming that the
belief was rejected due to lack of contpeasion) but now do believe, that does not
necessarily indicate a chanigetheir way of thinking. Th&@Trinity could be “believed”
(that is, adopted as dogma) for entirely diffeneasons. The risk in Reich’s approach is
that RCR [A] and the Trinity [B] may beoaflated so that the relationship becomes
tautological. In that case, a mere demonstration of [Bp$®, facto demonstration of
[A], and the mere fact of not demonstrating [Blijiso facto demonstration of lack of
[A]. To avoid this potential outcome, the materials representing the pre-Trinitarian
position have been examined for signs ofRR&hd the WCG leaders’ current responses
have been contrasted with the earlier matefihis is further explained in the chapter
on Methods.
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The next chapter attempts a synthe$iReich’s theory, bsed on a large output
of scholarly papers in English and Gemn(although discussion will be limited to
English translations), to identify key elentewf the theory that could be used to
interrogate doctrinal expositions on the Trinity, itself an enigma to some. This is
followed by an attempt to express a suigaikrmeneutically-based methodology that is
appropriate to identifying those elementdigative of comprehension of the Trinity.
Chapter 5 reviews the intellectual argumédatsand against the Trinity doctrine, with
some reference to early historical attemptsrigage scientific and Trinitarian thinking
that has captured the imagination of the ®/Cdoctrinal formulators. Chapter 6 is a
detailed analysis of the responses of theG\deaders to a survey that sought evidence
of their current mode ohbught, especially in relation the Trinity, which will be

considered in terms of Reich’s thealyRelational and Contextual Reasoning.

1.9 Personallisclaimer

The Anglican Church of Australia i@rovided me with a spiritual home and
essential theological education following siyspension of membership by the WCG in
1981. Since then, | have consulted withnjmégormer WCG leaders to gain their
perspective on the Armstrong era. In recazdrg | also have had cordial discussions
with current WCG leaders in California whovesencouraged and assisted me in this
research. | am mindful of questionsamfademic standards of objectivity and the
inevitability of reflexivity in this kindof research. My earlier experiences with
Armstrongism have been tempered by a long academic career and the valuable guidance

of experienced colleagues.

The present thesis reports but attenbptzvoid entering int@ontentious issues
and is not intended to discredit the WCGtsieaders, past @resent, even though
some of the material presented by variousg@es appears to do thishave brought to
the present thesis a perabaonderstanding of the ongiaational and theological
developments of the WCG. The study proceeslitd the cooperation of Pastor-General
Dr. Joseph Tkach and the guidance oftheological adviser, Dr. John McKenna. |
have also benefited from tlaglvice of mainstream churtdaders and theologians. All
phases of the study were stly supervised by the Unévsity of Western Sydney’s

Human Research Ethics Committee.
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CHAPTER 2

Literature review of Helmut Reich's theory of

Relational and Contextual Reasoning

2.1 Karl Helmut Reich

K. Helmut Reich was born 7 May@23 in Germany. He studied physics and
electrical engineering, eany doctorates from German and English universities,
followed by studies in the social sciencEsllowing his retirement as a patrticle
physicist at CERN (the European Orgaation for Nuclear Research) in Geneva,
Switzerland, he joined the Pedagogical lnséitof the University of Fribourg as a
Research Fellow, has collaborateg@veral professionglapers on religious
development and education, and has ptesgpapers at numerous international
conferences on the relationship between sagereligion and edudan. He also is an
adjunct professor for Rutherford Univeysiwith headquarters in Wyoming, and has
recently been awarded an honorary doctoratbéanlogy. A prolific author of journal
articles on religious education and cognitive development in English, German and other
languages, Reich’s main published worbPmsveloping the Horizons of the Mind
(Reich, 2002b).

Probably due to its emerging and exploratnature, Reich’s work to date has
been incorporated in few psychology textbofdscept in the &ld of psychology of
religion; see Hood, Spilka, HunsbergeiGrsuch, 1996; Paloutzian, 1996). Even so,
Reich was given a Templeton Foundatioraedvand received ¢h1997 William James
Award of the American Psychologicatsociation (Reich 1998a). Reictbeveloping
the Horizons of the Mintas been reviewed by ESSSAT (2002) and in a special issue
of Zygon: Journal of Religion and Scien@dbright, 2003; Raman, 2003; Teske, 2003;
with a response by Reich, 2003a). Accordimdreich, his work has engendered several

postgraduate theses in German universities.
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An introduction to and summary of Reigs explorations in cognitive psychology
is attempted here, with the aim of identifyipigactical ways of usig his theories in the
analysis of changes in tis&ructure of belief with a hgious content. Apart from
Reich’s book (Reich, 2002b), thekhapter might be the firsynthesis of his work in
English. The readings and this thesis weseuksed at length witReich on his visit to
Australia in August, 2004. It would be imgmible to cover every detail of Reich’s
writings, which span psychology, educationilggophy, science, culture and religion.
Selective use of his material has been dyeelated, as far as possible, to a study of
change in the doctrines, idéy and mission of the Worldte Church of God (WCG).

2.2 Brief background to Reich’s writings

From the mid 1980s, Reich has explonesv various competing theories could
be harmonised or, at least, taken into accouttte explanation of complex problems.
Based on concepts familiar to particle physicigts initially related to an integration
of the development theories of Piage®72), Kohlberg (1981), Fowler (1981), Erikson
(1965), and others. Then Reich moved mviys of understanding how individuals
might hold apparently contradictory beliefs, whilst avoiding cognitive dissonance. The
theoretical approach has bestiectic in the quest for a unifying perspective, and the
approach is more a perspective entailmgginative connectionsetween seemingly
unrelated topics. This characteristic ofi¢kes work exemplifies the nature of the

“theory” being proposed.

The usual subjects of Reich’s investigns were children and adolescents
whose religious development involved anbe in cosmogony. Their explanations
appeared to move from mythical or faith-bd®nes to more scientific ones. In such
cases, older beliefs no longer were accepteldeing logical. M@l judgments moved
from the absolute to more relative ones. The rationality of Christian theology and
spirituality in a material universe was qtiesed. Those reflections that took into
account complex and non-compatible posgibsiwere deemed to be operating in a
way comparable to “complementarity” in physithe wave/particleharacteristics of
light) and were given a higher value in avel@pmental scale that somewhat parallels
other stage theories (for a comigan of these, see Helminiak, 1987).

47



In 1985, Reich entered the field ofyphology with a paper presented to the
American Psychological Association (ReichiZ-& Oser, 1985). The earliest papers in
German (Reich, 1987a, 1987b) dealt witmpéementarity and cognition (based on
Reich’s work as a physicist). An English language paper soon followed (Oser & Reich,
1987). Since then numerous papers have beelispad, mostly in journals dealing with
religious education. Reich has chaptergdrious edited bookdor example, Oser,
Reich & Bucher, 1994; Reich, 1991; Rei@892a; Reich, 1996d; Reich, 1998d; Reich,
Oser & Scarlett, 1999; Reich, 2002a). &leo has contributed items to tBacyclopedia
of Science and ReligigiiReich, 2003b). The syntheticaracter of Reich’s theoretical
opus can lead to an exposition of it whiclsuperficially disjointed, but in this survey
there is an eye for threads important t® dpplication of the pspective to the case
study. As such, the review must be selectind condense much material that Reich

uses to support his theory (whiofiten appears as a metatheory).

Reich’s theory is summarized in wéthown psychology of religion texts. It is
given a page in Paloutzian (1996) and some space in Hood, Spilka, Hunsberger and
Gorsuch (1996) who, referring the possibility of a unified@proach to the diversity of
theories in the psychology of religion, commhéhat “Reich’s beginning could stimulate

further integrative conceptualizatidng.64) and offer this summary (p.90):

Reich proposes a kind of developmentallgsis involving fivedifferent levels

of complementarity reasamy. Essentially, these evolii®m a very simplified
(true-false) resolution of different explanations, through careful consideration of
various competing explanations,gossible links between competing
explanations and possibly even the usarobverarching theory or synopsis to
assess complex relationships among the diftefisctors. This analysis is similar

to “integrative complexity” analysesf religious (and other) thinking ...

This chapter sets out to identify traots of complementdy thinking and its
evolution into relational andontextual reasoning (heffeexr, RCR). The potential and
limitations of this way of thinking are cadgred, particularly in regard to any
methodology that can be applied to a staflijow the WCG changed its position on
complex doctrines, and the significance a$ flor the personal transformation of its

leaders. The WCG revision of its theology, sfieally its understading of the Trinity,
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a Christian doctrine that many perceivebagg paradoxical, is introduced in this
chapter in relation to Reich’s theory, butma@xtensively analysed in later chapters.
Reich’s theory draws inferences from lotjiat is supposed to underlie thinking about
the Trinity that may be useful in anailyg religious/cognitive conversion, which makes
it peculiarly suited to a stly of the WCG’s changes.

2.3  The idea of complementarity

The term “complementarity” has beeredsn discussions on the relationship
between science and religion, drawing fromt fberspective in quantum physics that
allows for the co-existence of alternativgpanations for physical phenomena (such as
the wave/particle aspects of light). This inasged from the largeopic of religion and
science being “compatible,” to the applicatmiquantum physics —teer directly or by
way of analogy — to apparent contradiat or paradoxes inligious belief. One
approach has been called the “domai€ory, where differing explanations are
recognized because they are legitimate iwitheir respective “compartments” (Oliver,
1978). Yet there has come about a convergetowards a relational paradigm, where
objects are said to share prdpss mutually and indivisibly with the systems they are
interacting with. Within thiperspective, all reality isnderstood as a network of

relationships.

Bedau and Oppenheim (1961) objected toose applicain of the term
complementarity by religionists like Macli{gand confined theixplication to the
original paradigm case, withquantum mechanics asoposed by Niels Bohr (Danish
Nobel laureate, 1885-1962). Whilst it doegms likely that paradoxes are removed at
the micro level, some claim that it remains necessary for effective interpretations to be
in “the language of clascal physics” (Bedau andgpenheim, 1961, p.220). They argue
that the dilemma for those ug this approach is that tiparadoxes reappear when such
language is used. To overcome this, sonwe lpgiloposed a multi-valued logic but Bohr
is cited as being opposed to this as being urdeitd herefore, it is objected, “it is clear
that Bohr's concept of complementarityedonot require a deviation from the two-
valued logic of classical languayen effect rejecting a tlae-valued (or trivalent) logic
(p.223). It is argued that “the removalaparadoxical situain — without which the

need for complementarity in QM simptipes not arise — is a condition on the
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introduction of complementarity{p.225). Consequently, theyaim, uses of the term
complementarity outside of quantuneamanics “are at best examplesoh-
compatability (p.226). As Reich makes use of trigaty (involving more than two, but
usually only three) in the cotmaction of his theagr, he later accepted the limitations of
the term “complementarity” in the areapdychology (since it might imply a kind of
dualism) and replaced it by the expressiaidtional contextualeasoning.” Before

that, the term “complementarity” is éely used in his early writings.

The “roots of complementarity,” as und®od by Bohr prior to his formulation
of the physical theory, seem to be embedddte work of William James in the area of
consciousness (Holton, 1970), thus legitimizing its relevanpeytohological research.
Earlier to that reatiation was Bohr’s interest in rglon and philosophy, particularly the
dialectical writing of Harald Hgffding (1848931), who wrote the first Danish textbook
on psychology and also became an adnafdiames. Haffding was also heavily
influenced by the existentialism of &kegaard (itself a product of German
Romanticism, upholding individiu subjectivism against thationalistic objectifying of
Hegelianism). In this tradition, “Truttannot be found withouhcorporating the
subjective, particularly in the essentiallyaitional, discontinuous stages of recognitions
leading to the achievement of igkt” (Holton, 1970, p.1041). Heffding understood
Kierkegaard's commitment to a decisiontie¢ will — which was thought of as leaping
in stages, so that therere continuous, unbroken progressin spiritual development
(p.1042). Bohr himself was ardent dialectician, expiting “the clash between
antithetical positions” (p.1044) in the puit of making complementarity “the
cornerstone of a new epistemology” (p.1045).

The application of complementarity to non-physical fieldsrablematic. When
apparently unrelated or contratiiry matters are consideramyether, as is the case in a
religious commitment held concurrent wdtscientific worldview, the logic of the
problem would need to belated to different observans. A relationship may be
“logical” from one standpoint but not from another. Bohr’s idea may be paraphrased as
follows: “If we acquire knowledge of a sdtion by different modeof interaction, the
description found valid in one mode may bagplicable in another, and more than one
description may be require¢d do justice to the sittian” (MacKay, 1974, p.227). Thus

both observations may be takeato account, as long as there is a common reference,
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but this does not remove the apparent contradiction. The logaadgitions still share
the same plane, but some situations recaitt@erarchic” explanation, involving “levels
of description” (p.230). Applying this toligious matters, MacKay (p.238) asks “what
of the operation of the Holy Spirit tonversion and satification vis-a-vis
psychological mechanics?” MacKay suggdisét both may be taken into account, but
within hierarchical complementarity. Thiat “The distinction between genuine and
spurious conversions cannot be made in sevfrpsychological expiability but only in
terms of the appropriate spiritual critér{@.239). This refers to the idea of double-
causality in religious conversions (thathsth spiritual and psymwlogical processes are

at work).

Reservations about the scientific prees, used by MacKay and others, have
been voiced by Sharpe (1984). Sharpe ackriyds that MacKay bases his use of the
term complementarity “on a logical schemdependent of the physics’ use” (p.2), but
is concerned about the notion of “hierarchy” (which Sharpstmsannot be derived
from the physics use of the term). Sharpek$ that MacKay’s model for correlating
science and theology is “too confused” andshggests that theldal “complementarity”
be dropped (Reich at a later stage also midkam that term to RCR). Sharpe proposes
an “integrationist” model, deast in regard to the istice-religion connection. He
pictures “a system of knowdge as having different overlgipg and interrelated layers”
(p.9), which may also be applied to a “parkuncident” in theology. But it is not clear
how the proposal could be relatedtie problem of undetanding theological

paradoxes.

Opinions about the value and meaningamplementarity sharply differ. Some
claim that Bohr's ideas proved to be elusimeomprehensible and fragmented (Beller,
1992, p.148), an easy target for entrenctmentific paradigms (Kuhn, 1970) and
subject to the politics of acadentitation (Crane, 1972). It isnnecessary for us to deal
with the specifics of how this theory erged, or what it hoped to achieve, as our
purpose remains the accounting for its lngékeich as a heuristic for explaining
cognitive development and resolving paradeechaps the parallel between Bohr, and
Reich’s interest in his work (both workedmsclear physicists), is well stated by Beller.
Recognizing Bohr’s affinity with Hgffaig's and Kierkegaard’s philosophies, she

writes: “For in Bohr’s case we are dealing neerely with the content of ideas, but with
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a unique scientific style, with an unusuppeoach to problems, with legitimation of an
uncommon way of solving them” (Bellek992, p.178). This could also be said about
Reich’s writings. Whatever the alternativeesmplementarity “gave meaning to Bohr’s

spiritual life” (p.180).

Reich (1990d) acknowledges MacKastgygestion regarding the use of
“complementarity” and Barbour's caveat ttte¢ concept should only be used intra-

disciplinarily. Reich (p.370) arguesdathit is necessary to go further:

o “the inquiring system has to beagted to the problem structure.”

o religion is not a “system that can be ursdeod from analysis of its appearance
or from a single manifestation.”

o the religious “system behaves so diffgig under different circumstances that
different categories of exghations are required.”

o within religion, "all manifestations are linked 'internally".”

From the above, Reich appears to suggedtititernal linkagedenote the presence of
complementarity reasoning. This is readily obedrin paradigm shifts within a field of
knowledge (for example, Jesus the Prophet to Jesus the Messiah; see Fredriksen, 1988).
However, before accepting such a shift, ityrba thought that “positing such a link is
logically incompatible, paradoxical, or@v absurd” (Reich, 1990d, p.370) but, unless a

suitable way of thinking is employed, etle would be no advance in understanding.

Reich goes beyond MacKay's “logicmplementarity” and argues for
“epistemological complementarity” (Reich990d, p.370). He argues that it should “go
beyond Piagetian formal operations” anddlves both “analogicand dialectical
thinking” (p.371). Ultimately, complementarity to be of “heuristic value” and
“references” to one thing or another aedled “functionally oherent units” (p.371).
That is, the “reference” futions as a unit because it has concepts that seem to be
brought together even though there is no ‘¢affireason for this. Peaps there are two
planes of analysis here: an attempt to axphow the unit (refere@e) functions in terms
of its constitution, and attempts to explain hibw unit (reference) might relate to other

units (references). For example, type 1 would be an attempt to explain the God-man
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entity (in terms of the Chalcedonian Defion, re the “two natures” of Christ,
explained below) and type 2 would attempt to explain how religious and scientific
explanations interrelatén respect to thpresent thesis, the geral case study involves
the leaders of a transformeekcs, but the specific focus afquiry relates to their ability
to explain the Trinity doctrine (as an exampf complementarity iaction). In terms of
the above, the Trinity becomes the “functionabherent unit” in respect of which RCR

is determined, as set out in Chapters 3 and 4.

Reich (1991d) explains two operatiygpaoaches to complementarity, namely
parallel and circulaParallel Complementaritjollows Barbour's thinking (see
Appendix C), where A and B “are of the same loglitype ... and are used in the same
paradigm community” (p.381) so that onesla@afoot in both camps - one in familiar
“uncontested territory”rad the other in “the new constiian that results from thinking
in terms of complementarity.” However, hHAexplanation in terms of one model limits
explanation in terms of the oth@arallel) model.” This can be applied to the Trinity, as
explanandum, when the nature of compleraetytis compared with it. To explain
Circular ComplementarityReich (pp.382-383) refers to Weacker's observation that
Bohr “never defined complementarity blitistrated its meaning by ... examples.” Bohr
apparently asserted thah& nature of our awareseentails a complementarity
relationship between the analysisevery concept and its immediate use” (ibid.). If the
Trinity is the object of study them circular complementarity, the Trinity’s innate
complementarity and the Trinity’s relatiship with complementarity ways of

attempting to understand it stand together

The idea of complementarity has beardstd also in the context of literary
deconstruction theory (Plotnitsky, 1994), lgimg together the works of Bohr, Jacques
Derrida and Georges BatailleoBr is identified (by Plotnitsky) with a tendency to anti-
epistemology and anti-Hegelianism (p.1d0f why this is anti-epistemological is
obscure. According to Plotnitsky, the warkproducing analyses of any idea “must
employ diverse — and at times conflictingnautually incompatible ... - configurations
... operative within the same framework, ithout lending themselves to a full
synthesis, Hegelian or other” (p.73).réfermore, “Complementarity ... entails a
multiple parallel processing of terms, concepts, metaphors, problems, texts,

frameworks, or even fields” (p.73). Withihis “massive anti-epistemological agenda,
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operating against continuum and agasystthesis” (p.148), thpracticality of
complementarity (at least as it is practicedows that it simultaneously works towards
unity and difference. Inherent in the tigahen, is an impulse to be expresteat

way, sothe writings of the exponents of conmpéntarity tend to reveal its operatiolh

IS interesting to reaith Reich’s introduction t®eveloping the Horizons of the Mind

(Reich, 2002b) that his exposition of his thes a stylistic demonstration of it.

Complementarity draws attgon to the inadequacy afrigid understanding of
Aristotelian logic, for the purposes @solving paradox. Fetzer and Almeder (1993,
p.86), undet.ogic, state: “Until around the mid-nineteenth century, Aristotelian logic
was widely viewed as exhaustive of thuibject. But the introduction of the sentential
function by Gottlob Frege revdionized the subjectind today Aristtelian logic is
recognized to be only a special and reldyiveodest fragment of modern logic ...".
Reich’s explication of “honcompatibles’ses a logic thas a feature of
complementarity reasoning, allowing it to emeagea more adaptable form of logic.
Both Reich’s approach to a problem autbsequent engagement with the problem
entail considerations ofdbic,” but the connection betwe¢he two and the specific
rules for applying any “post-Aristoteliand@” are developing, if not controversial,
features of his work. Heisenberg's undettaprinciple is used to argue that
“noncompatible features are implicit imasituation” although some are “hidden”
(Reich, 1990d, p.372). This may be taken to mean that a prominent feature may
overshadow others but, ifélcontext is changed, the hiddieature is exposed. Perhaps

here the “contextual” of RCR @merging in Reich's thinking.

2.4  Worldviewdevelopment

Reich’s initial foray into the child delopment field was in collaboration with
Fritz Oser of the University of Fribogyin Switzerland (Oser & Reich, 1987). They
noted that when different “truths” aboueteame phenomena are presented, this may be
experienced as stressful cognitive dissonance. However, some (at the higher or post-
Piagetian formal operations) will be ableclmambine or coordinate truth claims in
different ways. That may be expressgdtematically, as a theory about the
phenomenological contingencies, b level of this wilbe revealed through the

subject's expression of their theolacKay's definition of complementarity was
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accepted as a way of explaining how a “lobaategory,” involving descriptions with a
“common reference” although “individually oplete,” may be “formulated in a
different, mutually exclusive contextnd possibly involves separate knowledge
domains and/or different conceptiels” (Oser & Reich, 1987, p.179). Some
opposing statements may involve special cagesh do not necessarily exclude other
types of relationships (that is, “opposition™iet the only way the entities could relate)

and there may be motivation to overcome “contradiction.”

Wood's categorization of problerf\ood, 1983, cited in Oser & Reich, 1987)
is accepted by Reich, and consists of.Gampatible (nature and nurture); (b)
Nonconflicting (psychology and sociologynd(c) Contradicting (light waves or
particles). Of significance is the inference thatv persons classify problems may
reveal their level of developmemthich opens up the possibility of incorrect
categorization. Apart from taking age diéaces into account, developmental level
might be probed by reference to several knowledge domains. The study's method
consisted of asking participants to noméane of two apparently contradictory
answers, followed by interviews to probe tieasons for choices made. The aim was to
discover “the structure of the subjédtsnking, coordinating and argumentative
process” (Oser & Reich, 1987, p.182). Subsatjyemeta-theoretical questions were
asked. This study resulted in a tabldivé levels, which underlies much of Reich's
later writing Appendix B.) During this early stage afivestigation, participants were
not representative, and their verbal respgnevealed elaborated speech code and
cultural influence. Accounts afie “structure” of respomes relied on description and
interpretation, rather than formal logicales. Neverthelesshe finding was that
“thinking in terms of complementarity pgresses from ignorance to first vague
hunches, to hesitant adoption, and ondodming a spontaneous routine process” (ibid.,

p.184) and was independent of the knowledgealn and the type of theories involved.

Reich (1989a) found that, at some poinis &pparent to adescents that some
world views are incompatible. This is a “ctdil” event that must be dealt with to pass
on to the next stage of developmentidResuggests thahe achievement of
complementarity enables progression. “Cometarity enables people to co-ordinate
‘conflicting' statements and to arrive at symopbints of view” (p.62). In the context of

“conflict” between religious and scientific wdviews, it is evident that adolescents are
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opting for the science and abandoning relgiwWhilst the sociological dimension is
acknowledged, cognitive structure may accdansome of this movement. Reich
identifies theodicy (how to account for ewihen a good God is said to be omnipotent)
and belief in creation and/or evolutionatral areas of caern. The early childhood
view of comprehensiveness gé/eay to the view that Gadtervenes “only in special
situations,” if at all. As formal reasaomg is acquired, rationakplanation is required,
and inadequate explanations (of the s#mmey) are jettisoned. Reich (1989a, p.63)
reveals a key point:

When we speak of complementaritytivinking, we are referring to the way in
which two or more descriptions or exp#ions of the same reference-object are
co-ordinated ...... Such descriptionsexplanations pertain to different
categories, are not indepemdlef each other, but riker is there a causal

relationship between them.

There followed a helpful description of thee levels - A or B, A and B, etc. -
and how children of various ages respondegligstions, then moved from “childish” to
more mature explanations. The increasingigrfice of “scientificealism” was noted —
“this will often be so powerful that it M/be equated, however mistakenly, with logic
itself” (p.66). Reich then asked if anytigi can be done about “cognitive dissonance.”
He acknowledged that people know that theistégifferent kinds of truth, such as
conventional, empirical, logical, moragligious and persoliap.66). Following
Luckmann (1987), Reich claimed that ialso necessary “to distinguish between
various levels of metaphysictranscendence ... and symbolic meanings” (p.66). The
answer referred to complementarity gsoasible contributor. Rlaer than impose a
systematic application of complementaiiyomoting strategies, Reich allowed for a
naturalistic, laissez fige, outcome due to his confidence in young peoples' ability to
arrive at solutions appropriate to themsslv‘The task of the adult is to provide
suitable opportunities, and stimulate with informationrad counter-suggestions when
required” (p.67).

At this early stage of using compientarity theory, Fetz and Reich (1989)
considered the development of worldviewsarms of cognitive-partial factors, such as:
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1)

(2)

3)

(4)

()

Logical thought and levels of reflectio@ontradictions occur if a belief system
is presented in different contexitsan uncoordinated manner. How a person
deals with this contradiction is innced by their currétevel of logical

thought and reflection. Theeansof reflection on armbject involves both
individual and systemic thought. This “epistemology” may be implicit or

explicit, and is active even in children-adolescents.

Ontology: propositions about exéstce and categories of reali#t different
stages, a person will think differentlip@ut what exists and how to think about
that.

Belief systems and their coordinatigxiperson faced with (apparently)
contradictory beliefs will attempt to lm®nsistent in their thinking. This may
involve rejection of one belief, ortemtion of both but under certain conditions.
A positive coordination may be an indiicett of complementary thinking; where
there is an awareness of this posgipilirue complementarity “presupposes that
the particularities, the explanatory powte validity and applicability criteria

of each system as well as any links between them are understood in depth

(p.48). A common reference domain or object must be involved.

Religious developmernthis is understood in terms of consciousness or
judgment. With maturity, “the refi@nship between a person and an ultimate
being” (p.48) has complex andrpdoxical dimensions: autonorand

connectednesdjfferentiationandintegration, universalitandidiography.

World-viewsBoth image {Veltbild) and interpretationWeltanschauungare
meant here. These elements are constructed with the child's cognitive tools
(reflection,coordinationgritical judgment) operating with material ingredients
(the beliefs). As structures changeh stages, so do worldviews change.

Semi-structured interviews were ugedorobe the above structures and

processes. Scoring of religious judgmimiiowed Oser and Gmunder’s work (later

published, 1991), and a system was devised ftifitaalism,” or belief that the world

was created in a manner similar tovfan workmanship (Fetz & Reich, 1989, p.47).
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Results showed that children increasingliyed less on anthroparphic explanations.
Reflection on the object (that is, Creatiamjreasingly was supplemented by reflection
on cognitive means. Of the 60 subjectsmvitaved, one third was re-interviewed 3-5
years later. Five were selected for infeasase study. Each account was “scored” at
being at a level (apparentiyalitatively, because the "scbieeems to be a subjective

appraisal of the child's explamats) in terms of the following:

o Worldview(artificialistic, or reflected, or naturalistic).
o Level of reflectior{about objects, or on means).
o Coordination(each belief system has exclusuaidity in its respective domain,

or evolving toward complementarity, or obelief system is accorded exclusive

validity, or both systems without clain exclusiveness, or complementarity

reasoning).
o Religious consciousnegstage numeral) (see Oser & Gmiuinder, 1991, p.12).
o Evaluative summary.

The discussion on the pastoral implioas of the above notes the durability of
early-acquired images and concepts, and thelpbigsthat within that legacy there will
be ingredients seminal for later developtmdinus those ideas, or persons nurturing
them, provide “a 'hand rail' that allows ttigld and the adolescent to 'climb up' in
safety” (Fetz & Reich, 1989, p.58) The authpus it this way: “in the long run a person
will only accept durably what fits into his ter world view, and resonates with his her
own experience” (p.58). The authors advodth#t children be exposed to multiple
domains, and be encouraged to intevattin and between #m. Amongst adolescents,
there appears to be increasing lackaifedence that there is consonance between
God's revelation in word and work. This sets up scripture and science in opposition,
Reich (1990b) found in a study of German and Swiss children. The reactions of the
children in this study, to their increasiagiareness of difficulties with the childhood
explanations, is understandabBut it is obvious thahe children were taught
something in the first place, against whichytmow reacted. Was that initial teaching
the genesis of this problem? On pagRéich cites Nipkow's finding that ordinary

people only focus on two questions:
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o Does God exist at all or isgd nothing but a human projection?

o Does God provide for the explanation of the universe ... and of the meaning of
individual life? (the latter is ase@ted with the meaning of “innocent”
suffering).

Reich (1990b, p.66) assembles a nunub¢neories regarding children’s
progression to adult thinking. ig noted that children aretaely “theoretical” in this
passage, leading to “self autonomy” but with “modern social structure.” In the
industrialized world, it is thoughhat pro-social (rathéhan conformist) worldviews
will emerge (p.67). This reveals the dey@hent of a personalized (yet pro-social)
moral imperative, an ethics where “justice” shprevail, even though that justice is no
longer seen in theocentric terms. It isatter of “what is good for society (is good)
because that is good for all of us (indivitlyg” It speaks to human autonomy (in the
proper sense of the word: self-regtibn). This also speaks to aifjeist where there
remains optimism for human potential, and nidék into the apex of various stage
theories that culminate in full realizationnhiay be that the chitdn in this case study
(apparently from upper middle class backgra)rsimply expressed those values/norms

as “intuitive affect” or‘built-in bias.”

This situation is said to be the résaf a “change in values” (Reich, 1990b,
p.67) in young people. Churches and dodgmigh their “conformist” values) are
regarded as being out of tduwith the open/pro-social ifications of yath, with their
quest for self-realization. As such, admitsdRgp.68), this is not so much a case of the
intellectual clash between religiotesth and scientific factss it is “the perceived clash
of value systems related to one's everyday striving.” Reich (p.69) concludes by
reporting a number of “remedies” proposedskyeral others, for the rehabilitation of
religious education. They all appear tadar greater “relevance” and it is hoped that
they will foster the development of childre epistemologies. A major interest is the
coordination of religious and nonreligiow®rldviews. Worldview is understood as
related to questions of theigins of the univers and life (that is, Cosmogony) so that
different understandings tiiis can be compared. However, the term worldview
(Weltanschauungproperly involves a stance towattti® cosmos (or civilization) based
on interpretation and evaluation. In the context of Reich's work, it probably should be

linked to Cosmogony. Only later does Reich makeursions into cultural and political
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differences. That is, the term Worldview gdeyond scientific/religious versions of the

origin of the universe.

Reich (1998a, p.4) is interested iroth persons react to the worldviews of
others, more precisely, what the developtakfeatures of thateaction are.” Reich
anticipated that the expetions of the high end of his model required an
unrepresentative sample of respondents; fleuselected people with “analytical
competence, verbal fluidity, and generabae-average knowledge” (p.4). This study -
which commenced in 1989 - resulted in five hypothetical developmental levels. These
levels result from Reich's assessment eftjtpe of response given by the respondent,
and then the language of that responseargpto have been incorporated into a
description of that Mel, therefore tb empirical support appears to be circular. The
“framework” which emerges, accomdj to Reich (1998a, p.5), reveals that:

o there are clear structurdifferences between lelge(singularity, plurality,
coordination, integration)
o argumentation increases in complexity towards the higher levels

o language games (symbolic languaga®ear at the higher levels

These features of advancement in thmgkbecome more evident to the developing
person, as they progress in their untirding of more complex material. The
circularity of this is explained elsewheretims present thesisrew ways of thinking
lead to better understandirig;turn, the deeper the undensding, the higher the person
“graduates” towards more complex thinking, (@t least, angpreciation of it). As
discussed in chapter 6, this is what migatve happened in the case of some of the
WCG leaders’ cognitive development.

2.5 Development of religious thinking

According to Oser and Gmunder (1991gittapproach to the development of
religious thinking (from which Reich drawhkgs a theoretical grounding different from
that of James Fowler. They place Fowlevark in personality theory rather than
cognitive psychology (p.40). Oser and GBmder fault Fowler’s stages as being
unsystematic, confusing and unconvinc{pg3). When Reich (1993a) dealt with
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cognitive-developmental approachesebigiousness, Fowler (1993, p.175) responded
that Reich seems to place the findings of the Fribourg School into the advantageous
position of arbiter or “balance(thus “ideal and normata’) of competing schools of
thought, in regard to the “hard/soft” disttion, which by now, he claims, had become
passé. Fowler (p.178) also faults thebbtirg School with missing a stage (Fowler's
synthetic-conventional, corsponding to Kohlberg'sonventional stage). Fowler
alleges, “Instead of defining operations, the Fribourg group have defined beliefs and
ways of defending them.” In regardédomplementary knowing, Fowler suggests that
his Conjunctive stage of faith includesafiadox and a logic of polarities.” Finally,
Fowler (p.179) states “The Swiss seemsde the blend of Catholic theologies and
inclusive humanism, that characterize ttweirsion of Universabolidarity as content-

free.”

Reich (2001d) also revisits the cotive development underlying Fowler’s and
Oser and Gmunder’s stages. Reich briefly nttasearlier theories (for instance,
Elkind, 1971; Goldman, 1964) of religiodevelopment were limited to applying
Piagetian stages of thinking religious issues. Fowler, following the Piagetian stages
extends them to faith development, aadagnizes paradox at the higher levels, for
example Stage 5 — which he explains in terms similar to complementarity. But Reich
(p-2), commenting on this, sasat Fowler was refemqg to dialectical thinking —
whereas Reich pegs Fowler’s stage R@R level 3-4, in terms of complementarity
reasoning. Likewise, Reich pegs Fowlerags 6 (synthetic thking) to RCR level 5.
The apparent disagreement between RaichFowler seems to revolve around the

question of how diald@al thinking operates in these stages.

To illustrate various progressionstinnking about religion, Reich reproduces
Fowler’'s “Stages in Selfhood and FaiffiReich, 1990d, p.376, Table 2), and Oser and
Gmunder’s “Stages of Religious Conscioess” (p.377, Table 3). Reich implies that
the higher stages in these schemas invebree kind of complementarity thinking, but
the connection between Reich’s developing themd these other @sentations is not
fully explored. However, Reich (p.378) saysy‘Bow it is clear thathinking in terms of
complementarity can permit one to gain insiigib the working oftertain ‘functionally
coherent units’. Its absence, in fact, ¢@ad to cognitive dissonance ...”. The amount of
“insight” and its effect might not be quiEfirable but the RCR leus are expected to
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give an indication of range and depthrefisoning approaches. Reich uses Fowler's,
with Oser and Gmunder’s, stage descriptorshow how functiorly coherent units
operate. It may be said that “cognitive dissonance” can be experienced by persons in
transition between the Stages, but it isgible to avoid cognitive dissonance “under
favourable conditions,” when seemingly incaatiple ideas are brought into relation (or

already exist in such a relation) in a suitable context (p.378).

The example used to show this is tbreation/Evolution matter as viewed by
adolescents. The adolescent stattheracterized by the capacity to think
independently; but also with uncertainty abatat that independent stance will be. It
may be a “search” period, not unlike tleatled “questing” (Batson, et al., 1993, p.166)
although in Quest the specifiok to adolescence is moot. iBeinquired of teenagers —
Batson and co-workers sampled undergrasiiahd seminary students (p.171). Reich
(1990d, p.380) gave examples of teenagergyjirgy their position regarding alternative
positions on a topic, and their reasons wemarded. Those at a “higher” level give
what would appear to be complementary o@as At its most basievel, this involves
“coordinating the competing explanations.”

Maybe there is a need to clarify a diface between “natural” and “artificial”
use of complementarity remsing (CR). Reich suggestedattfat least some” of the
Chalcedonian Fathers thought in terms of BIR,it was obvious that some did not and
the majority contributed to the same resGR may be only one ohany dimensions of
the brain's cognitive activity, that might bsed to bring about (1) a recognition that
there is a contradiction, and @)way of thinking that eitheattempts to resolve it, or
use it as an important way of dealing with complex issues. This exploration needs to
culminate with answers to questions sash Does CR develqmnately) or is it
learned (experientially)Zan it be fostered - can it biught? Or is it really something
that can be inferred from observation? Reich (1991, p.84) says that “not all individuals
who reach a given stagelofjical reasoning will reactihe corresponding level of
complementarity reasoning.” But he (p.86) adsgs that Fowler’s Faith Stage 6 is
consistent with CR. “Universalizing faith” & the apex of Fowler’s stages, but he
admits that it is “exceedingly rare” (Fowler, 1981, p.200). What, then, distinguishes CR
from Fowler’s stage 6? According to Rei€lR is evidently present in some child and
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adolescent reasoning, but it cannot be assumed that they have reached Fowler’s higher

stages.

The differences between Fowler anddReare not settle(personal discussion
with Reich, 2004). Complementarity and @digtical thinking are not discussed in
Fowler (2000) but Fowler does present@wiwhich unhinges faith development from
changes in time, bodies or social rolesleRant to the WCG'’s transformation is this

statement (p.114):

we construct ouwaysof being in faith when wencounter disruptions or
sources of dissonance in our personaladiective lives that our previous ways
of making meaning cannot handle. Téraergence of a new stage means the
altering of previous ways of believirand understanding; it means constructing
more inclusive, more internally ogplex, and more flexible ways of
appropriating the contents — the dialnge and narrative power — of one’s

religious tradition.

However, this holistic approach does ngplain how internal complexity (of one’s
appropriation of content) relaé¢o the internal complexity of the nature and content of a

belief, such as the Trinity.

In conjunction with the structural asgis of religious belief, the nature and
content of belief as understood at varisteges should also be considered. From
Reich’s insight on “understarmdi,” belief can be interrogatexds follows. Is the belief
authenti@ (what is really believed, and to whatemt/depth/duration/ability). Is the
belieforthodoxX (whether the belief is o@ct, according to sonsandard). Is the belief
usefuP (does it meet the requirements for s@oigon/outcome, and is heuristic towards
such an end). Is the belieflevantandcompatibl® (whether the belief fits with the
context and with other kiefs). Is the beliefogical? (whether the belief complies with

certain rules of reasoning). Is the betiefe? (whether it squaresitlv known facts).

The matter of “authenticity” also needs clarification. By this is meant whether
the person genuinely holds to a core-beldfich might be possible if the following

dimensions are involveand inter-related:
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“dispositional beli€f it is then a property ahe person holding that belief and
is displayed by that personwarious (complex) conditions.

“doxastic beliéf it is then something beliedeon the grounds of tradition or
reason.

“rational belief, it is then subject to thrules of evidence and logical
consistency. If following Bayes's Thearngthe “measures of evidential support
must satisfy certain mathematical relatioips characteristic of the calculus of
probability” (Fetzer & Almeder, 1993, p.11)n the Bayesian approach, beliefs
are replaced with degrees of belief whare said to be coherent “when they
satisfy the requirements of the calculus of probability” (p.P&rhaps this
approach is relevant to Reich's discassif the contents of the Functionally

Coherent Units.

There are at least two aspetcishis consideration. At tHevel of cognitionit is

a matter of ascertaining howetiperson is able to expldime functionally coherent unit

(the Trinity) satisfactorily in terms of whatain be known about it, and this explanation

must address the probabilistic characteristics of the subject. Fvisleof relationality

the person needs to display a level of engagement with thectudy that their

relationship with the subject shows a degreeamhplex interrelationship. This touches

on the genuineness of the persomiderstanding, as addressed above.

Reich (1997c, pp.110-111, Table 9.1) covaesnents of religious development

from infancy to old age. It appears asoanprehensive account, based on contributions

from the above theorists. it evident that a broad speatrwof theory is incorporated

(from cognitive to psychoanalytical), and the imprecision of some concepts is

acknowledged. A foundational premise is tthég is a pluralistic universe (Skinner,
1990). Reich (1998a) shares James' viewaokties of thought&and the probabilistic

nature of beliefs. A quote from James — “p@pudr practical them ... has ever been

more or less frankly pluralistic, not toyspolytheistic” - reminds us of the fragile

monotheism of ancient Israel, and theotadiconfusion of mode-day Christians.

Reich, in this section, simply claims thed has “(1) specified what a theory of

pluralistic religious development needs iphain ...” and “(2) what could be some of

its elements.”
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Reich (1992a) presents a life-span pecsipe in which various theories (dealing
either with conation, emotion, or cognition) aealt with in reference to an Ideal theory
- produced by the projections from theélseories, conjoined to form a “typical
theoretical developmental path,” althouglReich’s work the cognitive dimension
receives more attention. Psychological develepinms, inter alia, “@estructuring of the
psyche and its organization” (p.148). Reicimiéd that “the concept of development
would seem applicable to religion onfyreligiousness is based on some
psychologically meaningful reality” (p.148Ylany affirmative statements are quoted,
but there is an exception: “if religion is mreonceived of as thliteral acceptance of
certain dogmas and the carrying out of dartdes, then ‘development’ ceases once
these have been learned” (p.148). Thisliegpthat beliefs, once dogmatically held,
soon are transformed into mental straigitkets, retarding thoughhd promoting rigid
application. As such, knowledge that ceasagtav cannot be other than partly true.

In the case study it might be possilh find some WCG leaders who have
learned the new vocabulary bmho have paused in their development towards a fuller
understanding of their new beliefs. Referringesearch by Nisbet and Wilson, Reich

(2001a, p.10) provides an idea thatld explain this situation.

[T]he subjects in the present studiesd @rdinary people itheir daily lives, do
not even attempt to interrogate their memories about their cognitive process
when they are asked questions about tHeather, they may resort in the first
instance to a pool of culturally suppliexidanations for behavior of the sort in
guestion or, failing that, begin a selathrough a network of connotative
relations until they find aexplanation that may be adduced as psychologically

implying the behaviour.

The efficacy of RCR for considering cartaeligious teachings belongs to the
core of this thesis, and Reich’s discussiotha is invaluable. On the basis that “high-
level RCR involves an understang of the limited applicabity of formal logic, and
the concomitant insight into a possible @xttdependency of thexplanatory potential
of partial aspects,” Reich (1998a, p.9) introduces th&idef the Trinity. Reich
claims to have “found a cleaorrelation between RCR levedad response levels to the

Trinity issue.” It appears thate ability to argue at gher RCR levels was a necessary
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precondition for claiming to understand ap&in the doctrine. Reich claims that
similar observations apply to the Chaloeian Definition (accounting for the Two
Natures of Christ) and to Theodicy (recdimg the existence of both good and evil). In
his concluding remarks, Reich states that R@@R an “inclusive relational perspective”
that allows for a “synopsis of (seemingly umated) aspects” of some entity or idea.
This approach and the assessment of ldhalsit espouses cdnihs RCR’s suitability

as a theoretical domain for the study af WCG’s transformation and as a possible

means of encouraging the furtitevelopment of its worldview.

2.6 Moral and religious judgment

Oser & Reich (1990a, 1990b) considee relationship between moral and
religious judgment, and watView development. The discussion has relevance for
considering the case study — especially ertiatter of the Worldwide Church of God’s
handling of its introduction of new beliefs. 8¢ has been some disquiet among former
and current WCG adherents that the WC@tral consciousness and practices have not
kept pace with its advancesreligious thinking.

The authors (Oser & Reich, 1990a, p.95) &kat is the logical relationship
between morality and religion? “In ea®reek philosophy the two realms {morality
and religion} were recognized as distinct, bath interpretable in terms of the other.”
Apparently this distinction is maintaindy Vatican Il which “underlined the autonomy
of ethics with respect to theology”.§5). Reich also cites Article 18 of the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rigt{tdnited Nations, 1978) which
gives morality an existence apart from religand heavier weighm cases of conflict
between the two. Oser & Reich (1990a, p&88) explain “psychical structures,”
which might underlie judgment and worldws, and refer to moral judgment and
religious judgment. Thesaclude elements of regmiocity, relationship and
representation. The highstages, tending towards holism, involve some kind of

complementarity.

Oser & Reich (1990a) report a studyolving young people making judgments
about actions considered to break the rofebeir religious tradition. Some of these

rules were essentially “moral” rather than dagizy and highlight théact that apostasy
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may be for reasons other than disagreerabatit beliefs (an area where heresy is more
relevant). The outcome was that the “mbrales or moral dimesion of “religious”

rules were overwhelmingly given higheastling than religion. Thus “morality
conceptions” formed a domain distinabin those of a purely religious nature.
However, are both Moral Judgment (MJ) and Religious Judgment (RJ) needed to
operate together to solve a contingent qae8tAs MJ & RJ are “psychical structures”

it would be beneficial to identify their parate internal variables and the variables
between them before proceeding to cotyeepossible contingent relations. The
authors (p.99) attempt to do so, as follows.

Firstly, it is accepted that if “the twsiructural cores {MJ & RJ} are the more
independent of each other, [then] the higherstage.” Perhaps this means that, with
maturation and autonomy, the moral and religious domains are capable of playing
separate roles although perhaps more intiegré&bf a kind) would be achieved with
maturity. There is a comparison of Kohlbergl§ stages with Oser/Gmunder's RJ stages
(because both have a Piagetian base). Lasseciations are drawn between MJ and RJ
and the authors’ claim that the isomorphism decreases as higher stages are attained.
Although both domains involve generalizatiptiee MJ is said to involve external
orientations, the RJ internal ones. The hgjlstage of RJ is called “Communication,”
explained as “inter-mediation.” At thisvel, the core thinking of MJ and RJ are
“completely different.” The authors (Os& Reich, 1990a, p.101) conclude that “this
comparison shows clearly that the higherdtage, the fewer are the common elements,
and the more autonomous is either strugtualthough this seems to speak against the

complementarity thesis.

In Part 2 of Oser and Reich’s (199@ayper, “Social Perspective Taking” is
added to a “Tentative Simplified Dynaral Model,” which has as its “stem” a
Piagetian “Cognitive Core” iterftom which the other concepts flow or upon which
they are dependent. There is a discussionamwneach predictive link functions. At the
end (p.179) the authors admitttthe topic is “more conkgx” than anticipated. The
main point, perhaps, is that - if the Piagettand Kohlbergian stages can be collated, so
to speak, as a core or stem along whichbmatraced the increasing divergence of moral
and religious judgment, then that would alltaw a tentative prediatn that, as the child

moves along such a Piagetigohlbergian cognitive core, ¢hchild's increasing social
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perspective-taking expands (bifurcatets@ir Worldview (WV) which results in

separate domains of Moral judgmelt)) and Religious judgment (RJ).

Reich (1990c, p.124), relying on Gegt®73), also suggests that worldviews
are enlarged as people return from rituadiactivity to their common sense world. The
symbols in the ritual possess qualities @ictiiality” and are absorbed easily into the
pre-existing common sense world, thusehérged worldview is endowed with
substantial qualities making it more tenaliteich appears to think that there is a link
between “factual explanationsihd “moral justification,” so tht “I forgot” is a (morally
justified) excuse for some negligence. Rather than “reason” (make excuses in terms of
rational process), people “giveasons” (use rational procgesappeal to “facts”). Thus,

like facts, reasoning is grounded in common sense experience.

In regard to Religious Judwent, it appears that it gperative in the search for
answers - to questions suatt Why did this happen? Why is this happening? Why is
this going to happen? Such gtiens may arise in contingey situations, and call for
meaning-making - but questions are dealt watigiously, if at all, in terms of a
“religious mother-structure” (Os& Reich, 1996, p.370). Ti& “is relatively
independent of (other) cognitive structures,” thus “religiousness becomes an
instrument for putting the experience into a new equilibrium.” Furthermore, “The
equilibrium, more exactly the underlyingwtture [apparently the reference is to
“mother-structure”], is posited to be ortgically and metaphysically autonomous, and
to resist all forms of secularization” (p.370p achieve equilibrium, various aspects of
the event have to be baladc&his balancing act operatefeiently at each stage of
development.

Oser, Reich and Buchet994) consider the development of belief and unbelief,
again mostly with adolescents. There isattenuation of belief over the developmental
period, and in some cases there is a shift fifzetst to atheist. An attempt is made to
discover “commonalities and differences betwteir ‘religious’ cognitive structures”
(p.39). However, the authors claim that “antsitional atheism is inevitable” (p.42),
particularly at the criticgbhase between developmental stag<arl Rahner (no citation
given) is referred to re the need to oveneounsuitable concepts of God, as has been
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the case in critical transitions in historieahs, and evidently is the case with stages of

religious judgment.

In Reich's (and his associates’) papeomplementarity (and later, RCR) is
often mingled with concepts that relateReligious Judgment. @en this feature, the
way forward might be to create a generalized “Reichian” cognitive analysis which can
be applied to the critical moments iretWCG transformation. That approach, whilst
having holistic characteristics (akin to Fowler’s), will seek evidence for discrete
transitions between levels of cognitive openas, especially as they relate to the

structure of thinking as appliedtfee explanandum, that is, the Trinity.

2.7 Cognitivecompetence

Reich (1990d) discerns some affinityaamplementarity withPiagetian theory.
In Piaget, “equilibration” involves “the sparieous tendency of mental structures to
perfect themselves by resolving contradint” (p.374). However, #re is a significant
difference:

o In Piagetian logic, statements ultimgtetust be free of contradiction, because
this is required by the underlying pteln structures dealt with by Piagetian
logic;

o In Complementarity logic, statementd| retain paradox and contradiction,
consistent with the underlying priein structures dealt with by
Complementarity logic.

How complementarity can be thoughtasf a hierarchy is explained by Reich
(1990d, p.386, footnote 9) as follows. Atdet 1, there is “a single choice of
description/explanation A or B.” At Level Zhoth choices are considered to be possibly
right” (taking into account weighting). At Level 3 “both A and B are judged to be
needed, at least partially.” At Level“A and B are consciously connected, their
relation is analysed, and the dependendbeif explanatory weht on circumstances
may be hinted at.” Finally, at Level 5 “arggalized synopsis is reconstructed” (with
supplementation ...). Such a hierarchy will tdte applied to how the Trinity has been
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conceptualized and how indduaals have attempted to eapl the Trinity and changes

in their understanding of the doctrine.

To explain how a researcher migmobe the level of RCR thinking, Reich
(1992b) deals with models and metaphorssehare linked to the person's cognitive
competence, in the following areas. It seé¢had the actual process of discerning the
application of CR by someone to a probleeguires considerable cognitive complexity

within the analystnamely:

(1) Clarification. Understanding communication requires considerable knowledge
and insight. Ignorance in any parildead to misunderstanding. Reich draws
attention to St. Paul's @®f Heraclitian logic [referring to Heracleitus, ¢.500
BC], which is cyclical rather thadmear (thus impacting on how the
diametrically opposite concepts — for exde; “law” and “grace” - operate, and
are to be understood). Reich suggéeisat our failure to recognize these
requirements clouds our peption, and we are “unaware of much that we are
doing in the cognitive domain” (p.132)é& may resist further clarification,

neglecting to uncover epistemological presuppositions.

(2) Logicalreasoning. Reich draws attention to recestudies showing that logical
reasoning “may be more developedime domain than in another” and “may
often be applied (intuitively) more elysto problems of everyday life than to

highly abstract problems” (p.133).

(3)  Analogical reasoningThis “is based on the mapping of functions, that is,
relational predicates, noterely on shared attributes” (p.133). Thus analogies

need to be constructed aftestudy of those predicates.

4) Dialectical reasoningln Hegelian terms, all concepts are inherently
contradictory, and resolve themselvesuliimately arriving at a new concept,

which is likewise subject to the sammcess (thesis-tithesis-synthesis).

(5) Complementarity reasoningThis type of reasoningefers to the coordination

of two (or more) 'theories’ A and B which explain a (complex) phenomenon that
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is not (yet) undersbd in terms of any unified laves analytical procedures” so

that CR is “situated between anat@ and dialectical reasoning” (p.134)

If CR operates somewhere betweealagical and dialéecal reasoning, how
does this happen? Ways of determining #nesrequired, so tharoblems can be
explicated. We must recalldBr’s difficulty in persuading his colleagues of the efficacy
of his theory, and the indeterminatenedwerent in the complementarity notion. Its
usefulness in the physical sciences aparysefulness in other areas, even as an
overarching theoretical approachperspective, needs clarification. The sense in which
CR overlaps with analogical and dialectiossoning requires clarification. If these
types of reasoning are present in a problaetascription, and operative in attempts to
resolve it, how can complementarity be relevant except as advice to try both
approaches?

The preceding dilemma is partly explad in Reich, Oser & Valentin (1994),
where Reich returns to the matter of how adoénts play a role in shaping their own
intellectual development. In regards tmgaitive change, the outcome is a mixture of
knowing more(quantitatively) andetter(qualitatively). It ispossible that we are
dealing with new mental reprastations that co-exist witbrevious ones (and even co-
exist with future ones), called Worldviewshich depend on knowledge of events in the
world, and appropriate levels l@nguage to describe/explahem. In this perspective,

a Worldview is an explanatiomhyis, rather thamvhatis. If people can be conscious of
changes that have happened, they mightdmscious of changes that are happening.
That is, knowing about knowing, using metaatign or mindfulness. In this view, the
solitary thinker has been recontextualizednting the importance of social context,
language and culture. “Abso&itonviction” as an inditar of early, egocentric

thinking gives way to social-consensuahiting, and relativy. Also, “experiential

knowledge accumulated over time can lentharity to a person's judgment” (p.155).

The investigation is taken further thyee hypotheses offered by Reich, Oser

and Valentin (1994), and these can be paraphrased as follows:

(1) People know that they know betterd]daing a logical segence. That is, once

people become aware of having mpad, they offer simple extrinsic and
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intrinsic reasons for the changes (somesras attributions) and eventually more

complex reasons are offered.

(2) Related to the above, people offer oeasthat include external authorities and
internal insights, the latter increasingtkat personal responsibility for beliefs is

taken.

(3) Combining 1 & 2, the complexity of external and internal factors increases
apace, but the internal heventually have more weight and the person becomes
aware of the need for thought beyoneéitmeach. Changes in thinking, at that
point, could well be “in the mind,” theeferred back to “reality” to impose

upon it a worldview.

Item (3) above is critical to the W&s transformation. lappears that limited
internalization of new or modified beliefgas evident during the WCG'’s transitional
period of change, as confirmed by severapondents to the sy of WCG leaders,
although assimilation of schemas into eadteomay have occurred. As outlined later
in the present thesis, thaaee signs of higher RCR levels in some of the current WCG
leaders, giving hope for the emergencea afew worldview that could equip the WCG

for further positive developments.

2.8 Reservations about complementarity

The formidability of people applyingopmplementarity thinking to complex
situations, unless its usefulness is acknowledged, is foreshadowed by Reich (Reich,
p.387, footnote 16) who gives reasavisy people shy away from accepting
complementarity:

o Entrenched logics - survival value ae-sided action; high frequency of binary
decisions in everyday life; negative coratain of paradoxes; identity benefits

of one sided positions.

o Unfamiliarity with the logic involved.
o Wrong root metaphors (for arple, naive realism).
o Inadequate cognitive level.
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The preceding reasons foreshadow some of the difficulty experienced by
members of the case study — the contémbany of the WCG changes required a
different way of thinking, consonant withettharacteristics of the new belief. Members
were required to move from what was payed as “illogical” (he WCG rejected the
Trinity partly on such a ground) to an unfamiliand of logic (that is, the Trinity) and
from polarized thinking with clear certaynfexpressed through dogmatism) to uncertain
and ambiguous decision-making. Suchaasition was portrayed categorically as
moving from legalism to Grace, although the thought processes involved were not
explained.

To the foregoing, Reich (1991, p.79) adds, “With this range of analytic and
heuristic power complementaritgasoning often leado conjoint lines of explanations
that were previously thought to be eithentlicting (calling for tle elimination of one)
or irrelevant with respect to each otheReich’s point raises a question about the
reliability of findings arising from the application of his theory. Fetzer and Almeder
(1993, p.120) definReliabilismas: “The thesis that velther anyone knows anything at
all depends upon whether their true beliefgehlbeen brought aboby a reliable belief-
producing method ...” Internal Reliabilists exp#wt the believer be able to justify, or
explain how the belief came about. Externdidglists allow for rdiable beliefs to be
held without the need for the believerexplain how they came about. This latter
category fits adequately with the “transfational” outcome of the WCG leaders’
acceptance of the Trinity doctrine, whereasftirmer is intrinsic to deep conversion

which, as is argued in Chapter 1egdeyond mere adaptation to change.

Applying complementarity reasoningttee WCG leaders - getting them to
account for the Trinity, for example - mighé very difficult because, based on the
reasoning in the precedingrpgraph, it may be that using CR is not dependent on the
believer's ability to explicate the bele$ing CR terminology. Holding a CR-dependent
belief may be an indication of CR being apgl(indicating the posdsility of External
Reliability), but this raisea question about the independerf CR and of whatever it
is thought to be a precondition. Perhaps in a way this relates to how Extrinsic beliefs are
adopted - in such a case, the extrinsic beti@y be held tenaciously, even emotionally,
but the belief was not produced by Intrinsieans. Or at least the belief was not the

product of thought; it simply becomesthbject of subsequent thought. For a
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discussion of the extrinsic/intrinsic dimensiafgeligiosity, basethe work of Allport,
see Hood, et al. (199@nd Paloutzian (1996).

Reich (1991, p.79) draws attention to @agble “inverse resuftRather than the
joining of ideas, in certain cases linedekcription might be parated (untangled).
Reich suggests this happens wheaasalmode of explanatiorheing collapsed into a
personal modef explanation, is untangled by CRowever, it must be emphasized,
Reich is using an analogy based on probability in the case of atoms: something happens
at the subatomic level, and it is given atsptemporal description. Reich (p.80) then
provides an extended discussion of how tpislias to the probleraf suffering and the
Chalcedonian Definition (p.81). In both cases, i€Ronnected to “situation specificity”
or “circumstances” (thus prefuring the "Contextual" aspeat Reich's theory, as later
espoused). Also in regard to the Tiyn(p.82), Reich says, “the purpose of
complementarity reasoning is not to explairagv@pparent paradoxes but rather to show
their usefulness for providing deeper undergiag in particular situations and under

particular circumstances.”

Reich (1991, p.82) says “By now, hauld be clear that complementarity
reasoning is no simple thought process aatlittemerges in fully developed form
relatively late in life, if at all.” As suchmost people are likely tbe hindered in the
deliberate application of CR to problemagdawill have only a basic comprehension of
its operations. Some may stumble into fiplecation, without awareness of what they
are doing (refer to what was said about External Reliabilism, above). Cultural and

linguistic variables arpossibly significant.

In regard to the need for a context-sensitive complementarity (Reich, 1998a,
p.3), James' insight on “split consciousnas<iited - in a quote that uses the word
“complementarity.” However, Reich thinkisat James had “class logic” in mind. In
James' reasoning, according to Reich, “complementarity involves a certain mutual
exclusiveness.” Reich (1998a3) then reveals the follong re complementarity: “let
me tell you why | use that term sparingly thekys.” He is now concerned that the
term has been employed in diverse wagsluding in Derrida’'s Deconstructionism,
Eastern Philosophy and so on) which gelherafer to certain entities belonging

together, completing each othenverds a holistic understanding .
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As a result, Reich now thinks thaistessential to go beyond such a “vague
notion,” because the “potential usefulnesshefterm - if there is one - depends on the
precision with which it charaerizes the kinds of relationips between the constituent
complementarist ‘elements’ ..."” It is alsiesirable to clarify the role of quantum
physics in this, as that diffittifield “acts as a barrierto understanding the concept.
Furthermore, it is necessary to distinguish the term from how it is used in
(interpersonal) psychaodly, especially since in that fietere are “two distinct usages,

which bear little resemblance to wivedis thereby understood so far” (p.3).

2.9  The value of complementarity

Reich (1990d) concludes this paperasgerting that scidfit and religious
meanings inter-mediate; religion is necessary to complete human personality; and God
has endowed humankind with relational capacity, for the purpose of relationship with
God - as well as intra/intgrersonal and ecological relatidmgs. These assertions imply
the necessity of taking into account differingpkeations in order to develop a mature,
rounded grasp of reality. Drawing on reseasath children, Reici{1990d) asserts that:

o “thinking in terms of complementariig a natural development, given an
opportunity” (p.385).
o “thinking in terms of complementarigeems to be a necessary condition for

reaching the higher stages of religious development” (p.385).

What emerges from this paper is aaslindication that Reich takes a liberal,
elastic view of complementarity, to thetemt of being prepared to apply it to
embryonic concepts as long as they shovemil for relationality. These ideas are
more clearly presented in the context digien, which Reich says “has been criticized
for involving a logic of absurdity full ofinresolvable contradicins ...” (Reich, 1991,
pp.77-78). This apparent “contration” lies at theheart of the WCG'’s situation — it had
earlier distanced itself from the “illogic” @&ligion (to the extent adefining its identity
outside of conventional relign) but now found itself haviniy find an explanation for

its adoption of what it had heretoéodesignated as being illogical.
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According to Reich (1991), apparent contradictions (between differing positions,

identified simply as A and B) can be approached in a number of ways:

(1) AcceptanceContradiction/absuity is typical of religious life.

(2) Adjustment. A or B is jettisoned, or either A or B's importance/significance is

decreased.

(3) The problem is “explained away” it shallow arguments or platitudes.

(4) One can “explicate rationally why parilar perceived conadictions are only

apparent”.

Reich (p.78) suggests that option (4) is tedth through “complementarity reasoning”
(CR) and defines it:

The expression “thinking in terms cbmplementarity” ... here means
coordinating “noncompatible” (neither coatgble nor incompatible) theories or
belief systems in such a way that they illuminate and limit each other when

describing or explaining the same refere object or state of affairs.

However, option (4) raises the cruaitinction betweemneal and perceived
contradictions. In the case of real codtcéions, recognizinghat they cannot be
combined would be a “higher” stage (oihgplementarity) and, in the case of perceived
contradictions, showing how they are notlseeontradictory wouldalso be a “higher”

stage.

Upon adopting the Trinity doctrine,eWCG found itself opgating cognitively
in option (4), a breakthrough to complemeityathinking, an attempt to make sense of
paradoxes, and attainmentradn-delusional thinking (if it is accepted that believing
that only the WCG has the truth, but no-orsedias, is a delusion). . In this, the WCG
(without realizing it) benefiteérom the applications of CR.hese benefits, according to
Reich (1991, p.78) include dealing with comptgtuations, apparecbntradictions and

paradoxes. Complementarity reasg acts as a “heuristicuaeful device for a getting
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at a genuine understandingThe Trinity doctrine is especially relevant as CR is
operative in matters where a unity consadtseveral modes, complete in themselves

but not exhaustive. These modes are intgriiaked but fluctuate in recognisability.

2.10 From CRto RCR

In response to critics of complemeritigrReich (1994b) draws attention to the
priority of the term in works by KanHgffding and Kierkegaard, later taken up by
physicists and, allegedly at Bohr’s suggastiapplied to theology. Reich uses the term
to “describe/explain particulaobjects’ or events by mearof at least two mutually

exclusive notions, approaches, modelspties” (p.285). He tates the term to:

(1) Ontology— where “a metarelation betweeasses of intensions* is posited.
These classes belong to different gatees, for example, “behaviour” and
“ethics”. [* Intenson, according to th#acquarie Dictionary means an
“exertion of the mind” or, as in logic,fe sum of the attributes contained in a
concept or connoted by a term”.]

(2) Epistemology- where “the various intensionsearo-extentional ... (that is, they
refer to the same explanandum) dmelong to different, mutually exclusive

categories” (for example, “eation” and “evolution”).

(3) Logic — where “significant relationshipstar than causal ones are conceivable”
(for instance, the God-man nexus in the Chalcedonian Definition) and where
explanatory weights for alterma¢s may depend on the context.

(4) Methodology- where the approach matchdse'categorical specifics of the
given complementary aspects, and tiste account any possible coinherence of
the other aspects” (for example, in the Trinity).

Thus complementarity reasoning (by naferred to as Relational Contextual
Reasoning, although the substantive differen¢ed®n the two concepts has not been
fully explained by Reich’s writings or in pensal discussion with him) is essentially “a

pragmatic reasoning scheme,” not a provafeprecise explanations (Reich, 1994b,
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p.286). CR is the term used in the eanlieitings and the transition to RCR is
somewhat abrupt and obscure. The underlgmcept (if not the terms) seem to have
been used interchangeably, although RCR edpadhe notion of “complementarity” to
embrace “relationality” and “contextualityReich (1998a, p.7) calls RCR “a composite
pragmatic reasoning schema” which entailsaralgamation of components that have
utility for understanding tgious development, if taw of RCR's components are
understoodGrades of Cognitive Complexity, andifiking in other logics than formal
(binary) logic To demonstrate that RCR is “empirical” (thus scientific despite its
imprecision), Reich provides quotes framldren, which he claims “clearly

demonstrate” RCR. In responseSbarpe’s (1991) criticisms:

o Reich says “I dmot use the term complementarity in the traditional (class set)
sense characterized above by R.J. Russélp.287). Russell had argued that
complementarity was misused to refer to alternative, but supporting, views on a
topic — which is not how it was used in physics.

o Reich defines his terms — “contradict” doesn’t always mean opposition/
conflict, but could be “noncompatible” (p.288).

o Reich says that an “algorithm scheneintended to “stimulate” use of RCR,
which is a “facilitator” (p.289).

o Reich recommends the use of RCR “to discover and reconstruct the mutual
indwelling of characteristics of scidifit and theologtal understandings”
(p.289).

Obviously Reich is engaged in a prolonged task of theory-building. As an
analogy to his task, Reich (1995a) pres&wshtel and Richardson's (1993) explanation
of the development of complex systerfbeir model involves flow charts, or
algorithms. It is evident that the root taghor, as used here, is “Decomposition”. The
resulting entities furton at a localized (specific and contextualized) level. Ultimately,
“the properties of the system emerge because of the connectivity of the components”
(Reich, 1995a, p.50). There isaamtainty at specific “choicpoints” (as in a decision
tree). In this approach, heuristic models n&ele revisable, foat decision points not
enough information may be available, thesding to a poorer outcome; one should be

able to return to the deston point and make a bettdraice. Bechtel and Richardson
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(1993) claim that their modelsiparticularly well suited tproblems that are relatively
ill defined, problems in which neither the criteria for a correct solution nor the means

for attaining it are clear” (cited in Reich, 1995a, p.54).

As the intention of the present theisiso explore the transformation of sect
leaders, a particularly enigmatic exerciséhiis instance, unusual theoretical constructs
(with innovative methodologies) might be justified despiteuhcertainty of outcomes,
even if for no other reason than that timeonventional theoriesf Reich are given
scope for implementation. However, the tte¢cal constructs assembled to explain
RCR appear to be unclear and incoherent, #fi@sting the viabity of this line of
analysis. A critical approach to Reicliteory, followed by a demonstration of its
application, will be pursued taking into accothe difficulty inherent in its explanation.
According to Reich (1995a, p.54), originalitytheorizing goes against the grain, as
“Psychologically speaking, there seemgxast a human tendency toward simple,

monocausal explanations.”

Reich (1995a) then refers to Piagat Garcia's (1989) use of a universal

sequence within which the above could be attempted:

o Intra - focus on single aspects
o Inter - realization thaaspects may be connected
o Trans - development of owanching synopsis or theory

Reich (1995a) then suggests that Bechutel Richardson's model could usefully be
rethought in terms of Intra-ter-Trans. This might leat® “surpassing classical logic
where called for.” Reich sees promise in the model for examining conceptual
relationships. There would be a seriesnaivements up and down the decision tree,
until interesting features emerge, that wopldvide unanticipated but fruitful results

regarding the connexion betweeh@twise noncompatible entities.

By 1995, Reich’s theories were beingpkained to a wider forum, with more
supporting material (Reich 1995b), even thooglch of this is descriptive and the
precise applicability of RCR to research prégestill required clafication. Referring to
Kosko's work on “fuzzy logic,” where Aristie represents “either/or” and the Buddha
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represents “both/and,” Reich (p.12) states thadsical logic “can bmentally stifling -
even crippling - beyond its legitimate dam of applicatiori. There follows a
discussion of the difference between Piagettamal operations (based on classical
logic) and RCR. Reich describ®iagetian logic in a wayahshows that it works quite
satisfactorily (presumably if a differentge of logic is not required). He does not

explain RCR, at first, but shows how it is supposed to work.

As an illustration of how the use BICR might be deteatie Reich (1995b) gives
as an example a Nuclear Reactor Accident. A sophisticated response is given by a
respondent. Reich shows that the respdrest suited to the problem goes beyond
Piaget (that is, classical logic) and claims that “Metaldgressoning is required. This
is done by recognizing that there is a differemtierlying logic to the problem that must
be taken into account. In summary, the hypithénuclear reactaccident involved
interconnected technical and human factoreommon with a Piagetian response, the
ideal answer took a systems approach, foatewal hypotheses, identified variables and
came to a general conclusion. illastrate the ditinction between th and the use of
multiple logics, Reich notes that the respongenvided further information (the details

are unimportant here) which Reich interpdetes indicative ofdgical variability.

Allied to the above, Reich (1995b, p.13) explains RCR in terms of several
components, which are said to work togetto give a comprehensive account of
complex problems. The components are (A) iag operations (“except the necessary
use of classical logic” — this is Reishphrase), (B) Metabical reasoning, (C)
Cognitively complex thinking, (D) Analogic#hinking, and (E) Dialectical thinking.

The last three are described more fullgegermine how RCR may be operationalized,

in preparation for the methodology requirements.

(C)  Cognitively Complex Thinking

This involves:

o Differentiation (bringing out differences @dct, of possiblénterpretations, and
valuing).

o Integration (attempts at linking various ekemts in order to arrive at an overall
assessment).
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Reich’s approach in explaining RCR is to sometimes draw along-side several
lists of characteristics in allied fields. Thapproach borrows from such lists to prop up
RCR. For example, Baker-Brown's (Rei@B95b, p.13) scale for assessing cognitively

complex thinking is given. The range is comparable to Reich’s RCR levels:

(@) No differentiation, no integration.

(b) Differentiatonbegins.

(c) Differentiation clear (“either/or”).

(d) Integrationbegins("both/and” becomes weak possibility).

(e) Integratiorexplicit.

() Systematic evaluation of possilidis and comparison of their likelihood.

(9) “Elaboration of a framework that cdrouse' the various considerations of the
lowergrades.”

Reich suggests that (g) on tisisale is equivalent to RCR.

(D)  Analogical Thinking.

This involves connecting the unknown and the known. Reich (ibigdys that “an
important and integral part of RCR (is) this searching for commonalities and
differences.” Here it appears that Reichstuse other sets of knowledge (dealing with
complex thinking) in an analogical way — R&&theory thus dras/validity from other

theories (a case of an argumadtverecundiam a point already made above.

(E) Dialectical Thinking.

This involves applying change to a situatioider to come to a solution. Reich (p.14)
refers to Basseches’ (1984) 24-point schenReich uses seven of these points to show
that they are present in the ideal RCBp@nse to the Nuclear Reactor Accident
example. Reich’s précis of Basseches’ pistintended to exgin aspects of RCR,
although some of the terms would be obsc¢ariose not familiar with the sources. The
list is provided here as a waf drawing attention to thexplanatory contendf RCR,

that is, whatever is woven into its tapestry.

(@) “location of an element of phenomenoithim the whole(s) of which it is part.”
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(b) “description of a whole (system) in structural, functional, or equilibrational
terms.”

(c) “assumption of contextual relativism.”

(d) “assertion of the existence of relatiotig limits of separation and the value of
relatedness.”

(e) “description of a two-wareciprocal relationship.”

) “assertion of internal relations.”

(9) “multiplication of perspectives as a concreteness preserving approach to
inclusiveness.” (Reich, 1995b, p.14)

In the same paper, Reich discugbes‘ontogenetic” development of RCR,
claiming that - like Piagetian categorieRCR needs to be developed. To show the
ascending levels (I-V), Reich quotes frorspenses to the Nuclear Reactor Accident
case. Various “shapes and sizes” of commaetarity are proposed below, although how

this relates to the determima of RCR levels is obscure.

o “strong” complementarity — for exampMave/particle behaviour of light, or
“emotional acts and their moral justifition” by the actor - in such cases
“complementarity aspects come into visuccessively.(Is it that strong cases
are linear?)

o “weak” complementarity — for exampténoral demands explained as resulting
from absolute principles and an iadiual's capabilities” - in such cases
“complementarity aspects are perceiggdultaneously.(Is it that weak cases
are circular?)

o “nominal” complementarity — for example, as in the statement “The occupations
and interests of the partners are ctanpentary to each other” (where the
ordinary use of the word “complemern$’intended). The qualities that are
complementary are extrinsic (that is, atgside the internal relations) - they

need to be intrinsically linked wualify for the term “complementarity.”

Because the developmental natur®@@R needs to be clarified, Reich (1995c)
reports on the logic used by adolesceRtsch experimented with a Religious
Education class for 15-17 year olds who wiered (and defensive) in their arguments
and definitions, especially about “logiairiderstood as, What seemed right to them].
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Reich attempted to change these adolesa@iniking, via an indirect route, to reach

these objectives:

o increased relevant knowledge
o differentiation and integration of statements
o widening meaning of logic/logical

The adolescents appear to have limited ttiefinition of logic to what made sense to

them, personally. By that (limited) defirati, whatever they thought was right was also
logical (by the rule that no seible person would contradittemselves). Reich set out

to show that “here existed several types of logic and the type used must match the task

on hand” (p.54). The types were:

o Classical- involving transitivity, reversibity, distributivity, commutativity, and
separability.

o Dialectical - involving mutually defining cocepts which change with time.

o Quantum- involving non-compatibility.

o Fuzzy- involving “entities which admit afore than two subdivisions”.

The above account does not addressptementarity reasoning or RCR, or the
ways in which the various types of logic daecompared with eadther in reference
to some problem, but it is implicit in thesgussion. Perhaps a number of different types
of logic could be brought to bear on a peahl| in a complementary fashion. RCR, after
all, seeks to take into accouwetationships that ordinarily would seem non-compatible,

and would factor in angontextual information.

In a paper on a logic-based typologysofence and theology (Reich, 1996a),
there is a choice between:

o a single, symbolic formal logic based Aristotle (and that classifies other

logics as special operationsepistemological schemes), and

o a dozen different logics, not all foatized (Reich opts for this one).
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Reasons for a logic-based typology are gibgmReich. As there are high and low levels
of abstraction, we note thatthie lower end there is mocencreteness, more detalil,
more understandability, mosepplicability (Reich, 1996a, p.152). Therefore, as high
levels are very general, “How or why doiie high-level abstraction add anything
specific to what we do not alreadgdw, or can do?” The answer is that
“communication is facilitated through thise of standard abstract terms,” and
abstractions yield an “econonay effort.” Reich (p.154) iteirns to his starting choice

but is flexible with definitions:

It makes little difference, however, whethfan, instance, “dialectics” is called a
different logic or a particular epistemogical approach. More important are the
ontological assumptions undgrig different types ofdgic, and the application

of the appropriate logic to a given problem or issue.

Reich (1996a, p.159) does show how commaetarity is different from class-set
logic. Reich says that in the complenartdt understanding two classes with a common
reference may be “relativized to a specifioxt.” That is, the context gives weight to
one class or another. In one context, a lsednterpretation is acceptable, in the other
context a religious explanation is called fdhe two classes “need not be intrinsically
independent,” therefore it is possiblectinsider as relatetie explanations of
hypostatic Christology (per Chalcedon) andgieretic Trinitaranism (per Nicea).

These latter concepts are dealthwin the chapter on the Trinity.

In respect of complementarity, Reich (1996a, p.158) admits that Bohr
“popularized” the term, in his attempt to exjpl an aspect of quantum physics, “Hence
the misleading notion that complementaliglongs to the realwf quantum physics.”

Note therefore that:

o “In fact, many working physicists thik that by now the quantum-mechanical
formulation is entirely sufficient to dewlith all possible tasks, and that the early
crutch of complementarity is no longer needed.”

o “a case can be made for the prior (implicige of complementarity in theology.”
(Reich refers to his own efforts to interpret the Trinity).
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Then Reich says “In any case, the concept of complementarity seems to polarize people
into advocates and opponents ... Might not other terms, which signify more or less the
same, not be more felicitous, like (BekkelC8ark's) ‘double-aspect phenomenon’ ... or
(Jackson's) ‘dependent concomitance’ ...?” (p.15819@6 Oser & Reich (1996,

p.385) announce that “our prefed label is now Relationahd Contextual Reasoning,”

and explain why the term cohgpnentarity was discarded:

Unfortunately, in the psychology of monunication and in psychotherapy the
meaning of that term is quite differeAiso, in the coursef our research it
became clear that the central charadiesf the type of reasoning we are
discussing are concerned with relatiopshibetween theories A,B,C,... and the
explanandum, and between the theories themselves) and with context
dependencies (of the explanatory potential of the theories A,B,C. For instance,
during a conversation or a game oéss, it is primarily the mind which

characterizes human acting, whereasrdudancing or skiingt is the body).

The name change gives greater promingéadke role of context. Reich says he
discovered he was dealing with “relatibiss” and “context dependencies” early on,
and he was aware that physics had abandoned complementarity, as a “Beitdfis’
previous empirical work was based on #alier understanding of complementarity,
but context was always impliéd that, so “RCR” appeats be a more appropriate
nomenclature. Oser & Reich (1996) provadeomplicated outline of Relational and

Contextual Reasoning, first exptaig its two main components:

. Degrees of cognitive complexity -welly in terms ofdifferentiation.
o Thinking in other logics than formal (kany) logic - as the formal is limited by

“arithmetic,” Reich proposes a “trivalent” form.

Then the authors (p.387) expldirat “... high-level RCR involves an
understanding of the limited applicability of formal logic, and the concomitant insight
into a possible context-dependency of the axatory potential of partial aspects” and
that high-level RCR thinking is “explicated andifferentiated and integrated manner.”
This can be clarified as follows: From partapects of a problefthe little bits), we

can learn a lot if the aspect is seem icertain context. Bgltering the angle or
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perspective, we can see other (unforseenpections, and noticelationships. From
these we can explain something better. Ataecro level, two different items may have
little or no obvious relationship. But at aaro level, interesting commonalities emerge,

that might have p@ctical significance.

The characteristics of CR remain embedded in RCR, although RCR seems to be
less tied to the technicaddindations of complementarity. &main super-structural
features of RCR, relationalignd contextuality, appear to function as means of
identifying possible connections within abdtween concepts according to shifts in
perspective. Thus the theory’s usefulnass iatelligibility is opened, encouraging its
application to the resolution of appareon-compatibilities. Tis development is
clearly an improvement on CR, as the “havf’potential connectity is now supplied.
Complementarity in its earlier formulatidmok context into account in a limited way.
Now a broader meaning could be attachetthéoterm, although it suffers from some
vagueness as Reich has not fully developedxXkaration of that aspéof RCR. It is
apparent that complementarity is ndtamponent” but remains a dimension of RCR.

2.11 Theory integration

Reich (1997c, p.107) presents some scBosarggestions for theory integration,
in a series of examples, but these exasplre not inter-related until Reich (p.109)
presents a unified model. The examples, by themselves, probably represent cases of
intra-theory integration. It isbvious that most theories aatly consist of defined terms
and conjectural links betwedinem, the resulting “integtian” being reinforced (and
disguised) by secondary layers of inggyn. One view (probably consistent with
Reich's) is that the positive outcome oflswwonstructions is that, for example, two
theories can be linked “in terms of complentarity” by a process of decomposition or
the breaking up of problems into maeragle units (as explained by Bechtel and
Richardson, op.cit.) so that, atenmediate levels, considetalscope exists for useful
integration. In fact, Reich (1997c) providesaiheoretical sets to illustrate how

integration is possible. Ehvarious groups of theorigsesented appear to be:

o illustrative of how various theory domains consist of diverse elements regarding

which some attempt at integration is made, and
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o an implicit attempt to draw connectiobstween these theory domains, in order

to explicitly unify them into a general theory.

The principles for attempting the implicitt@mpt (above) are then specified (and drawn
from Kuhn, 1988; Reich, 1992a; saleo Paloutzian, 1996, p.112).

The following description of how a uUi@d theory would work (drawn from
Reich, 1997c, pp.109-113) represents hovelRe general heuristic opens up many
possibilities for applying RCR, and is geane to the consideration of the WCG’s
transformation. Although the options are lr@and eclectic, they lend themselves to
some integration within a holisticdmework. The categories offer deeper

understanding of Reich’s approach and peasive guidance for further research.

Such categories of RCR’s heuristic in action:

(1) “referto psychical(intellectual, emotionalolitional, preconscious,
unconsciousprocesseshat take place withithe organism, including those
aspects of such processes referreastmeaning-making”; these aspects may be
dealt with in depth psychology, sentiaranalysis and gamunicative intention
and, theologically, in terms of the ergence of a “mind of Christ” consistent
with conversion (Dykstra & Park$986; Fowler, 2000; Peace, 1999; Smith,
2001; Van Leeuwen, 1985).

(2) “characterize development agradual coordinatiorof individual psyche and
biophysical, socioculturaBnd perceived spirituaéality and explicate the
relationship between theternal and theexternal forcesn the course of
development”; these dimensions inporate socially-rggonsible character
formation, that emerges from a periodspfritual disciplire (Torrance, 1992;
Willard, 1991).

(3) “addresghesocial contextsn which development occsiand the ways in which
those contexts relate to individualigious attitudes, behaviour, and
development;” this requirement relatesteeryday life, the so-called secular

sphere (Banks, 1987), and also inedvcommunal relationships between
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believers (Bonhoeffer, 1954). In this senmeality not only is seen in a different

way; it is thought about and appliedagorldview among other worldviews.

4) “account for thauniversal featuresf religious development as well as for
individual differences”; therefore taketo account diverse anthropological and
cultural contributiongMarty, 2005; Mol, 1983Newbiggin, 1986; Norman,
1979; Otto, 1950; Tillich, 1959). This univatiing feature of a unified theory
also allows for trans-confessionalnemunication, and the affirmation of a
common humanity capable of sharewlerstandings — the acceptance of

differences instead of mass conformity.

(5) “specifymechanismbéy means of which devedmental change occurs and
explain the workings of factors thawfaur or hinder religious development,
including conversion andpostasy” (Bromley, 1988; Gillespie, 1991; Jacobs,
1989; Percy, 2000; Rambo, 1993).

2.12 Stimulation of RCR

RCR remains a descriptive term unlessait be used to stimulate and direct
growth in understanding of ogplex matters, as well to assistthe holding of different
views on a subject without a loss of cognitive balance. In the midst of a report on
empirical studies, the questimasked: “Can the development toward higher stages be
stimulated?” (Oser & Reich, 1996, p.378) diifiect, those who were involved in
religious dilemma discussiomser a period of time dishow progress. On p.379 the
authors refer to Kohlberg's statement that development is “a change toward greater
differentiation, integration, and adaptatiorNevertheless, the authors (p.380) conclude
that Religious Judgment and Kohlberg'srildStages are the result of different
“mother-structures” (sic), therefore anelependent, “irrespecivof their possible
mutual developmental stimulation.” It walbe inappropriate, then, to assume that
people ascend in Religiousdhment at a corresponding ratderms of Morality, as
defined by Kohlberg, but it is possible that the construct “morality” is implied in the
Religious Judgment stages. The RJ chtaratics (table op.372) do not include
explicitly moral values, but “individual sponsibility” is assumed and “universal

solidarity” (that is, social responsibilitis presented as an ideal outcome.
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Reich (1996b, p.136) considers how RCR barstimulated (assuming that it

has moral/ethical value). Following the RCRiama, it appears that the educator can:

o at Level 1 “draw attentioto neglected aspects”,

o at Level 2 give “exercises in differentiation”,

o at Level 3 offer studies in thenlitations of classical logic,

o at Level 4 facilitate exerses in integration of differg aspects of knowledge,
o and at Level 5 the student receives affirmation from the teacher.

Reich (1996b, p.137) admits that RCR cannot solve problems completely, but:

o “RCR admits that particular aspecesea not be present simultaneously, but -
depending on the context - may appea&csssively (such as the particle-like
and the wavelike behaviour of light).”

. “RCR admits that in certain cases aga explanation involving God's action
needs to be kept separate from a@eatand historical description of what
happened (just as in quantum physics tlesepime description has to be kept
separate from a consideration of #nergy balance). God's action cannot be
merged point-by-point with a diachr@nevent description into a unified

picture.”

Is RCR useful in religious educati® Reich (1996b) promotes RCR as an
established, given theory, d®&d on his previous work on complementarity. The claims
for RCR are now “confident” - that is, it hademonstrated” its abtly to “facilitate”
understanding of Chalcedon, the Trinity, anailar complexities. This confidence
leads Reich (pp.129-130) to state that RCR eédf-&sxplanatory.” Itis about discovering
relationships “and any context-dependency efabpects considered.” It is also “post-
Piagetian thought,” in that itnatures” (if at all) later irthe developmental sequence.
But what is meant by maturation, in this tiy& Is it possible tdhink in terms of
complementarity (that is, to use RCR — and liemaust be noted that there could be a
confusion between RCR being a defining crder- what it is - and operating as an

instrumentality — how it is) agarlier stages? Blhthere is range of questions about
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maturation is not surprising and Reich (p.1BByself asks “How new is all this?

Clearly, it has been known since antiquhsgt reasoning can take various forms.”

Reich (1996b, p.142) gives class roeramples of RCR being present in
various problem cases. He admits that these results are “somewhat anecdotal” and
earlier laboratory studiggave better results. Reich quotes his earlier works as evidence
to support current statements and inticERisupportive new material from other
sources. This supports Reich’s overall purpasé, any attempt at a unified theory (that
also is pluralistic, derivativand eclectic) will be inhengly paradoxical. Reich (1997c)
has a passion for integrating differing thesri- he notes the dngity of psychologies
dealing with religion and the difficulty aftudying religiously-oriented psychology from

a single perspective.

What are Reich’s perspectives on pisgchology of religious development? In
Oser and Reich (1996), we are given aagal definition of psychology - concerned
with “the subjective” and #it allows for different concepts and methods, making it
possible for the authors to deal with the “psychological” according to their interests in
ways of thinking. A broader approach is deemed necessary because people nowadays
have a largely eclectic, personal belief egstdrawing from sources beyond (and apart
from) established religion. Thiequires the coordination aéligious and nonreligious
worldviews (Oser & Reich, 1996, p.382), whictajgproached from the perspective of
complementarity, because “As a resuladén-year study ..., we believe we have
established the existence of a specific fafmeasoning used for the description or
explanation of a particular phenomenon in tewhat least two ‘competing’ theories.”
(p.384).

Reich appears to concede that complatarity can be a sub-classification of
Aristotelian logic. Note thatboth dialectical logic anthe logic of complementarity
assume that the elements to which thedagjto be applied beng to at least two
distinct categories” (Reich, 1996a, p.154). Tisabne type of logic is applied to
elements that share two categories. Dialealimes it one way; complementarity another
way, but classical logic cannot dat all. Now for an element to share two categories,
there is a need for “class-set logic” (Venagliams). Reich deals with this approvingly.

Thus (p.156) the Ten Commandments could be seen as equally applicable to “social
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values (that) serve spesipreserving behavior degwed by biologists.” This

observation confirms the value of RCR fansidering multiple explanations in any
area but is peculiarly suited to the intetpt®n of religious issues. Inter-faith or
denominational differences could be “urdem” by considering theverlap of beliefs

and common structural propies, but understanding can also be enhanced by
recognizing the multiplicity ofalid positions on some topic without having to abandon
one’s own distinctive belief. Yet, in the easf the WCG transformation, it will be seen
that as the Trinity, Christian identity and salvation are intertwined, acceptance of the

Trinity doctrine was necessary for dl fuansformation to take place.

2.13 Evaluative summary

Reich’s first major bookeveloping the Horizons of the MifiReich, 2002b),
draws together much of the preceding reftatd which need not be reiterated here. The
author admits that he has written in a st demonstrates, affakilitates, relational
and contextual reasoning, and this doekemta challenge to read. Of immediate
importance to the present thesis is the tifieation of a methodalgical approach that
will assist in a more defined analysis and appraisal of Reich’s work, as well as being
useful for the study of the WCG'’s leadetrsinsformation — espely in relation to
their adoption of the Trinity.

In a Symposium on Reich’s bookZiygon Albright (2003, p.436) situates
Reich’s project in anti-dualism (which may iokentified in the critical-realist work of
Bhaskar, 2002). Reich is said to offer ateiadative logical scheme that does not force a
choice between positions. The RCR appraash goes beyond the quantitative “fuzzy
logic” advanced in recent times, ultimataleeking insights into phenomena with
competing explanations — or with no “sdiéin” explanation atall. Albright (p.438)
reminds us that “Piaget specifically excluded religion from his form of logic on the
grounds that religion is not lagal.” Of Reich, Albright9.439) says: “He has laid the
foundation for a whole new intellectual indystrSuch an enterprise is said to be
“empirically rooted” (Teske, 2003, p.442), thgising Reich’s theory much more
substance and prospect in psychologicalaiete Yet it has the freedom to flit between
deterministic positions, which by their sttural rigidity camever arrive at a

satisfactory resolution of multiple perspectives (the attempt to converge towards

91



singularities being a false solution). Tesgeté3) says that “is clear that RCR does
provide a system within which ... equivocedg and multivocalities can be framed and

their dependencies more systemalycahderstood.” Teske (p.444) says:

... one of the strengths of Reich’s the@yhat it is not simply restricted to
alternate causal theories [@so encompasses a ramgeelationships between
the theories themselves, differentiatedegnated, connected as parts to wholes,
along a potential hierarchy ranging fr@ai@ments to conjunctions, to
composites, and even to compléteught forms, as well as allowing for

iterations between levels.

These evaluations appear to haveeased Reich’s confahce in his thinking
that has developed over the past fifteearg (Reich, 2003a), considered to have a
stable theoretical grounding, maothstanding the preliminary hare of the research. Yet
(p.461) he is able to say “l wonder dlétnow whether it does not overemphasize RCR
with respect to other thought forms .h&cause it is evident that many people
satisfactorily use a number of formsreasoning, often unthinkingly. “RCR is in no
way a license for a relativistic or postdern ‘anything goes’’.462). Reich (p.464)
sees his work “as a potential contributioritie development of modernist epistemology
through the introduction of differing thoughtrfos involving differet logics matched

to the problem at hand,” possibly leagito a “transmodern epistemology”.

Reich’s theory of relational amdntextual reasoning, as introduced in this
chapter, has emerged as more than an appropriate contribution to resolving difficulties
in understanding paradoxical beliefs — it halds promise of stimulating interest in
these beliefs for their intrinsic worth and tbeir integration into broader belief systems
(see criteria for good research, in Lijblen, 1999). RCR’s usefulness in understanding
and explaining complex Chriah doctrines will be deanstrated in the following
chapter and later in an assenent of the cognitevtransformation of WCG leaders. To

conclude, Chapter 7 will present an appal of Reich’s thory and approach.
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CHAPTER 3

Relational and ContextualReasoning related to
Christology and the Christian Doctrine of the Trinity

3.1  Application of RCR to theology

The intent of the present thesis ietamine the psychological transformation of
Worldwide Church of God (WCG) leaders,terms of the structerof their reasoning.
These structural aspedre related to the complex belief adopted by the WCG, that is,
the Trinity, and also the Clstian doctrine of the two tares of Christ. Not only are
these difficult ideas a “test case” for Relaaband Contextual Reasoning (RCR), they
also can be used as a test case for theftianation of the WCG, which coincidentally
centrally involves these same doctrines. Emters the field of ktorical theology and
matters that otherwise would receive a thgmlal treatment must here be examined in
terms of Reich’s theory of RCR. What fole is not an exhaustive appraisal of dogma,
but an early attempt to connect aticde of orthodox Christian belief with
psychological processes intrinsic to tlogitive conversion of WCG leaders, with

more to follow in the chaptemn the WCG literature and responses.

Although Reich does not figure in the academic discussion on Trinitarian
theology, aspects of his theory may be traoetie mushrooming interest in this area.
Apart from the earlier connection betweemgpbementarity and Christian beliefs in
Reich, McKay and others (Chapter 2), stigc analogies haveeen presented by
theological writers (Erickson, 1993; Lettm, 2004; Loder & Neidhardt, 1992;
Polkinghorne, 1998; Torrance, 2002) drawargthe light/wave distinction. Although
Swiss theologian Karl Bdrt(1886-1968) sought to clgrthe dynamic rationality
inherent in Christian doctrise particularly the TrinitfLeithart, 2004; Midmore, 2002),

the scientific aspects of thisyebeen raised by others since.

Referring to Gregory of Nazianz€Rourth Century Cappadocian Father),
Letham (2004, p.379) notes Gregory’s “strikingly modern” hermeneutic, in that in his

exposition on the Trinity hescillates between Three in ®m a way that corresponds
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to the wave-patrticle duality of light andsalto gestalt psychology. Letham refers to
Loder and Neidhardt’'s (1992) work, dissed below, about the breaking down of

classical logic in extremstuations. Therefore, acabng to Letham ( 2004, p.380):

Logical deductions from premises are good within certain parameters, but, if
absolutized, can prevent us from knogi In theology, this means we must
faithfully submit ourselveto God'’s revelation andlaw thoughts to proceed on

the basis of who he discloses himself to be.

Regardless of the theological imperativeeddtere, Letham’s treatment of the topic
accords well with the Reicain approach not only because it draws on similar notions
from physics but because it advocates openoassiltiple explanations. Within this
purview, a spiritual dimension in understargdthe Trinity (and, tb conversion of the

WCG leaders) is not entirely ruled out.

3.2 RCR and the Two Natures of Christ

Christian theology requires Jesustboth God and man, and this is a
fundamental prerequisite for a formulationtleé Trinity, and it is amecessary belief for
the WCG to hold to legitimize its adoptiontbk Trinity doctrine. Christ’s dual nature,
however, is not within a “modalistic” frameworModalism, in order to avoid tritheism,
thought of a unitary God aperating in various modegua Father, qua Son, or qua
Holy Spirit). It reduced @d to a singularity, without inteal relationships (Elwell,
1984, p.27; Grudem, 1994, p.242; McGrdtt97, p.301). Although complementarity
theory deals with “modes,” thidoes not appear to be andécap in applying the theory
to the two natures of Chrijgtven though this approachshiaeen criticized by Austin
(1967). But the use of complementarity t@ksn puzzling discoveries is useful at a
communicative level (Kaiser, 1976, p.39). Thisw of Christ being God and man
(inexplicable as it is) must be explathesing classical language, to augment the
implicit and inexpressible language of tth®ught, but these two explanations have a
common theological reference @hrist portrayed as botheal man” and “true God”
(p.41). Modality, here understood as a mamfiespeaking, is not tbe confused with
separation of being (Torrance, 1988, 1994).
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The knowledge of God poses profoundgsophical problems, and the place of
logic in this is unclear (dler, 1980). The present study is not intended to appraise the
various theistic proofs, from a logical stipoint, but the type atasoning used to
explain an account of God’s assumed trinature (in the Christratradition) is the
primary concern. The reasoning processegespect of the Chalcedonian Formula and
the Doctrine of the Trinity probably are siam, in that theydeal with paradox and
enigma, in relation to the belief in the thmature of Christ and the relationship of
Christ to the Godhead. Yet for centurieslagists for these doctrines have sought to
render them intelligible to belers and unbelievers alike.

The Council of Chalcedon (451) statedbrmula about the two natures of
Christ, which read in part (Lane, 1992, p.51):

... Jesus Christ, is perfect iro@hood and perfect in manhood, truly God and
truly man ... He is of one substance [lomusios] with the Father as God, he is
also of one substance [homoousios] withas man ....... Made known in two
natures [which exist] without confiss, without changewithout division,

without separation. The distition of the natures is in no way taken away by
their union, but rather thdistinctive properties aéach nature are preserved.
[Both natures] unite into one person aade hypostasis. They are not separated
or divided into two persons b[ihey form] one and the same Son

Amongst English translations, the expressiothefdoctrine varies a little although the
substantive definition remains constantr Emample, compare Bettenson’s (1967, p.51)
version, here quoted in part, with the above.

... Jesus Christ, at once completeGodhead and complete in manhood, truly
God and truly man ... of one substangtthe Father as regards his Godhead,
and at the same time of one substance with us as regards his manhood .......
recognized in two natures, withoutrdasion ... without separation; the
distinction of natures being in no wannulled by the union, but rather the
characteristics of each nature beingeperved and coming together to form one
person and subsistence, not as partedeparated into two persons, but one

and the same San.
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The above versions present an identical message, both employing complementarity-type
thinking according to Reich’ssaessment, yet this is conveyed in a slightly different

form of words. This variety of expression,lasg as it is consistent with the intended
meaning of the statement, shows thatvittiialistic uses of language about a common

topic should not preclude similar assessis of the type of reasoning employed.
3.3  Trinitarianperspectives

An extension of the above formulajking the “Father” and the “Son” of the
Godhead, includes the Holy Spirit. A definitiohthis tri-une God is stated in the so-
called Athanasian Creed"{Bentury), which can be found in the Anglican Book of

Common Prayer, and Grudem (19941170). It states, in part:

... we worship one God in Trinity, afdinity in Unity; neither confounding the
Persons: nor dividing the Substance. For there is one Person of the Father:
another of the Son: and aiar of the Holy Spirit...... [and we] acknowledge
that every Person by himééo be God and Lord: save are forbidden by the
Catholic Religion: to say, There be three Gods

According to church historian @bdwick (1967, p.203), “the formula was a
mosaic of phrases from different source$lie complementarity aspect of this
"paradox” is addressed by Erickson (1993, p.10&)e quoted to show how theologians

draw on science to explain their interpretations.

Physicists have never finally and perfectygolved the question of the nature of
light. One theory says thdtis waves. The other saytss quant {sic}, little
bundles of energy as it were. Logicallgannot be both. Yet to account for all

the data, one must hold both theories simultaneously.

The use of different words to communicate the same proposition was noted above, but
the underlying logic needs to be scrutimizReich’s theory llees on there being a
“complementarity” foundation fothe doctrines, yet Chadwick (1967, p.207) claims that
both pro- and anti-Chalced@m parties “employed the rigorous rules of Aristotelian

logic.” It seems that Chadwick is referritm“the argument from authority,” related to
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selective compilations of traditional texterin which conclusions were drawn. Thus the
“logic” is a rhetorical devicewhich allows at least (Reh, 1990a, p.148) “the linking of
explanations that might previously have beensidered independenit even irrelevant
before (circular complementarity).” Tladove selection of quotes concerning the
Trinity have a common reference andynte understood as “complementing” each
other, resulting in a “fuller” understanding (this is not classical complementarity). This
combinative approach reduces the Godheadunified principleand withdraws from

the Godhead the capacity to remain viabla &Frinity.” In other words, RCR is not
intended to be employed as means of extsigag “cognitive dissonance” (if that term
can be used to refer to the experieotparadoxical doctrin@sut as a means of

retainingthe innate ambiguity of the concept.

Even though McGrath (1987, p.98) asséniat God and humanity occupy a
“common logical world,” and the Trinitys increasingly becoming a topic of
philosophical interest (Brummer, 2005), we &ld “Don’t be surpsed if you find this
concept [that is, the Trinity] mysterious. It is perfectly logical that the very essence of
God’s being would exceed our full capgdio understand!” (Hayford, 2003, p.9).
According to Lorenzen (1999, p.1), “In WesteZhristianity at the present time the

doctrine of the Trinity is tryl an enigma.” She argues that:

The doctrine of the Trinity has become divorced from the doctrine of salvation,
soteriology; from the ddrne of the church, et&siology; and from how
Christians understand what it medosJesus to be Christ, Christology.
Strangest of all is that this doctrihas been separated from the Christian
understanding of God.

The above appears to reflect the ordinarydweli’s grasp of the topic. To be fair, the
ordinary WCG member should nio¢ judged at a higher standard in respect of their
understanding of the doctrine pesially since it is relativg new to them. However,

more will be expected of the WCG leadepsaind those who teach for or against the

doctrine.

The WCG came to an acceptance ofhaity after it had abandoned its “God

Family” agenda and had removed obstaclesodmjelctions to the doctrine, albeit against
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strong opposition from many of its ministerglanembers, so that the adoption of the
Trinity seemed less a result of logical re@isg than a matter of expediency. In so
doing, the original context of the doctrisdbormulation seems to have been missed.
Lorenzen (1999, p.4) refers to the edthstern orthodox view of salvation being
inherent in the Trinity, so that the indiiveg of God’s Spirit Qua the triune God)

involved a

gradual process of personallycoening God by grace ....... making it possible
for all baptizedpeople to achieviheosis(deification), that is, to become God by

grace and in that process brirgpat the salvation of the world.

Ironically, it was the abandoning of the Armstrong “You can become God” agenda that
paved the way for the WCG to accept the Tyinitithout the cognizance that inherent
in the early (albeit Eastern) traditiontbe Trinity was the promise that Christians
would become God (how is not made clelrs possible that sih an introduction to
the premises of the Trinity doctrine wouldvieaenabled the WCG to retain its general
plan of salvation, with suitablmodifications to its literalisbegettal” analogies, whilst
gaining admittance to orthodoxy. igally, on the double processidiidque) issue
[note — the doctrine that the Holy Spirit proceeds both from the Fatldérom the
Son], the WCG via its Greek expert, Dr. Stames, leaned to an Eastern Christian
perspective, apparently unaware that gase humanity promise of eventual full
participation in the “energy of God” and sbbecome “deified” (St. John in the
Wilderness, 2004, p.4).

Evidently the very context of the Trinity doctrine’s original admittance to
Christian orthodoxy involved questions absalvation, and how that was dependent on
the divine status of the man JesustiAs$ early stage (Lorenzen, 1999, pp.3, 11) the
guestion of a Christian’s works and merit weaken into account, as evidence of their
participation in the transfiguration of whaas earthly into the dine. This was more
pronounced in Arianism [a teaching thatqad the Son below the Father], and also
Pelagianism [a teaching thHatvoured human autonomy], gig rise to a tradition that
salvation was dependent on the imitation of &thithe WCG shared in this tradition in
that it had inherited a semirian Christology, and arose a climate of Wesleyan

holiness expectations whidogether with a number gieculiar Israelite beliefs,
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exposed the WCG to charges of being aGhbistian and works-oriented religion (now
dubbed the “Old Covenant” phase; Albrecht, 2004).

Lorenzen (1999, p.12) states that “thenify begins with tle salvation of the
world as its goal and attempts to explain l&wed is related to the world so as to make
this salvation described in terms of parti¢ipa possible.” Thus @ Christian’s identity
and future is drawn into the Godheadddhe means for this involved accepting the

personhood of the Holy Spiritorenzen (p.21) writes:

The development of the divinity of théoly Spirit was necessary because it is
only by means of the Holy Spirit that ohas the grace necessary to have faith
in Christ as the Son ....... We who are tegbin the image of God are able to
realize this image by parti@gion in God in the persohypostasisof the Holy
Spirit. Thus this whole Trinity understoaathis way is necessary for humans to

become God by grace.

An alternative modern view, by Cyril &hardson, is that the Holy Spirit is
unnecessary as a person in thimify. Richardson’s point ithat “the chief problem
with the Western tradition is that it comties inauthentically to affirm the doctrine of
the Trinity when its theology can onlyport two aspects and so is binitarian”
(Lorenzen, 1999, p.49). Richardson “considersTifiaity to be an artificial construct
that confuses paradoxes and contragingiin God” (p.52). As Letham (2004, p.55)
argues, Richardson would only partly correct. Letham argsehat the early binitarian
position was directly related tbe prominence given to Chtialthough the Holy Spirit
played an inconspicuous role until the chisc¢isonsciousness” of the Spirit's personal
affinity with the Father an@on made it impossible to reseia Trinitarian position. This
was only vaguely formulated in the BaNew Testament church. Richardson’s
truncated position is similar to that takenrbgny anti-Trinitarians (for example, former
WCG clergy and the Church of God, Sevebay). Having resolved the divinity of
Jesus to their satisfactiomdha “two member” version ahe Trinity formulation, and
accepted the Augustinian view that the roléhef Spirit is the love or link between the
Father and Son, such an earlier WCG positiamnd have met some of the criteria for
orthodoxy if it truly had a defensible progrdan salvation that deed entirely on the

sufficiency of Christ. Indeed, that appgdo be the current position of the WCG'’s
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“parent”, the General Conference of the Church of God (Seventh Day), which has
shifted from its original Arian position tembrace Christ as fully God and Saviour
(Stacy, 2004, p.3). This has been discussedledttiers of that church on several visits
to their offices in Denver, Colorado.

Returning to the application of RGR understanding the Trinity, Reich’s
standard of an “intellectllg acceptable understanding” daast necessarily relate to
the ability to explain the dtxene in conformity with hétoric orthodox language. That
IS, rather than a thoughtless reiteration of a tdaywhat is expected is an awareness of
the inherent difficulties of the belief togethwith a grasp of possible connections
between non-compatible elements, ideally exped with clarity. The need for specific
prior knowledge is also relevant. Beli¢gfgat humans can become gods, and triadic
divinities, abound throughout mwg cultures, but the idea that someone can be both God
and Man simultaneously — and also part ofragbkome that is also One — is distinctly

Christian.

Such matters require some kind of prederstanding, so that the belief can be
intelligible enough for an attempt at expldaoatto be made (Howe, 2003). However,
incomplete knowledge and presuppositions lwader this task. That certainly is
applicable to the WCG for, not only dide WCG admit that it had an inadequate
understanding of the histortoctrines, it also was suspio® of mainstream Christian
beliefs. That is, the WCG’s worldview was prejudicial to any development of its
understanding of these doctrirea®d its interest in them was only negative until the

guestion of the WCG'’s identity asChristian church became salient.

Mainstream theologians assert that theritoes of the dual nature of Christ and
the Trinity are grounded in early church bistand were mot formally enshrined in
creeds until much later (McGrath, 1997). Thetrconcern of the early Church was to
maintain its Monotheism at the same timeta$elief that Jesus is God but not the
Father. In the context @bnsidering Heim’s pluralistic theology, Karkkéainen (2004,
p.146) has this to say:

With regard to biblical considerations, the faithfulness to the Bible of any

Trinitarian theology can only be evated in light of later theological
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developments, since the Bible does nothgte a doctrine of the Trinity. So we
have to ask, does ....... interpretation & frinity coincide with the (early
postbiblical) Christian reading of biblicahlvation history that resulted in the
doctrine of the Trinity? The main impeatior the rise of the doctrine of the
Trinity in early Christian theology ..... was to secure the closest possible union
between Yahweh of the Old Testamemd desus Christ. This was necessitated
by the uncompromising monotheism afldism, on which incipient Christian
faith built and insisted that the Fatle#rJesus Christ ithe Yahweh of the

Jewish faith. The Trinity was alsoeded to hold simultaneously to two
premises, perceived as contradigttr other monotheisms, namely, the
transcendence of God and the historicatipalarity of the incarnated Son as the
very revelation of God. So the originairpose of the doctrine of the Trinity was
not so much to affirm diversity in God as it was, in light of the incarnation and

giving of the Spirit, to affirm belief in one God.

Once the WCG realized that an ex@aon, similar to the above, was not
inimical to its theological intent, its @runderstanding of the Trinity could have
changed sufficiently for it to consider apé for the Trinity doctrine in its belief
system. As will be discussed later in this chapter, it is not clear if the WCG benefited
from cogent arguments in favour of thenity during the earlstage of its changes
under Armstrong’s successor. The WCG had long held that the Trinity doctrine was
extra-biblical and owed itsxistence to philogahical ideas. The orthodox belief about
the Trinity came to be expressed inlpsophical language, but the formula held
together the “primitive” beliefs of the dual nature of Christ and the inter-relationships of
Father, Son and Holy Spirit. Both involvénigh level of RCR, according to Reich, and
both are required for a fully develed Christology (Reich 1989b, 1990a).

The God-man nexus also served to tithimbeliever's experience of God, thus
fulfilling the Christian’s identity as a partakerthis divine mystery. In short, these
doctrines were not developed apart from the believer’s experiedosexe intrinsic to
the formulation of the church. Presumably tisavhy it came to be believed that belief
in the Trinity was necessary for membershiphe Christian church and for salvation —
line 28 of the Athanasian Creed warns, “Her#fore that will be saved, must thus think
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of the Trinity” (Grudem, 1994, p.1170). For mainstream Christians this is a serious

matter and orthodoxy in belief is easial to their hope for salvation.

3.4 Loder’'s perspective

The late Dr. James Loder (1931-20G#f)Princeton Theological Seminary,
provides a compelling account ®finitarian logic. It is included here because Loder
was John McKenna's teacher at Fuller Theological Seminary, whilst McKenna was a
minister in the American Baptist ChurdficKenna as the WCGtheological adviser
during the main period of theological traimn, was in a position to introduce the WCG
to a sophisticated perspedioen the Trinity although, agill be noted later in the

present thesis, there is little egitte of this having occurred.

Loder and Neidhardt (1992, p.82), reflagtion God in Kierkegaardian terms,
suggest that “the logic of the incarnatiomasted in the logiof complementarity” and
say in regard to Nicene-Constantinople (3849l Chalcedon (451hat “these credal
formulations were carefully constructemicommunicate accurately a non-objectifiable
reality as objectively agossible. They were nottended to be metaphysical
statements” (Loder & Neidhardt, 1992, p.84). The argument goes that Christian identity
was procured via the Trinity doctrine. It will be become apparent, however, that the
WCG'’s adoption of the Trinity doctrine was nitthe context of a renewed interest in
the doctrine for its own sake, such ag@surgence in contemporary theology, but

rather as a “happenstance” in the cohtda review of several WCG beliefs

How could an authentic transformation (following the above argument) come
about? Loder’s theme seems to be that a “ledgithf’ is involved (as in chess, there is
a “knight's move”). Note, however, that Lateleap of faith refers to the bridge
between ways that the “strange loop” (Maebband) expresses related ideas. How this
can be connected with RCR is made cleahenotion of “leap,” which implies some
discontinuity. That is, theris no smooth transition beten levels. Loder (1998, p.13),
in referring to the Moebius Band (like alaber twisted in a figure 8), says something

that complements Reich’s RCR theme:
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What the metaphor of the Moebius Basiwuld convey is that to speak of a
unity is not a retreat into “substance”being,” but the unityis precisely the
relationality between the twapparently opposed oomtradictory polarities or

viewpoints.

This is useful in the Trinitarian debatescause it bypasses issues of “substance” and
“being” and focuses on “relations.” Loder (1998, p.195) refers to “the perichoretic

relationality in the inner life of God”:

The Latin church fathers translated thicmsumincessipmeaning that there is

a moving around within the Trinity su¢hat among the persons there is a
mutual interpenetration at all points aut any loss of identity. Individuality

and mutuality are simultaneously affirmed, and the members of the Trinity can
exchange places or mutually indixene another without changing their

identity. Thus, the unity of the Trinitig the relationality, and the relationality is
the unity. Further, each one implies alley yet the distinction of each from the
others is not lost.

Much of the anti-Trinitarian argumeras will be seen, reacts against the
assumed tangibility of psychological persamghe Godhead. This is unnecessary in a
purely Triune configuration, but understandaisl coming to terms with the God-man
nexus. If, however, both formulations have isamrelationality and can be explained by
similar logic, then objections to the Titynidea could be reconsidered. Loder (1998,

pp.13-14) suggests:

Such a bipolar relational unity, btiugh paradoxical, is not unfamiliar in
experience or a strange form of expldoma It appears in epistemology as the
inevitable duality of the I-me relationship, which is always experienced as a
unity of the self. In physics, it appsan quantum theory as the concept of
complementarity constructed by Niels Babrexplain the bipolar relationality
between wave and patrticle in the natoféight. It appears definitely in the
church’s definition of the person of JesDhrist formulated at the ecumenical
council of Chalcedon in 451 A.D.
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Loder (1998) also implies that identitytims configuration is\ot necessarily the
same as equality. This opens up the possilofitg less strident approach to questions
of position or function in the Godhead, sushapplies to the idea of subordination.

Loder (p.14) says:

It should also be clear that the duality is not a relationality among equals. It is,
rather, the case that the asymmetrthiim duality gives constent ontological
priority to one side over the otherthin the dynamic of the relationality .......

In the Chalcedonian formulation, the dieimaintains priority over the human.

This introduces the idea that comprehensiothefdivine (in this cee, understanding of
the Trinity doctrine) is not attained througbcending a scale (suak towards a higher
level of RCR). The process is reversedhiat the mere accepteen of the idea (for
whatever reason, intellectual or otherwis®uld lead to undetanding. Loder (p.32)
refers to T.F. Torrance’s argument “thatural theology, the studgf the natural order
as a way to understand God independetit@positive theology of revelation in Jesus
Christ, is like pre-Einsteinian understandofggeometry in relation to physics.”
Therefore (p.32), “The naturatder is not the agdext in which to understand God, but

the natural order itself must be understoothincontext of what God has revealed.”

Contrary to developmental ideas inhenenReich (as well aBowler, et. al.),
the above perspective suggebts the Trinity is not tdve formulated according to
principles of logic. Rather, the Trinity reais a kind of logic that draws people into an
appreciation of its relatiality, even though that remaingysterious. The implication
is that (for some, at least) understandingTthmity follows acceptance of it. This raises
the possibility that RCR thinkingy some cases at leastlléovs acceptance of a belief
— a belief which requires a certaimdiof thinking for its comprehension post-

acceptance.

Is there really such a dichotomy between the classichi@mplementarity”
way of reasoning? Reich (1995d, p.391) persevar considerinthe possibility of
relating doctrine and scienagsing the Trinity as enodel. The Trinitariaperichoresis
is at the heart of the discaa. The meaning of the word “becomes clear from its two

Latin translationsCircumcessidnote "c"} ... to movearound, and refers to the
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dynamic part operichoresisCircumsessignote "s"} ... sitting around, refers to the
static part.” According t&eich, it is non-Aristoteleaand a type of metalogical
reasoning. To grasp what Reich is arguing megua penetration of his use of different
types of logic. Some of Reich's ideas reguhe reader to move around the idea from
within, whilst maintaining the integrity of the concept. These ideas are further
elucidated in the work of Bernard Lagan S.J. (Farrell & Soukup, 1993; Lonergan,
1958: McShane, 1973). Thus the necessithioking in terms of complementarity (or
RCR) is supported by the charadd@cs of this kind of reasoning and such relevant
complexities as the Trinity.

This kind of reasoning is high on ReistRCR scale and deals with the complex
ideas much more satisfactorily than manyhaf anti-Trinitarian arguments presented
below. Critics of the Trinity doctrine useetipresence of apparent contradiction as a
basis for rejecting the daate, rather than enteringto the dynamics of that
“contradiction” as paradox that could be urgleod in context. Thus their rejection of
the Trinity doctrine may be linkehso factg to the lack of RCR in their thinking. Such
critics never arrive at statememsisch as Loder (1998, p.195) presents:

That Godis Spirit (John 4) and that the f@pis also one membaeaf the Trinity
(John 17, Eph. 2:18, 4:4-6) is not ateimal contradiction. The potential
confusion is resolved if is recognized that it is inherent in the nature of the
Spirit to be relational and at the same timeelation to relate to itself. That is,
God bothis Spirit andhas Spirit.

3.5 RCR as unity in diversity

Reich (1990a) appears to @mrtly) motivated by the desire to ameliorate pain
resulting from conflicting beliefs, not the meresolution of doctrinal paradoxes. To
some extent, the Christian tradition (re @ealon) serves as a model for an eirenic
(reconciliatory) approach to conflict. Compientarity thinking is credited with a major
role in this, but such thinking is admittedide a type of “pragmatic reasoning schema,
that is, a generalized set of rules defimecelation to a particular class of goals”
(p.149). If the goal was to reach consensusit$amwn sake or teerve the attainment

of a standard of orthodoxy that could becamenstrument of enforcing orthodoxy, the
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intrinsic problem of the mystery of Chrishd the Godhead becomes a secondary issue.
The irony in this eirenic agendathat the “truth’is covered up for the sake of unity and
uniformity. The formula of the doctrine benes more important than its inherent
relationality, that (theologich, at least) should bringbout harmony between different

perspectives.

To get a glimpse into what wasthne minds of those responsible for the
Chalcedonian Definition, Reich (1990a, p.182)es on historical sources. He claims
that although the “unity of style” of the Baition might be traced to a single author,
there is evidence of otheands in certain interpolations. The Definition was
promulgated in 451, but its text owed its ¢sixe to a “Formulary of Reunion” drafted
in 433. According to Chadwick (1967, p.204) “The formula was a mosaic of phrases
from different sources.” In 433, oppositigeologians had appealed to Emperor
Theodosius Il, sitting at Chag¢don, who “ratified the rival g@sitions ... as if they had
been the acts of a united council” (Chadwick 1967:198). The Council of Chalcedon
(451) basically amalgamated the Formular#i88, plus Cyril of Alexandria's second
letter to Nestorius430), and Pope Leo's “Tome” (se¢atthe Council of Ephesus, 449).

Regardless of how the final document wedacted, it is evident that it drew
upon several other documents each of which was not deemed completely adequate for a
comprehensive statement that would staedist of time. Thus the process involved
the reconciliation of statements regarding belief about Christ as much as an attempt to

deal with the phenomenon tbfe dual nature of Christ.

Reich (1989b, p.i) admits that the Giedonian Definition does appear to be
“logically paradoxical,” if judgd by “classical logic.” He@roposes a “trivalent” logic
which admits the category “non-compatibl&hius different aspestof an idea/object
can be “predominantly manifest” in differesituations, without excluding the other
aspects. Reich also deals with “hidden agstions” (p.9) of clasical (Aristotelian)
propositional logic (including $pgisms) that are also jofied in Piagetian formal
operations, but not necessarily in compleragtyt. Reich implies that this gives the
latter an advantage. Instances of logicglanents are used to assert that whilst the
formal logic may be correct, the conclusiattsnot correspond with reality. Reich also

points out that, in quantum physics, three galaxist (true, false, indeterminate). He
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suggests inadequacies in the classical fofrfogic, and recommends that the choice of

logic be pertinent to the system.

Reich (1989b) also argues that differ&ituational manifest@ons” of an entity
can be explained by taking into account semasttitts. Thus even Aristotelian logic is
regarded as a mental construct, not imroletéaw. Reich suggests that a problem's
structurepermits different kinds ofomplementarity thinkingparallel complementarity
involves the coordination afonflicting explanations;ircular complementarity
involves the catenation (linkin@f independent explanations.

3.6 Kaiser’s heuristic for the “two natures”

Reich (1989b) draws on Kaiser's {8) analysis of th ontology of the
Chalcedonian Definition to confirm itedical acceptabilityKaiser (1976, pp.43-47)
uses Bohr’s formulation of complemertgaito outline connections with the dual
understanding of Christ. Reich relies on kais outline to demonstrate the need for
assembling a number of categories and featof a problem, which on the surface may
appear unrelated or incoherent, so thaa@ropriate strategy for addressing the totality
can be considered. In fact, this is consisteith Reich’s heuristic (see Chapter 4) that

leads to the application of RCR. Kaisecategories are summarized as follows:

(1) Unity of being- The modes (“natures”?) ofo@ and man pertain to one and the
sameperson.

(2) Common properties The two modes sharafdd” and “personality.”

(3) Individual completeness Christ is “perfect God” and “perfect man.”

4) CoexhaustivenessThe two modes are sufficient as they are.

(5) Equal necessity Both modes of God and man are needed to fully explain
Christ.

(6) Reciprocity— The two modes are dynamicallyated to each other: Christ as
God is continually “inhominated” and €&t as man is continually “deified.”

(7) Interchange of attributes and coinherere&ome may “attribute divine
activities and properties to the ‘flesh’ of Jesus and characteristically human
ones to the divine Word.”
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(8) Mutual exclusiveness“The two modes coexishd coinhere, but they retain
their distinctness and are not todmnfused or ‘mixed’ in any manner.”

(9) Conjugate properties Each mode has its own chdeaistics: Christ as God is
invisible, ubiquitous, whereas Chrest man is capable of visibility,
confinement.

(10) Asymmetry and emergeneéthe mode of ‘divinity’ in Christ accounts for the
transcendental qualities of his life in a way that human categories, alone,
cannot.”

(11) Pointing— “with Christ, there is no way emonstrate the divine presence
from his human activities, yet the believat)east, is able to ‘intuit’ this
presence in special moments of ‘rie®n’ ... The humanity ‘points to’ or

‘reveals’ the divine presence.”

The above collection follows Reichguristics, to be outlined in the
Methodology chapter, in that it elaborates eeategory in relation tthe whole, as well
as relating the categories to each other. As such they “complement” each other, but this
is not what is meant by the term compentarity. The latter term involves the
acceptance of non-compatibles as valid cbations to a holistic understanding of the
phenomenon and, in the case of Christ,h®Ny suitable as a ntieod and not just a
description. Although Kaiser’s categories dése how various elements “complement”
one another, it is within the elements tlsedwes that paradox needs to be understood, in
a “complementarity” way. It is important to pyeciate the different uses of the word, as
the attempt to understand the Trinity is moany way intended to “conflate” the

Persons which are represenbgdthe Trinitarian formula.

3.7 Semiotics and Abduction

It may be that RCR will not be a directiypservable attribute and whatever data
are collected need to bested by “abduction.” ThBenguin Dictionary of Psychology
(Reber, 1995) locatesdhierm in C.S. Pierce’s theory of semiotics. Abduction is a
creative ‘tognitive process whereby hypothesesgenerated on the basis of some
known facts.But the difficulty with this is that the “facts” are not necessarily
substantiated — we are dealiwgh propositions about data, nabincrete “facts.” It is

then a matter of taking some proposition asking what kind of logic is being used,
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and at what level. Within this perspectivedaelated research processes, the “facts” to
be gathered are actually egpsions of the way in whichaséments are conceptualized.
In other words, the “facts” are “known” in termsabpriori criteria. The assumption —
that there are logical dimensions to a&tgtement — constructs the facts. This
hermeneutical irony is indicae of the unavoidable inteependence between “facts”

and the assumptions (which mag expressed as a hypothesis).

To advance the task of interpretation (consistent with his multiplex heuristics),
Reich (1990a, p.149) briefly refers to Peircgsniotics, with the advantage that it can
be related to the Trinity concept. From mamogsible definitions of Peircean semiotics,
Reich refers to Peirce’s preoccupation witie number 3 (or “threeness”), and his
development of a triadic theory of the sigrwhich the sign (= Representamen) has a
relation to an Object, which relation entals Interpretant. The Qdxt which gives rise
to the Sign may be immediate (for examplgicture of some thing or person) or
dynamic (for example, some thing/person #dsts which is indgendent of the sign,

but nevertheless gives rigeits production.)

If the Trinity is a Sign, ten it can be pictured astriangle or thought of as
Beings who together form a triadic relation eTlnterpretant (not th"interpreter") is
actually the Sign in the minddhresults in an encountetth the Sign. Therefore, in
Peirce’s semiotics, the Interpretant is how we think of the Trinity following either
observation of an immediate Sign (picturdrangle) or comprehesion of the triadic
relations (Reich probably would say,tas result of thinking in terms of
complementarity.) So this is consistenthwthe form: If RCR, then understanding (the
sign in the mind).

Reich's approach to logic involvesngs “abduction” to support the conclusion
that “at least some of thH&athers thought in terms obmplementarity” (Reich, 1990a,
p.149). Reich credits Peirce with this logi possibility. Sless (1986, p.141) identifies
complementarist approaches in Peirce'skpMout suggests that Peirce's followers seem
to have misapplied his work by developing céempclassificatory systems. Sless claims
that Peirce was really interested in the sifé&sation of “stand-forrelations” and this
was related to various contexts (hend¢eraious connection tolagional contextual

reasoning). As such, it is a doctrine foudaa eclecticism - very much like Reich's -
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wherein Peirce wished for an open-endedness in his thinking (Gelpi, 2001). Such lack
of a priori determination may be thought of as #sssence of freedom, inherently and

consistently Trinitarian, unsympathetic to all forms of authoritarianism.

3.8 A thought-form for the Trinity

To proceed with the analysis of R@Rd the Trinity, we need “a particular
thought form” that will be able to appéy“multilogical/multilevel solution.” Reich
(1995b, p.396) relates this to analogies and similarities. Therefore:

The point is that really conlgx states of affairs as encountered here (as distinct
from complicated states that simpigve many components, either unconnected
or related in simple, straightfward ways) often require complex
conceptualization for aegper understanding ....... The need for an appropriate
thought form springs from that stateadfairs: to be pwductive, the inquiry

system has to match the problem struetlirthe problems are as complex as
those we are dealing with, the thoughifianust be complex too, even if the

result turns out to be comparatively plain.

The theological and logical expositiooisthe Trinity are inexhaustible. A study
of how the adoption of the Trinity doctrifiecame a significant factor within the
transformation of an enigmatic sect migily come to tentative conclusions. Reich
(2002b, p.114) admits that the applicatadrhis RCR heuristic “is more of a
programme for further work than a complathievement,” but he claims for it these
advantages:

e It narrows the focus, by segmenting tireld into appropriate domains.
Presumably this is done in a multiple and overlapping way, so that the whole
field is covered.

e ltresults in a single, kational categorization (pseimably unifying Barbour’s
“conflict, independence, dialogwand integration” phases).

e |t emphasises context-dependence.
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The details of this procedaimwill be displayed in thenethodology chapter, where an
attempt is made through hermeneuticabims to develop a correspondence between
RCR, Trinitarian thinking, and the cognitive conversion of the WCG leaders. In this
attempt, the doctrine of the Trinity also faileos as a heuristic of the way in which the
relational and contextuainderstanding of the WCG leaders has developed.

3.9 Coherencandmeaning

Reich (1990a, p.150) also suggests smambe complex ideas have at least
“functional coherence,” evehaugh deficient in unified lawsf connection. Such idea-
units may be readily perceived to be amaigaf two or more aspects or referents,
paradoxically related yet making sense as a &hidie object of analysis (the Trinity)
possessing a problem structuratéaling aspects that might lsemplementary) is to be
approached with a way of thinking thathemologous to that structure (therefore

complementarist). In this way, cognitive opgéras are matched to problem structure.

Reich (1990a, p.151) suggesiat logical impossibilitiesan be solved if there
are shifts in meaning of the conceptgalved. New interpretations are possible in
different contexts of observation. Thisates to the open-endedness of sign
interpretation, as suggested by PeiraetZér & Almeder, 1993, p.103, and perhaps the
re-allocation of “respect” of Being as notey Erickson (2000, p.90). This is explained
as the possibility that the “un-nominated” migers of the Trinity are not negated during
the time that one member functions nomindllyt as wholly God)in relation to the
Two Natures of Christ. Reich (1990a, p.1Sliygests that “on account of the common
properties and the coinherences, both modésgioly are actually present in different
situations as well as in the same ditud’ although each mode's features may be
obscured “depending on the circumstances” (that is, the natures are ikrnoymtext).
Erickson (2000, p.67) even implies that thembers of the Trinity may be discernieg
the context.

The above limitations on perception wo@lso conceal other insights that could
otherwise contribute to a ruae grasp of Christian thigy. Reich (1990a, p.152) uses
McKay's example of the Biblical story dbseph (Hebrew plenipotentiary of ancient

Egypt) to explain how functional units attelineated and then undéood in terms of
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competing explanations: for example, a “naturalistic’ one and a “revelatory” one. In
terms of circularity, the two explanationsed not extinguish or limit one another.
Presumably both can be "true." What issmg from this discussion is the notion of
“position” in relation to a text. Sless (198&gues that the position of the reader is
significant for the “stand-for” relationsahmay arise. Apart from the many other
possibilities, if the eader of the Joseph account hassition of “histaical veracity”

then the text must come undetense scrutiny as a “faal story.” Otherwise, the
biblical narrative must be understood eriiia its “stand-fof character (thus as
metaphor or as part of a l&mgcanvas upon which is drawrseries of accounts of God's
graciousness in the midst of legal claimdpseph, then, in the place of Pharaoh (a
“god”) acts as justifier of lsibrethren (indeed, his oneness with them according to blood
is concealed for a while). The Chalcedoni@hristological) significance of this
pericope, particularly the connection betwé&ard-man, and Law-grace, is self-evident.
The WCG leaders have experienced reformatidoelief in a number of areas, although

a coherent and meaningful igtation of these new beliefemains a work in progress.

Reich (1990a, p.152) reminds us that “pineblem contents - as distinct from the
problem structure - seem to have little lregon the competendse think in terms of
complementarity” and that this indicategdgmatic reasoning schema.” Reich revisits
the content aspect in later papers, buelee should consider Oser and Gminder
(1991, p.150), who utilize structuralism irethexplanations of theological and
developmental texts. It is apparénat Oser and Gmunder (hence Reich, as a
collaborator with the “Fribourg School”) have adopted structural analyses of cognition
and development (linking the structuretloihking and moral development, into a
parallel - if not connectedstage theory) and have sougihtreate a “double parallel”
(by abduction) by linking this with the strure of Biblical tets or theological
concepts. That presumes that structurabtia can be legitimaty applied to such
texts/concepts (Aichele, 1997; Leach &mgcock, 1983). Reich (1990a, p.153) relies
on Peirce's notion of Abduction to arrive at briginal supposition: “that at least some
Fathers thought in terms of complenaaity” but RCR’s application might rely on

more than abduction.

In the quest for explanations thatfhaemonstrate the action - and prove the

existence of it through the presumed actioh complementarity reasoning, Reich's
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empirical examples partially demonsgdtoth the existenand application of
complementarity thinking, at least inettheological matter under discussion. Reich
(1990a, p.156) admits how “speculativel'tais is, given the relatively recent
emergence of cognitive psychology, but he gives as his chief claim for the theory —
“Because of its great usefulness!,” primarily in stimulating theological thinking and
reformation throughout the centuries, particlylan “the raised consciousness about

the unique attributes of Jesus Christ.”

3.10 RCR as the required thought-form

Reich (1994a, p.114) states that “Wkeranow to that form of thought as
relational and contextual reasoningreviously called thinking in terms of
complementarity or complementarity reaswni He also suggesthat reasoning has
two other features that ne&albe taken into accourgirstly (following Polanyi; see
Polyani & Prosch, 1977), Reich proposes tlkaspning can be tacit (that is, it is present
but inexplicable). Secondly, Reich propo#eat reasoning (involved in grasping an
idea) may be necessary but not sufficidiat is, a belief needs to be understood
logically, but there is more than logic tcetbelief. Implicit in Reich's discussion is the
following paradox: Whilst “higher” thinking inecessary for certain kinds of religious
belief, with "higher" thinking (or more edation) often comes lessligious belief. So,
as a person becomes more educated he/$#esiskely to believe in the very beliefs
that he/she now can understand! Paraddyicidie results of Reich's study (Reich,
1994, p.124) led him to admit that Fowler mayrigdt in claiming that higher thinking
can lead to a strengtheningfaith, rather than loss.

Reich’s arguments in the above paperceed as follows. There are two other
aspects of reasoning involved: First, the kindeafsoning needed to arrive at the belief;
the second is the kind of reasoning (rationalitylerent in the beliefin this case, the
extent to which the belief's rationality an@ theliever's rationality are concurrent). It is
speculated that the first kind may be a-pequisite to comprehend the second. What
kind of logic is needed to understand the ¢ogfi the belief? They should be compatible.
Perhaps by “deconstructing” the logic of théidfeone has the key to approach it. We
explain something by first explaining theglo of the thing, then asking someone to

follow that logic to the conclusion - perhapsbelieve in the thing, or believe in a
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quality or feature of the thing. That migintake the Trinity “logical” but may not
compel belief in the doctrine. In Chapter 5, it will be evident that Dr. Stavrinides seems
to have applied the above approach, to atba€elrinitarian case to WCG ministers,

with mixed results.

3.11 RCR and the Three-Person God

Initially, Reich (1995d, p.387) prefed, as his “foundational concept”,
complementarity, “which in this case invo$sthe joining togethesf ‘contradictory’
partial explanations for the understandaighe explanandum, symbolizes unity in
diversity, and goes beyond thegamentative limits set by classical logic, in particular
as regards any intrinsimkage between the variousrppal ‘theories’.” But
“complementarity,” as understood by its expots, was not sufficiently intelligible to
others and Reich (1995d, p.387) hints at a compromise — the use of “a foundational
concept which embodies (most of) the usefspects of complementarity yet is less
ambiguous and more familiar, in particulatheologians” (p.387). On the way to RCR
as a new conceptualisation of complementaRteich leads into ahogical reasoning.

Reich presents as hisaogy par excellence the Tiiy. But there is a double
meaning here - logically, the Trinityebomes the Foundational Concept, and it does
indeed have that role in nunoeis theological works. It igp@arent that the Trinity is not
only a “procedural tool” for dealing with thesomplex issues, but is also “materially”
central to them, and not only these problemus,as the “unifying core that generates
diversity in the universe of time and spaaed all relations.” Thus the Trinity ret
just a word Reich in a footnote (1995d p.401) stdtest he is not trying to put forward
some universal idea (he is not suggestingstigium trinitati3. Reich is limiting his
consideration of RCR and the Trinity to epistemological and cognitive aspects, and
wishes to avoid a sectarian-biased exertigeleaves open the possity of a feminine
Spirit, and admits that "divine trimes" existed in ancient religions.

Reich’s approach might be entirelgrsistent with his presumptions — that

statements may be amenable to theadisgy of RCR within them. Of course, the
statements need to be about topics WRE& might more readily be found. We are not
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dealing with statements that are intdisnaontradictory (oxynorons) but which are

incompatible with other statemeratisout the same thing. For example:

(1) The Trinity is logical.

(2) The Trinity is not logical.

RCR allows us to agree with both statements, if the definition and scope of “logic” were
elastic enough, that is, if “logical” means diffeteéhings in the two assertions, such that
they are no longer representable in logical form - (1) X is A (2) X is not A. Perhaps in
an “Aristotelian” either/ordgic, the Trinity is not logical. But with “complementarity”
logic, the acceptance of Odees not require the rejectiohThree. Edgar (2004, p.21)
asserts that the Trinity is logical “butdic alone does not enable the Trinity to be
understood. It is more a matter of faith’hat about the case where “logic” is not
admitted? Note th©xford Dictionary of the Christian Churchon “Trinity”

(Livingstone & Cross, 1997). The Trinity

is held to be a mystery in the strichse, in that it can neither be known by
unaided human reason apart from revedati nor cogently demonstrated by
reason after it had been revealed. Oa tther hand it is maintained that,
though the mystery is above reason, ias$ contrary to it, for it is not

incompatible with the priciples of rational thought

If statements about the Trinity aaken at face value, they are merely
assertions, not conscious applicationseaisoning. Anyone caritar the words “God is
One” or “God is Three” withoutinderstanding or believingdabke statements. As we are
dealing with rational beings, we need tentify the rationale fomaking the statement.
Without direct access to anydseeasoning, only the effects can be dealt with — that is,
statements that reveal the cwine of the reasoning, but radt the steps. It does not
matter if we do not have an accurate procgssi steps, as the act of explaining will
show the implicit steps of the person’g@ment. The question is: How does the person
explain theirreasondor a belief. In this, “reasons” can be taken to be cognate with
“reasoning.” That is, theneasons are the evidence of reasorsngght for, and thus to

understand the type of reasoning, we neexl/tduate the reasons. If the reasons given
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relate to logic {“the reasonhy | don’t believe in the Trinity is because it is illogical}
we can consider the reasohyit isn’t logical. That iswe ask “Why don’t you think it
is logical?” If the answer is an “either/or” one, we have a result; on the other hand, if the

person says “l believe theimity IS logical”, what doeshe person mean by “logic”?

There is a likelihood that people who taxplain a thing (for example, the
Trinity) will insist that thetopic is inexplicable and gsibly should nobe explained
because it is (a) a matter of faith, or (b) ered mystery. If a thmg can’t be explained
logically, perhaps it cabe explained “metalogically.” Following on from tkxford
definition, above, if the Trinity cannot be knowy logic alone — thas, the believers
did not come to it by use of superiogic — this does not mean that it cannot be
logically explained once the lef is adopted. But what kd of logic is used? In an
attempt to explain a concepising any kind of logic wilhot necessarily explain the
concept in terms of the lognecessary to understand tl@eept, but it is “logical”
nevertheless. Few people vemttio explain the type obgic they are using and few
perceive that their reasoning is inadequatdle conclusions they still hold. This is the
conundrum we must face below, whaansidering RCR as a precondition for

Trinitarian thinking.

3.12 Bechtel and Richardson’s Model

To explain how the Trinity “works”uns the risk of “dismembering” the
concept. To illustrate this possibility, Rbe (1995d, p.388) cites Bechtel & Richardson
(1993): “Decomposition allows the subdivisiontbé explanatory task so that the task
becomes manageable and the system intellijiated “Localization is the identification
of the different activities in a task comjitam with the behavior or capacities of
specific components.” Simply put, the retlac of the Godhead to three separate
identities — for the purpose of studying eagbasately and attempting to relate them in
some way — reduces each identity to a “comptmather than revealing the subtleties
of “triple identity” within Oneness. Criticsf the use of complementarity in social
sciences have warned about “componentialism” as a false explanation of
complementarity. The above quotes, if apptithe Trinity, would require us to study
the operations of each Person (that is, ‘i@aeathem). In other words, to know how

(the Triune) God operates, requires ukriow how each Person of the Trinity operates,
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for the understanding of how they operate together depends on understanding each
Person's activity. Even Erickson (2000, p.67) egpes it this way: “it is possible to
think of the Father as the originator ousce of the creation, the Son as the designer or
organizer of the creation, and the Spirittzes executor of the acof creation, the one

who actually carries it out.” Reich (1995d, p.3@@)ses that, in another direction, we
might be “facing a nondecomposable, connectiosiystem.” The other danger is that
what looks like tri-unity becomes tritheis Reich (1995d, p.390) attempts to explain
Divinity by way of a semantic analogy. Thwrd Divinity is decomposable, in that
Divinity cannot be understood apart from Diwinity's relations to the world, human
beings, the history of these relationships, and so on. But can Di\peitys¢ be
decomposed? Reich states tloattside of Trinitarian formals, Divinity's presence in

all components leads to pantheism, and Diviagyactor in separdyedefined activities
leads to polytheism.

Yet Reich finds value in Bechtel & Rialdson's (1993) model. It consists of a
number of “choice points,” in a decisioré;, and Choice Point 1 involves identifying a
“locus of control” for the phenomenon. Thidees to an area where research is to be
managed, including the topics and concaptslved. In the presénhesis, there are

three such loci:

o The problem case - what accounts for WCG changes?

o The bridging concept - The Trinityas both context/content of what was
changed, and as relational (complementarity) concept that explains what was
needed to change, and how it was changeable.

o The solution concept - RCR - using thé&lgimg concept (Trinity) to explain the
means of change, in terms of the changed construct (Trinity) and suggest reasons
for change (cognitive development), andsakdation of the interpreting system
(RCR).

Reich is more interested in Choice Point 4, a place where “localization”
becomes most complex, therefore calling“faultilogical/multilevel treatment.” Reich
(1995d, p.391) uses the Trinity to illustrétés point. This is to show how the

perichoresiscould not be explained by classicatjstotelian logic, but required
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metalogical reasoning. That is, “a grasptd differences between various types of
logic” (p.391). Itis noted that:

o Augustine used Aristotelian logic to dewdth the Trinity's internal relations.

o Aquinas used the same logic, onlyr@ations between Trinity and the world
(opera ad extry but used another logic (“ofakrelations”) to deal with the
Trinity's internal relationsopera ad intrd. Presumably “real” means that the
internal relations are etethareal whereas the external relations are temporal
and distanced from God.

o These internal relations were described by the \gertthoresis This relates to

thecircumcessio/circumsessitistinction introduced earlier.

How do we deal with the Trinity ati®ice Point 4? Reich (p.391) refers us to
Barth and Pannenberg's suggestions@uat is understood &an intrinsically
differentiated unity.” Reich’s argumentight go like this: God is eternal and
unchangeable, but also embraces time and changeable events in that time ... So limited
time and changeable events become etam@&unchangeable, but do not lose their
distinctiveness. This could be applied teuke who in his instance - temporal/spatial -
was “a man of his time and place” yet also God, in eternity and unbounded by locality,
and by extension to the believer who remaimsidiable (in terms ofvhen he/she lived
and where and with particuleglationships tied to timspace ...... ) but whose identity
is also caught up into God eternally ...... Thtiee solution of the problem of that

double description of eternity lies in theifitarian perichoresis” (Reich, 1995d, p.392).

3.13 The need for “trivalent” logic

Reich (Huber, Reich, & Schenker, 2000, pdhinds us that “trivalent logic,
which involves context dependence, is ganmto the understanding of the doctrines”
(of the Two Natures of Christ and the Tity). From Reich’s explanation it may be
surmised that this can be expressed as formulae:

o If RCR is developed, there will ba increase in understanding of(X topic

that is paradoxicakontradictory);
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o As understanding of X is increakdollowing stimulation by RCR, there
will be further development of RCRedding to a deeper understanding of X

(and other topics of a paradoxical nature).

The above “formulae” arise from the description of RCR and the Trinity so far,
relate to the research question posed (sge $3), and lie at the heart of what is
expected in the analysis of the Worldwideurch of God leaders’ appropriation of
Trinitarian theology. Christ and the Tripiire selected becaudmth doctrines go
against the grain of formal binary logic” (p.®Reich suggests, as more appropriate, “a
trivalent logic, which involves context dependence” (p.6). If a person demonstrates the
capacity to explain the doctrines of theotmatures of Christ, and the Trinity, using
language that is mindful of the complexitytbe belief, it is assumed that they are
thinking with RCR and, therefer “would also solve appropte problems at high RCR
levels” (p.7), as suggested by the second dett@iove. This appeato be a reflexive
(reciprocal) process, althougHooks as though the outcome has been confused with
the antecedent. Furthermore, as willdiscussed in the methodology chapter, RCR (as
formulated by Reich) appears to operatthtas a threshold iterion (either RCR is
present or it is not), and agiered construct, the leved$ which roughly correspond to
other stage theories of development. @stinction between “tleshold” and “tiered”
RCR is problematic, as the theory seemadoept elements of the tiered levels as
present in the “preliminaryéondition (RCR Level 1) to jusy (potential) placement at

a “higher” level.

To determine whether a person understdahesloctrines — and therefore thinks
in RCR (that is, passes the threshold; tie® matter of RCR level is a further
consideration) — responderfis Reich’s study) were asked about statements on the
Trinity. Responses (Huber, Reich & SchemiZ900) were classified as follows:

(1) “The doctrines are rationally incomgrensible, one caanly believe in thetn
(p-7) — note, this would apply togae who accept the doctrine by faith — and
follow the Oxford definition quoted earlier — and also those who reject the

doctrine, on the grounds thats irrational or illogical.
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(2) “The doctrines are really strange, but | understand sometigmg) — note, this
is a transitional condition, where the person may be aware of understanding

emerging but is not yet able to explain.

(3) “l understand the doctrines fullythey express well what | beliéyand the
statement is supported by justifications)7). This is not the same as saying “I
believe --- therefore | undgtand.” By “justifications” Reich appamly means a
reasoned account that weighs the valugeskral alternatives and takes aspects
of them into account, or omisome aspects, for good reason.

Following on from the above sortimgocess, respondents were given three
standard problems [Artistic performandéyclear accident; Mind/heart behaviour] and
the responses were rateccording to “the RCR coding manual” (cf. Reich 2002b,
appendix). For each of the classes (1,b@va), respondents were placed in a set —
within which they were positioned followirteir responses to the Three Standard
Problems according to their RCR level. Thecomte was that those who were classed
as #3 (Fully understood Trinity) had no lobwt all high RCR levels. Those who were
classed #1 (Could not understand Trinity) hatiesdow RCR levels, but it is noted that
most were at the middle or above level (IV/V). Reich also admits that some of the low

scores were the result of lackreligious knowledge or interests.

Reich (Huber, Reich, & Schenker, 2000, mOhcludes thatit was established
thata high level of RCR is a necessary cortn for understanding rationally the
doctrines concerned; and “Hence, understanding seeto develop along with the
development of an appropriate form of reasoriiRgich’s claims that need to be tested

are that:

o Some problems can only be understoodxplained rationally by the use of
RCR. The Trinity is one of thoseqiilems, as it has elements of non-
compatibility.

o If a satisfactory explanation of suclpablem (for instace, the Trinity) is

given, it would be an mlication that RCR was used.
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o If a person has used RCR in one prob(éme Trinity could be a “test case”)
then they are likely to identify problesthat require the use of RCR, and

then use that type of reasoning.

3.14 The relevance of Trinitarian theology

How would parallel and mtular complementarity bapplied to the Trinity? In
“parallel” complementarity, “members” ofdhrrinity would need to be counted as
“God” in the same way. With the estahblmsent of the Godhood of the Son, with the
same nature and properties as the Fathere ils the possibility dboth being personally
God; by extension, the Holy Spirit benes both God and Person, sharing the same
nature and properties of the Father #r@lSon. Although we are describing a triad
where parallelism is inapppriate, the paralles tenable as follows: Father/Son,
Father/Spirit, Son/Spirit. In the Christglical paradox, the parallels may be God/Son
and Son/Jesus, involving at least a doudidstification and eventually incorporation
into the Trinity. In “circular’” complementayit there would be intdependent relations
of the Trinity members, each co-existenthwthe others. For a full account of this,

calledperichoresis see Erickson (2000d Torrance (1996).

Yet it must be admitted that a full tri-une relation was not the starting point for
this formulation. Mainstream Biblical scholarship (Letham, 2004) accepts that “The
[early] church understood its worship otde as within the boundaries of OT [Old
Testament] monotheism” (p.52) but thiose as a “mutation” of monotheism.
Furthermore, “There is little doubt thaktlkexplicit focus of worship was binitarian”
(p.52). That is, God was recognized as aitlyalot as two Gods. The early church had
no difficulty accepting this, since its faith was grounded in the life, death and
resurrection of Jesus. Eventhre binitarian antecedents to Trinitarianism, the Deity’s
capacity for reciprocity andialogue was tacitly acknowdged (Pratt, 1985). Drawing
on Polanyi’s idea of tacit knowledge, Lethao5b) reports biblical studies that show
that there emerged a Trinitarian “conscioess” despite Christ being the centre of
attention. Letham (p.55) quotes Toon (1996):
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An explicit binitarianism and an impliditinitarianism can therefore be seen to
belong to the same Faith. For only a dogmbinitarianism deies a Trinitarian

consciousness and an implicit trinitarianism.

This is highly significant for the con®dation of the old WCG position and the
remaining opposition to its adoption of thenity, especially in terms of the RCR
perspective. The dogmatism that refused toitithe personal place of the Holy Spirit
within a complete understamdj of the Godhead renderee tholders of this position
unconsciougo the Trinitarian possibilities. A complementarity-based perspective, once
adopted, would have enabled this developménilst, at the same time, allowed the
retention of a Christ-centred theology (efhisome still mistake for the only tenable
position, that is, classic binitarianism). Oncesitinderstood that tHdoly Spirit is not a
separate “being,” or mere power, with indepearigsistence, it is aggn to believers to
experience the Holy Spirit as “the spiritumaédium and power, hitherto associated
exclusively with God (Yahweh, and then fhather), in which the personal presence

and activity of Christ are experiead by his community” (Coffey, 1999, p.11).

The early Armstrong movement easalycepted the Arian position that “the
distinctions among the thrg@ersons are external tam@’ (Grenz, 2004, p.7), as they
had a deficient understanding of the traditialanation of the internal relations of
the Godhead. It is an easy move from dergpexternal distinedns to identifying
distinct “beings” inthe Godhead, rather than apting the orthodox position of One
Being, yet in thredypostase$‘realities,” imperfectly transited as “persons”). Most of
the old (or continuing) Armstrongite argumengty heavily on arficial distinctions
between the “beings” of the Godhead, #imas miss the point of the internal
relationships, so central tbe development of the accepted doctrine. Grudem (1994,
pp.558-560) insists that the paradox must bmtamed if “infinite deity and finite
humanity can exist together in the sapagson,” thus confirming the incarnation
(physical embodiment of Christ). Grudem washo refute the assertion that it is
impossible for logically opposing categoriesctiexist. Evidently Grudem and Erickson

are relying on a complementarist resolution to the paradox.

Those aspects of the Trinity that might bear some resemblance to the

complementarity theme can be seen ier@r(2004), who offers a chapter on “The
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triumph of relationality.” Although complemaearity is not specifically mentioned in the
book, it does trace a movement from a rpbyaics of substance to a relational
conception of God’s beingness. Prominamong these thinkers are Moltmann,
Pannenberg, and Boff, but the contributiordohn Zizioulas, a modern thinker in the
Byzantine tradition, is perhaps more centoabur concerns. The legacy of Hegel's
subjective, dialectical formuli@n resulted in a re-interpretan of Trinitarian relations
as a kind of social and psychologicalide community, but with tritheistic
connotations. In reaction, there was an ineersf this model from “three persons who
have relations” to “three subsistent telas that are in &t persons” (Grenz, 2004,
p.133).

A deeper insight into how people are dramto Trinitarian relations is found in
Zizioulas’ thought, where the eesiastical dimension it#ed to the eucharistic
presence, where the church is always nm@édsent in and tbugh the realization of
human relatedness by the relational Gaudidicipation which substantiates the
Christian’s identity. The connection goes hat in that it allows an integration of
personhood, establishing a reality behind the mask of personality. In this thinking,
connection with God’s triunesality allows for oneness of being apart from the transient
shadows of existence, allowing for auther@hgagement with the Other, not just
relations for their own sakén this experience, beirgnd relations are fused, the
concept of being itself loeg relational. That is,To beandto be in relationbecome
identical” (Zizioulas, cited in Gren2004, p.136). The concepts of relations and
contexts are inherent in the various Ttanan expositions, as variously espoused by
church traditions, but these are not made exphica way that identifies the operation of
complementarity as such, nor the progresfiom lower to high levels of reasoning.

3.15 Short critical evaluation of Reichapplication of RCR to the Trinity

As discussed in Chapter 2, Reich’s uséheblogical material to exemplify the
operation of “complementarity” thinking, dirégtrelevant to this present thesis,
commenced with “The Chalcedonian Ddfion: which logic?”(Reich, 1989b) and
“The Chalcedonian Definition, an example of the difficulties and usefulness of thinking
in terms of complementarity” (Reich, 1990fljowed by “The doctrine of the Trinity

as a model for structuring the relatidretween science and theology” (Reich, 1995d).
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These papers were based on the assamfhat the scientific notion of
complementarity was transposable tggtwlogy and theology, and pre-date the

emergence of “relationahd contextual reasoning.”

Setting aside for now thefticulties inherent in thehift from one view of
complementarity thinking to a contextualdased version, withowat clear explanation
of how this can be justified empirically it logically), attenttn can be drawn to the
emergence of a “heuristic” flowing frothe basic assumption that problems and
methods of dealing with them should beretated. There is also some confusion
arising from a componential, and then a stagew of RCR, which have both threshold
(either/or) and hierarchic@lLevels I-V) characteristicfkeich’s theological survey,
related to the Two Natures Ghrist and the Three Hyp@ases of God, involves some
overlap and potential confias. An explanation in one mode seems to serve as
explanation in another mode. Frdteich’s discussion, some may understand

complementarity and RCR to be the samecept, with identical terms of operation.

Furthermore, there may be some confusion between identifying RCR as a kind
of reasoning that can be digil to a problem or paradox (edr to resolve conflict or —
ironically opposed to ik — to preserve the paradoxrespect of the concept’s inherent
and valued characteristics) and identifya problem or concept as itself having
characteristics making it amenable to RCR analysis. Whatever the definitive version of
Reich’s theory, it poses an interpretive diffigu Thus the applicabin of the theory (in
this case to the Trinity and the WCG leegl acceptance of the doctrine and their
cognitive conversion) calls for a deepetenpretative method, to be discussed in the
following chapter.
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CHAPTER 4

Method: the qualitative application of

Relational and Contextual Reasoning to the case study.

4.1 Methodologicatonsiderations

4.1.1 General hermeneutical approach

Relational and Contextual Reasoning (RCR) has emerged as a kind of
exploratory theoretical perspective. The praghesis attempts to use Reich’s proto-
theory to investigate the remarkable transfation of an unusuatligious organization,
the Worldwide Church of God (WCG). Not only is the WCG characterized by paradox,
its transformation also included adoption of the complex doctrine of the Trinity.
Comparable entities involving such muldgomplexities, for the purpose of
comparative study, could not be located an respect of #limited access to
investigate the WCG, this present studglyably will never be repeated. The findings
must be accepted and interpreted orrtben terms, in the pursuit of deeper

understanding of psychological phenomena.

This research, nevertheless, is fundatally empirical, based as it is on
objective materials and human responses oanslibstantive reports of organizational
and belief changes that altogether providaesount of paradigm shifts and worldview
transformation. From this grounded approacthemory, detailed changes in thinking can
be considered, towards a holistic compreh@mmsif the cognitive change process. Yet,
as far as religious sects go, this definitive study can be considered alongside the ideal
type without having to undergo compavatstudy based on quantitative measures
(Southard, 1976, p.92). As an open-endwpliry, it can lead to “more emphasis upon
dynamics and creativity in explanation, dags emphasis upon stéital abstractions
or excessive causal analys(g’:93). The quantification dhese sets of complexity
would be inappropriate, simply because fthare areas of life that do not yield to

guantitative or experimental investigati’ (Michell, 2004, p.312)The application of
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this principle is most apt in the casetloé doctrine of the Trinity. In support of a
qualitative approach to psychological rasd on such complexities, Michell (p.315)

states:

The attributes (viz., the properties aethtions) characterizing the predicate
term of a situation need to be investaghin their own right and their structures
identified via the observational methaddored to the vicissitudes and

complexities of our interactions with them.

The study of how people interpret rdshow their interpretations should be
interpreted — opens up understanding of thielRan vision, and there will need to be
interpretive interactions b&een the proposed theoryethase study organization, and
individual accounts of personthinking. The integrative nata of these elements is
demonstrated, for example, by the methodraderstanding prevalent in the Armstrong
era of the WCG. Textual (in this casebmial) exposition in the old WCG paradigm
was based on “proof-texting” rather theonsidering the text as a whole (Johnson
1983:25). Such an approach (relying adoes on the selecewse of isolated
statements, which are given some authtive status) led to a fundamental
misunderstanding of the texfydcontributed to a tangledeb of beliefs. “A single
doctrine is never held in isolation from otld®ctrines, but rather is always part of a
system or network of beliefs held byperson or group” (Bowman, 1992, p.51). The
WCG now considers that its theological ethfwas constructed in error, which led to
its eventual collapse. Along with this cara paradigm shift in the metaphysics and
hermeneutics of those affected, culminaiim@ crisis of cqoorate and individual

identity.

The psychological dimensions studied witthis project, therefore, whilst
cognitive in nature, take into account theempretive nature of established accounts of
thinking. It may be that more is known abdthories of thinking thn about the process
of cognitive transformation in detail. Thergectural nature of much of Piaget’s,
Kohlberg’s and Erikson’s writings is well knowand, in this thesis, we are dealing with
the meta-speculations of Helmut Reich, who hopes to stimulate transtheoretical analyses
which might lead to an integration of thelfl. Is there a “logictf the interconnections

between (inter) various beliefs, or withintra) them? Some (Carson, 1996, p.89) refer

126



to universal axiomatic relationships, whietight be relevant here. In the case of
Chalcedon, “a person who holds that Jesti®il God and man goes to considerable
trouble to formulate this truth mays that are not demonstrakiljogical, even if the

explanation of this God-man’s naturenist exhaustive” (p.89). Furthermore:

The necessary substratum of aherent knowledge and of all rational
communication is simple logic in thigd$t sense. The fundeental “laws” of
logic, such as the law of noncontrada and the law of the excluded middle,
are universally true.” (p.89)

Carson (1996, p.90) also refers to “fadgjunctions” — that is, “a false either/or
requirement when complementarity mightdmeeptable.” This shows some concern in
religious studies for logical statements, and possible to transcend either/or thinking,
although regarding the Trinity, unorthodox Christiaare said to use selective citing of
“proof texts,” deliberately, through ignoreg or misguided learning (Sire, 1980, p.80),
thus polarizing the debate into a haitther/or position. To idntify such defective
reasoning, one would have to be familiath the orthodox position, and “the key
issues, concepts and opinions idendifierough thematization” (Bouma, 1996, p.184).
In WCG and ex-WCG sources perused forpghesent thesis, statements concerning the
Trinity usually are explicit (whéer pro or con), and often g&tive but with little or no
critical analysis.

If, from the standpoint of a review tife WCG and ex-WCG positions, a critical
approach were taken, then it would be necessary to “recognize that events and objects
comprising the social world may be viewedcastradictory albeitutually dependent
structures” (Arneson, 1993, p.167). If the textuality of the social world and the source
material were considered together, thig® matter of human undganding should be

approached by way of interpretation,sagjgested by K.B. Jensen (1991, p.31):

... the literary notion of exegesis, ‘weading”, normally implies a cognitive
operation of analysis-cum-interpretatj in which no firm line can be drawn
between the analysis of “data” and swbsequent discussion of aggregated
“findings”. The primary tool of research is the interpretoagpacity of the

scholar The meaning of each constitutive earhof a text is established with
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reference to its con-text — the rest af tbxt as a whole. The wider significance
of the text may then be establishedcoysidering also the social context of
historical and psychoanalytical factovghich offer cues to understanding
specific literary periods, authors, reaslaps, or discursive themes {italics
added}

The hermeneutical method is a comtek procedure (Lindloff, 1995, p.31),
well-suited to RCR, where the different typesl@vels) of reasoning — especially at the
“higher” level — involve considering matteirom different angts and taking into
account various juxtapositions. The diversityafgious experience gives rise to a
variety of “religious constrcts” (Hood et al., 1996, p.449h religious ideas, RCR is a
construct that defies easy measurement amdedbwith this, a hermeneutical approach
IS gaining acceptabtlf within a methodologically plalistic scholarly environment.
Thus (p.446):

The psychology of religion is likely toecome more like a quilt, in which
measurement will at best sew together patches derived from diverse theoretical

perspectives.

Furthermore, most of the papers on hemeutics are speculative proposals for the
approach rather than advancing precise tda@ or methods of application. By default,
the interpreter is liable to idiosyncratiderences, not surprising since hermeneutics

itself is a “volatile mix” of theories (Anderson, 1996, p.72).

The present thesis, by bringing togetRCR and the WCG, acknowledges that
“Idiographic studies are of imense value, both as uniquenasives in their own right,
and as instances of a general law cetady particularized” (Hood, et al, p.447).
Furthermore, “Hood has argued that psycholdgoacesses, empirically identified, are
of little use in making predictions unless tlwntent of specific faith traditions is taken
into account” (p.451). In thahe present thesis seekgptesent a rich account of a
sect’s transformation, in regard to a deegd aomplex belief, especially with regard to
its contemporary situation, the chosen aesk approach earns scholarly acceptance.
Furthermore, (according téAbout Hermeneuti¢sn.d., p.1):
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Without collapsing criticathinking into relativism, heneneutics recognizes the
historicity of human understanding. Ideas aested in historical, linguistic, and
cultural horizons ofmeaning. A philosophical, thigical, or literary problem
can only be genuinely understotbulough a grasp of its origin .......
Hermeneutics does not re-construct the fiasts own sake; it always seeks to

understand the particular way ablem engages the present.

To take a hermeneutical approackassistent with the RCR heuristic, which
allows for each domain to be a site sggnification and meaning. The WCG'’s situation
is complex and somewhat conflicted, andigéief structure reques better cohesion.
Thus the approach taken in its studyadlves moving between various positions, in
search of some integration. Classicallyethheneutic empiricism assumes a world of
multiple domains of phenomena with no common foundation” (Anderson, 1996, p.16),
where each province of meaning (Schut4,amergan, 1958) has its own mandate, and
guestions are contextualizedthin it. However, the use of RCR is suggested because it
is also trans-foundational in that concepts @pable of re-appraisal or re-flexion when
encountered in other modalities. Thus therpretation of concepts is not exclusively

tied to anysitz im lebenRather, they are meaningfacross several domains.

Traditional content analysis usually resutt a quantification that is taken to be
the “factual characteristics” ¢fie matter, wherein “Meaninig contained in the factual
characteristics, codes, themes, topics, pteies, and structure of the work” (Anderson,
1996, p.73). However, by understanding the #sxa site of contested meaning, and
allowing for the legitimate toleration of multiple and genuinely incompatible
interpretations, the use of RCR might hold bape for some compromise. The result is
ectopic (that is, appears in an unusual foamj also supports an “argument that a claim
can be both true and not traethe same time” (p.74). The business of hermeneutics
therefore “is founded on the principle thatnwonust be done before some object of
analysis can become meaningful. Hermeigawriting is, theredre, double writing:
writing about the objeatf analysis and writing aboutdlwork to make it meaningful”
(p.119).

Consequently, in the quest for ascertaining whether something is understood, it

is not a search for trutpber se but whether or not the thg is “truly” understood. This
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is logically problematic, as the statetnfly understanding something has ontological
implications which hermeneutics implicithyf fiot explicitly) adhere to. Truth situated

in one domain is accepted as such, but not completely. For truth to be understood
holistically, hermeneutics “depends on there being multiple domains of reality that
require different forms of explanatio.191). The task of understanding traverses
several domains, for it is relationship irrieas contexts that makes the difference.
Following Heidegger, “As a research timedology, hermeneutics assumes ..... dialogue
and movement between wholes of textd parts of texts” (Byrne, 1998, p.2). RCR, in
moving between relation and contextisemorphic to this interpretive task.

Gadamer’s hermeneutical approach (igyr1998, p.2) deals with “prejudgment”
(that could clarify what prevented the \8Grom seeing the Trinity in the new way
earlier, as there is an assumption that R@R lacking from WCG thinking prior to its
Trinitarian understanding). “Prejudicase our preconceivetbtions of things,
emanating from our past experience and $iaai@gon” (p.2). Gadamer believed that it
was impossible to “bracket out” this. Theyed, “To understand artwr [that is, View]
we cannot shed our past experience, becauséhis past experience that actually
facilitates our understanding of another” (p.2) but only wherecbras with the other
experience. Where it does not, it may leagrgjudice. FurthermoréExperience is an
ongoing examination of status quo” (pa2)d self-examination applies to both
researcher and those under study. “Rattem being an impediment to knowledge
making, it is the researchewnalues that provide coextual meaning to their
consumers.” The research implications for this are to explicate a “lens for analysis” and
“making the researcher’s judgmenigkcit” (p.2). Theefore “Methodologic
implications of Gadamer support a method ofrrtetive content analysis in contrast to
a research method of contemalysis of absolute and wersally defined words and
categories .... This may be done through theassher’s horizon or lens of analysis”

(p-3). The latter mandate has been judilfidollowed in this present thesis.

For Gadamer, “understanding is aomatter of trained, methodological,
unprejudiced technique, but ancounter in the existentialisense, a confrontation with
something radically different from outges” (Outhwaite, 1985, p.24). Yet there is,
either presciently or pre-experientially nsething of the study edady present in the

researcher and this is true of the autivbo has invested a lifetime in trying to
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understand the psychological and theologittalensions of the WCG phenomena as a

lesson for religious experience, in geneaald for individual spitual transformation.

As presented in the disclaimer in&ffter 1, regarding preconditions for this

present thesis, it is recogeid (Outhwaite, 1985, p.25) that:

Traditional hermeneutic &ory postulates a subjegho aims to understand an
object (a text, a social practice, or whatg\s it is in itself. This means that the
subject must be as open-minded and unipiepd as possible, approaching the
object without any preconceptions. Fordamer, by contrast, preconceptions or
prejudices are what make understangiongsible in the first place. They are
bound up within our awareness of the hig@rinfluence or effectivity of the
text: and without this awaress we would not understand it .......
Understanding is not a matter of forieg our own horizon of meanings and
putting ourselves within thatf the alien text or #halien society; it means

merging or fusing our own horizons with theirs.

Post-modermumanity’shorizonsare expanding and, since within the
developmental perspective it is possiblamticipate individual mental expansion, any
study of people’s thinking requires angoing psychic journey with those being
studied, ideally rendering any understandghe other as mutually authentic
encounter. Following Dilthey’s profound insighinto the interdependence of self-
knowledge and knowledge of other persons,tdadjuest for a psychologically infused

historical methodology, Ricoeurq&1, p.49) is able to say:

Every human science ... presupposes aqmdinal capacity to transpose oneself
into the mental life of others ..... In the human order ... man knows man:
however alien another man may be tohesjs not alien in the sense of an
unknowable physical thing ....... Man is not radically alien to man, because he

offers signs of his existence. To umstand these signs is to understand man.

Dilthey’s quest was situated in history ahds was taken up by Dietrich Bonhoeffer. In
regard to the doctrine oféhlrinity, now recognized as lelio “establish a relational

ontology at the heart of reality,hd following Bonhoeffer's commitment to
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experiencing truth in concrete realiBimmerman (2004, p.284) warns of falling “back

into the subjectivist paradigm of idealiSmgsulting from a denial of history —

Bonhoeffer “refuses to sidestep the incéiorajof Christ] as if it were merely a
consequence of the Trinity.” The idealism is faulted because “We begin to conjure up a
world of thought made up of necessarytaphysical speculations, a harmonious totality
where each part depends on the otherd()and this implies a perfection (self-

sufficiency) that excludes what actually tsgires in the world and between God and

humanity.

In the matter of content analysis, esp#y the coding of text, “Inferential
analysis is less concerned about the speafitie data gatherddr the study itself and
more interested in what can be said alibatphenomenon in general” (Geisler, 2004,
p.xv). This invites a more interpretativppaoach, compatible with RCR, since “More
contextually based systems of inquiry, lthea a better developed understanding of the
contextually bound nature of languageggest that this kance on external

perspectives often misses much of importance in the human world” (p.xv). Furthermore:

A long tradition of work rooted in plusophy uses the insights of reason as a
source of scholarly claims ....... Veryteh the distinction between scholarly
and empirical work is made based oa thstinction betweaesystematic method
and intuitive analysis. These two distinctions are not, however, isomorphic
....... our focus is on combining the igkits of intuition with enough of the

systematics of methodology to provideasonable grounds for argument.

(p-xvi).

The “privileged” role of the interpreteras the “user” of itwition - then can be
justified in Heidegger's terms, as “we are betngs who ‘use’ symbols, but beings who
are constituted by their use” (Lye, 1996, p.1)eTiterpreter must, ithis way, already
have in mind something of that whighto be understood. Therefore (p.2):

In order to “understand” one must “éamderstand” {sic}, have a stance, an
anticipationand acontextualizationThis is what is known as the “hermeneutic
circle”: one can only know what onepsepared to know, in the terms that one

is prepared to know. The hermeneutic leircan be taken to be an innately
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limiting, self-blinding process in which one only knows what one is prepared to

know.

This is not to say that the “user” afhermeneutic approach is incapable of an
objective stance. It is really a matter oftgey closer to thabeing studied. In the
present thesis, it is not a matter of agkiHow can one understand the WCG responses?
— but, How do the WCG respondents understand themselves, or what they are saying,
that makes sense to the author/reader? Tharass must bring their “horizon” in line
with those being studied, just as there is thtimate encounter beeen text and reader.
In this study, there is not gheEngagement with materiaxts but also the attempt by
respondents to create their own meaningegliations to thostexts. Lye (1996, p.3)

puts it this way:

The reader’s horizon meets the text'sibon: the reader reads with his/her
understanding and frames of referermg, what he/she reads is a construct
whose nuances and interrelations are gwe@ by the horizons of the time of
writing. Reading is thus tied to the tead its historicity; every reading is only
an interpretation, and engagement &f ttlistoricity of the reader with the

historicity of the text.

Regarding hermeneutic phenomenology, according to Gadamer, “we are always
simultaneously part of the past, in the présand anticipating the future.” Therefore,
“This interpretive task iparadoxical: We let the tegpeak to us, yet we cannot
understand it apart from our own prejces and presuppositions” (Littlejohn, 1999,
p.205). The “hermeneutic circle” is usea text is interpreted by going from the
general to the specific and then from the specific to the general. After looking at the
composite meaning of the text, the spedifiguistic features are examined. Therefore
(p-207):

Within the circle, you always relate whatseen in the object to what you
already know. You then alternate between a fansk#rof concepts and the

unfamiliar until the two merge ia tentative interpretation.
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At a deeper philosophical level, it hasen argued that “there is a core set of
functions active within the process of meaning-constitution of perception and
measurement that could be aptly calledriscendental,” thas, as functioning
universally in all human knowing of the wa” (Heelan, 2003, p.3)t is useful to
consider this in terms of the aptnes®Reich’s theory, and the choice of methodology.
Heelan (p.3) attempted to show “that measugnt has the samenictional structure as
perception, and that this funatial structure is like that of quantum theory,” and that
“quantum theory is more like the ‘Manifdstage’ than the ‘Scientific Image™ — here
the Manifest is based on perception, and3bientific is based on measurement. What
this points to is the need to apply methtusg are consistentitkh the phenomenon; in
this case, if perception was identified with insight, ttrenrevelation of that insight
constitutes a valid form of measuremdrte empirical validity of this is assumed to be
inherent in the approach.

Relevant to attempts to explain a cdempentarity-defined view of the Trinity,
is this statement by Heelan (2003, p.15):

There is, however, one exception to thexfal parallelism between the structure
of consciousness and that of quantusotly: human decision-making can freely
and deliberately choose among the operaentions while in physical nature
guantum outcomes are stochastic. Tiheertaintyis removed when the subject
chooses to direct attention to onetloé possible complementary outcomes of
the flux to the exclusion of the others.elthoice may destroy or at least impair
the immediate possibility of addresgiwithin intentional consciousness a

complementary flux associated with a complementary object.

The danger, in Trinitarian terms, is tliais possible to fixate on any of the
constituents (Father, Son or Holy Spirititthe exclusion of the others or even to so
“hypostasize” them that plurality is turne@do polytheism. It is apparent that
uncertaintyof these relations is esg&l to the concept’s viability. Heelan (p.18) argues
that his “conclusion agrees better wigbhr’'s contention that the domain of the

guantum theory reveals for the first time tormal structure dfuman consciousness.”
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4.1.2 RCR approach to the problem

As the WCG situation involves expladimas beyond the reach of conventional
science, that is, the WCG attributes iemgformation to spiritdantervention, it is
difficult to deal with the methodologyoaventionally. The entire phenomenon studied
cannot be quantified, controlled or repeiteut the RCR approach at least gives us a
connection to the human reasoning used bYMCG to account for its transformation.
Rather than searching forpisitual” answers, this &k involves acknowledging the
“human spirit” dimension of reasoning. Thdagher” levels of reasoning — as presented
by most psychological “stage” theorists, and accepted in principle by mainstream
psychology — do indeed invoNmoader and non-quantifiable, if not transcendental,
ways of thinking and being (Helminiak, 198@assim. The non-quantitative nature of
human reasoning does not preclude its s$fiercharacterizatiorand investigation, nor
does it,a fortiori, require appeal to theo-called “transcendental This is supported by
Michell (2004, p.317), who argues that “they@othing intrinsicallyunscientific about
the use of qualitative methods in psydw, as far as theaditional, realist

understanding of science is concerned.”

In this, there is a search for ‘&gliacy” in methodology, and Davis (1997, p.1)
suggests that “The essence of this agpinds an integration of complementary
scientific approaches, a ‘methodological plig@l.” This, indeed, sits well with the
Reichian perspective, as the presentithéscus is not on the causes of the WCG
transformation but, rather, the form of reasgnihat enabled it to occur and that was

supposedly involved in its occurren@gcording to Davis (1997, p.1):

This approach challenges the limiting assumptions and practices of conventional
science without rejecting its deepest eauincluding valuing truth over dogma

and careful critical analysis over bi&milarly, it challengs the notion that

spiritual experience is complétebeyond empirical analysis.

Davis (1997, p.1) continues:

Calls for an expanded approach to sceewhich can include study of the human

spirit are not new. For example, in the early 1900’s, William James, the first
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American psychologist, included theidy of consciousness and religious
experience in the subject matter ojgsology while advocating and practicing

a thoroughly empirical approach.

Davis (1997, p.1) advocatestlithe questions asked sgientific research guide
the choice of methods.” Inghpresent thesis, the centgalestion is qualitative — how
can the WCG transformation be understapden the uncertainty of information
available? Methodolagal pluralism actually callgor a range of methods (some
quantitative if necessary) that together, andontext, might illuminate the question.
This is a kind of triangulation. In thegsent thesis, the question cannot easily be
approached using established methodsH®IRCR theory itself provides its inherent
methodologyWhether that is adequate for thekigs also undeconsideration. In
Reich’s work, the investigation of compientarity thinking seems to have been
approached by a kind of complementatitinking-based methodology; in Reich’s
work, as in Marshall McLuhan'’s, the meadi is the message (or the explanation
demonstrates the method). Again, whetharairthis works remains to be seen. Davis
(1997, p.1) cites Bevan’s (1991, p.480) advice:

Be wary of rule bound methodology. Use any method with a full understanding

of what it does for you but also whconstraints it may place on you, and

whether it violates assumptions about the phenomena that you are studying. Free
yourself of the worry that you are befirag badly if you don’t use officially

certified scientific methodology.

Davis (1997) recognizeébe value of a complementarity-based approach,
drawing on physics. Following Rychlak (1993)¢ckwan approach would involve several
(non-compatible) methods, whatever they rhayso that “Complementarity points to
the role of each perspective in adding wisahissing in any single perspective” (Davis
1997, p.1). In this case, complementanityolves each perspective complementing
another; Reich does this, libere is more to it. RCR involves a consideration of the
complementarity inherent in the phemenon under study, not just complementarity
between methods of studying that phenomehothe case of the imty, for example,
it is assumed that the concept is akicdmplementarity, in the Trinity’s nature and

functioning. To understand tHAeinity therefore requirean “insight” into that
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complementarity. In relation to those askeaxplain the Trinit, the method therefore
is to explore whether or not complemeittathinking is being used. Reich’s theory
asserts that such thinking is indeestessary. To be able to think about a
complementarity-based phenomenon withoatdapacity to think in a complementary
way goes against the indiaatis of Reich’s thesis.

The methodology being sought, thereforense that is capable of determining
whether or not someone exposed to the dexwf the Trinity can think in terms of
complementarity, and at what level (in RE&RCR schema), as Reich asserts that
someone is more likely to comprehend the Trinity the higher the RCR level. Reich’s
theory somewhat blurs the difference betw “thinking in termef complementarity”
and the level of that thinking, since it is nesary to avoid an either/or outcome for that
inquiry. The RCR scale commences at a pomtoylementarity level, then moves in
stages towards full complementarity. Presumaidye is a threshold stage, but a deeper
understanding of the conceptTinity is attainable only ahe higher stages. This does
not preclude the potential forgher RCR levels, discernibie the lower levels. Along
with the identification of a stage where & ftomplementarist way of thought is applied
to a particular phenomenon, there is theuanption that such a way of thinking is
transferable to other complex phenomendeed that the persavill be inclined to
perceive complex and paradoxical phenonmeméquestions along those lines. That is
why, in the present thesis, there is ing¢iia whether or not the attainment of
complementarity thinking re the Trinity had anything to do with a different

understanding of other doctrines.

How adequate is this approach? B3a\i997, p.1) says that “The notion of
adequacy suggests research methodsatieatqual to the tasi understanding, are
responsive to the nature oktBubject matter, and are operctitical evaluation.” As
explained in Chapter 2, there is a reasomdlit’ between RCR and the doctrine of the
Trinity so this line of investigation can Ipestified. Davis (1997) recommends Lincoln
and Guba’s criteria of aaracy, consistency and neality when evaluating the
outcomes of such research. An accurageltein a topic like this, would involve
“describing the deep structure or patterrmofexperience or phenomenon in a way that
is faithful to the experience” (Davis, 1997, p.Ihe Trinity doctrine is explained in
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terms of complementarity thinking elsewhereghe present thesis, as a benchmark for

considering how WCG leadetfsink about this question.

Consistency and reliability is difficulb achieve in uniquanvestigations, but
Davis (1997) suggests “amability” as a suitableontrol. The present thesis is not an
exact replication of Reich’s pcedures, neither is it likelyat this study will be exactly
replicated by others, but the procedurestmamadequately explained and the source
material can be reviewed. Should othetofe this path, full agreement on how the
phenomenon should be interpreted is highlykatyi, but the value athe research will
be expressed in a deeper understanttiraugh dialogue between researchers (and

those being researched.)

Neutrality in such studids nigh impossible to achieyas strict controls are
unavailable. The approach and the mateGall for a stance gome kind, but this
needs to be revealed in thadission. Participants are higinvolved and interested in
the study, but Davis (1997) allows that théuesof the research can be confirmed “in
terms of their depth, richness, usefulness|, faithfulness to informants’ experiences.”
In this present study, the process of change and its consequences has been a very
emotional issue; the appdition of a cognitive schema on the case study has been
selective. “Cognitive dissonance” has neth pursued as the main element (even
though the term has been offered by participaata part of their experience), as it
seems to be part of the confliavblved in the process of chanCR seems to be a
more neutral option as it deals withti@nal processes radr than emotive oneRCR
could go a step further, as a potential wayesblving cognitive dissonance. Indeed, as
participant reactivity is to bexpected in a case like this, the research intention was to
allow for reflection on the questions ratheatiinducement of emotions. In fact, this
study appears to have enlivened inteiresihe Trinity by the WCG patrticipants,
expressed through further ministerial edumatnd literature for members. This must
be perceived by the participants to be atp@soutcome of their reflection on the topic

being researched.

Davis (1999) affirms the need foratig pre-empirical research. That includes
clarifying the meaning of the concepts usethe researchna that has been a

formidable task in the present thesis aslétes to the intricacies of Trinitarian doctrine
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and, especially, RCR as an uncertain forioita Methodologicalssues flowing from
this have had to be dealt with in termgtod unusualness of these concepts. Likewise,
the participant pool and ethical issues hpresented unusual challenges. From this
starting point, the task has been onedxfaeng theory grounded in these conditions, in
an attempt to interpret the engagemerfRGR as an approach and emerging theory
with an enigmatic case study. Yet the traditianaalitative methods need to be adapted
to the unusual conditions in this study.yfé¢ of naturalisticriquiry or hermeneutic
analysis is involved, but mthg in the context of explang RCR’s peculiar operation.
As suggested by Davis (and also Rejmdssin), in this approackhe questions lead to
methods. It has been necessary to teasefdbe RCR domain a credible type of
methodology that is consistent with the RCR gdagmn. It is a matter of being faithful to
the phenomena being researched, whilst providaiger and deeper descriptions of the
elements. As Davis (1999, p.1) says, “fhare many qualitative methods and no set
‘recipe’.” On the basis that this is not arperimental thesigrecise and testable
hypotheses are not feasible (3a¥999). In this case, R&is suggestion of a research

heuristic, dealing with an “exahandum,” has been followed.

The complexity of this approach, tine complex world of religion, requires a

special kind of psychologicalynthesis. According t3.S. Jensen (2002, p.203):

Cognition sets the limits and boundary cdiadhis for the social, cultural and
religious activities of humans ihdught and action. Thus, cognitive studies and
theorizing are crucial contributions tiee explanation and understanding of
social, cultural and religious activitigf®y cognition is the ‘basic stuff’ —
individual and universal — upon whitlumanly constructed worlds become

possible as higher-order phenomena.

RCR, like other developmental theoriegjerd takes into aount thinking at
higher levels. Whilst Reich’s theory is psytogical, it takes int@ccount much more
as the horizon of what relates to thenan mind expands, tocorporate social,
cultural, ecological, and spiritual dimeoss. Jensen (2002, p.205), in respect of such
approaches, says “Normatively speaking, istsith the human sciences become the
more informative, richer and intesteng, when supplying multi-dimensional

information, and such ‘thick deriptions’ are inevitaly linked to ‘thick theorizing’.”

139



Referring to Karl Popper’s “World 3* of objective knowledge or of meaning
(compared to “World 1” — physical, and “W0r2” - mental), Jensen (p.212) suggests
that “The problems concernirtige interrelations and interactions between these worlds
can be handled through the notion of ‘superveceé The ‘world of meaning’ will then
be seen as an emergent or ‘supeies ... world upon the mental and physical

worlds.”

The linking of psychology and religionpnversion and belief, theory and
method, requires a complex set of variabfegording to a cognitive-based approach to
religion (Jensen, 2002, p.217), “Explanati¢ink things (‘explananda’) in
epistemologically salient orders, and they #nerefore, syntax-ssitive. The ‘things’
they so order are either other explanationmterpretations.Therefore “Explanatory
systems are employed in organizing typemefning and explanation, not so much
through direct procedures of inductiond&duction but rather as a backdrop for
abduction and abductive processes of reasdimgl7). This will be taken up below,
but the subjectivity of this approach is mathout its practical neessities. According to
Jensen (p.225):

Religion, culture and cognition are mutuaigflexive and inter-connected levels
of explanations. They come togethechuse that is the only way they work.
Cultural context is not just something leistally specific; it is what our general
humanness is made of. That is becamealo not understand things “as they
are” — we only understand by “re-creatirtgeém, in images and in narratives

that follow the rules and builgpon the properties of our minds.

O’Connor (2004) applies “unreconstruttegic,” to refer to “the quality,
meaning, context, or image of reality in wipgiople actually do, not what they say they
do.” It uses “grounded theory, built from tgeound up.” In the preséthesis, there is a
kind of logic already presupposed — tlgtcomplementarity logic as opposed to
Aristotelian. The RCR theory is itself a typesuperimposed (supgnient?) paradigm,
grounded in its own assumptionéet it is very difficult toapply directly. There seems
to be a need for the objects of analysibeéarounded in the RCR theory. That is, the
Trinity doctrine is thought tbe grounded in complementarity. Therefore to analyse

statements about the Trinity, it is necesgargssume that complementarity will be (or
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should be) the basis for such analysise Thicularity of this argument is clear
(potentially the fallacy o€irculus in demonstradappliesto Reich’s theory, as it is
applied to the Trinitarian analysis.) Butgltould be acceptable if the hermeneutical

process is acknowledged as being recursive.

The present thesis involves aspl kind of content analysiReich appears to
be using his RCR scale as a coding scheme aslwéie case study, especially in
reference to the Trinity, a leef RCR in regard to the Trity is sought in the literature
studied and the survey responses. It is'logv” of these respores that provides the
raw material for assessing the statementerims of their relation to the RCR scale.
Analysis relies on the interpreter’s profietause of “latent cding,” indeed tacit
knowledge that relies on pedsting knowledge of thepic (the Trinity) and the
respondent’s prior and currestplanations of the topi@ccording to O’Connor (2004,
p.5), this “involves the reseamhusing some rubric or template to make judgment calls
in implicit, ironic, or doubtful content.” lthis study, the researcher is familiar with
WCG theological developments and RCR priresplThe difficult tasks bringing those
bases together to demanage their relationship.

Olson (1995, p.2) assertsathto clarify the distinion between quantitative and
gualitative approaches, it is necessargidal with the ontological and epistemological
assumptions. Regarding qualitative methodsséhcan be “holistic, environmental, or
contextual; inductive or dialectl; pluralistic orelative; and its involvement with the
object of the researchThis involves assumptions about reality, and “methodology
develops from the researcher’s ontologicad apistemological stance.” In this case, the
same can be said of the respondents. Ipteeent thesis werelsty an attempt to
validate Reich’s RCR theory, then it would ndtganto account what arises out of an
attempt to test the theory; but that outcatself is theoretical, threfore “in subjective

research, theory may be generatedheyevidence during ¢hstudy” (Olson 1995, p.3).

There is an inherent difficulty with isearch for an adequate methodology for
the present thesis. An objectivist approatght require the Trinity doctrine to be
expressed in concrete termsit that would destroy its inherent characteristics as a
result of reification(or a kind of “hard™hypostatizationwhich would be ironic and

aberrational in terms of the subtle, undeteated and free relations believed to be in
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the life of the Trinity). It would alsoantra-indicate a suitabllevel of RCR in the
exponent. A totally subjectivist approach wabgliggest multiple realities in the Trinity,
but that would be at the expense of the cotis@mtegrity. All this assumes that there is
an agreed-upon understanding of the conagpinst which other versions could be
compared. At the heart of this mattethie need to find a method of determining
whether or not a respondent can explainctirecept in terms of complementarity, based
on the assumption that the concept (the Trjragn only be satisfaatily explained this
way. If the explanation lacks defining chasacstics of complementarity (or at least a
high enough level of RCR) then the explaoatwvould be deemed deficient (devoid of
RCR, or at a low RCR level).

Huber, Reich and Schenker (2000) open up methodological pathways to
demonstrate the linkages in the presemtiyst The authors reconmend (p.1) that we
must ask “What is the status of the rese@tah any field of hquiry. There are several
possibilities: a “beginning in uncharted t&ry,” the “testing of tentative hypotheses,”

and using/improving extent theories.

What is to be investigated, mostlynist a directly observable attribute, but a
psychological <<construct>>, a mentatmodel>> of the phenomenon under
study. As the construct cannot be obsdrgrectly, the task consists in
collecting appropriate data which pertattest it by wayf deduction and/or
retroduction (abduabin) [sic] (p.2)

The paper (Huber, Reich and Schenker, 2000) presents accounts of types of
methodology — Huber’s use of quantitatrepertory grids, Schenker’s use of
questionnaire design, and Reich’s use of qualitative interviewing. Reich accounts for
how the interview technique iseful in the study of religious development. He uses a
problem-oriented approach, but admits thaasBally, it is an impssible task” (p.3).
Regarding the technique, “What is wanted ....... answers which translate the
interviewee’s own knowledge, judgement, andvaie competence.” But the risk is that

interviewees will:

(1) say anything which comes to mitalshorten the interview (including

“fantasizing”)
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(2) say what is assumed will please the interviewer

(3) parrot what is official thinking — rehash written accounts

(4) present what puts them in a good light (that is, an inauthentic response — to look
“orthodox”)

(5) play games, obfuscate, ordpgarded (be suspaus of motives)

Indeed, some of these problems will be become apparent in the analysis of Worldwide
Church of God leaders’ written responseguestions on their adoption of the Trinity
doctrine. There was no opportunity to testtstesponses in the context of a follow-up

interview.

In starting new research to discovfeghere was a systeatic progression of
thought (worldview), Reich (Huber, ReichS&chenker, 2000) used a “critical incident”
technique, followed by testing tentative hypottsese effect, Reich claims that there is
a correlation between prevailing worldvieimso which children are socialized, and
where they start with their views in terwistheir developmental capacities. However,
as general worldviews evolve (or their socahtext changes), st children’s (in step
with these changes). To discover what éha®rldviews were, structured interviews
were devised to guide respondents down gl (rather than awdyom it). Once that
path was discovered (with a pre-tgaestion), a suitable questionnaire was
administered. To make sense of this, it wasessary to take into account established
theories. Reich (Huber, Reich, & Schenker,20Jf26) refers to stages — from Fowler
(faith) and Oser and Gmunderl{géous judgement) - as “easuring process,” in which
“an unknown ‘quantity’ is compared to a stardlaReich says “Given the complexity
of these constructs, one specialised stanpardgtage is required rather than a single

unit standard for all stages” (as intaelgcales are not involved). Thus:

for each stage a detailed description amdimber of standard interview answers
are provided, with which the interviee’s actual answers are compared.
Consonance between the two translates as identification of the interviewee’s
stage ....... During the intel®w, the interviewee’sognitive structure is

explored via questioning his or her initeswers; this from the perspective of a
more developed stage ...
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Therefore, for the sake of testing Regcapproach, information is needed about
a person’s actual thinking in terms of cdempentarity (RCR) and, if RCR is detectable,
at what Level the person is operating. Eifdhe person shows signs of “lower” level
RCR thinking, they are still part of the scale-set. It appears from Reich’s writings that
all thinking potentially has RCR characteristibut here is the difference: RCR is
mostly concerned with and comparable tohilgher stages of Piaggiossibly also of
Kohlberg, Fowler, Oser af@mdinder). It would be a matter of discarding lower
examples of thinking in respondents, andaentrating on the higher, the only concern
being the identification aflistinctions between the uppevels, and noting how the

thinking operates aach of these.

4.1.3 Reich’s heuristic for approaching problems

This section deals with why RCRasrelevant tool for studying the
transformation of WCG leaders in terms of ffrinity doctrine. It also addresses the
gualifications a researcher needs to sucaélgsieal with the multiple complexities
involved. It is Reich’s contéion that the approach to aeng with a problem should
match the characteristics of the problemr thcs reason, Reich@pproach involves an
eight step heuristic (see 4.1bglow) that attempts to engage with the problem in a
multidisciplinary way. This is based on the idea that many strands of several theories
are interrelated, indeed complement one lagmtso that any inqguy utilizing multiple
perspectives should result in a more himisutcome. This approach is already
prompted by the existence of several patatage theories of human development.
Although each strand has its own purposesvahak, the interrelations are apparent. In
this general sense of the word “complemaetytdrthe objective is to harmonize various

approaches.

In general, complementarity is not onlgeful for integrating various lines of
inquiry but also particularly useful for dealing with the intratielaships in a problem
or problematic construct. There are paradaxigisin ideas as well as between them, and
an approach that can deal with both layet®nds the inquirer’s capacity to understand
the whole picture, as it were. Based oa $ipecific character of complementarity in
quantum physics, Reich’s theoryeistended to the paradoxical and assumed

contradictory aspects of cdanscts and problems. This “molecular” structure of links
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between problems, and within the charactezaafh constituenis actually a way of
dealing with an entirely new paradigm.€fboncretized model then gives way to
relationality as the basis fail reality, although structures relations — identified in
their contextual manifestations — would piaeimodels of what has been, now exists,
and what is emerging.

Reich’s heuristic points to, but doed actually produce, a set of criteria for
applying the heuristic within a compatible frawork. The larger scope for this is in the
area of worldview transformation, whereadedailed examination of structural and
conceptual change would demonstrate dgu@lent in the structural relations, possibly
marked by progression through various staBesch’s heuristic parallels other stage
theorists by concentrating its project inteed of relations which depend on contextual
factors for their realization. In the casecofynitive development, the theory expresses

itself as relationalrad contextual reasoning.

The model for this entails two majoonsiderations: Ithe thought being
examined operative in a complementamstnner, or not? Or is it operating in
progressively more complex ways? The firgtgideration invites an either/or response.
Either the reasoning is complementarist @ itot. To consider Reich’s basic level in
this polarized form is to truncate its paiahfor development. That is why RCR Level
1 might be best thought of as an early stajmore complex reasoning, which might be

open to development should the problems, or the contexts, vary.

The question then moves from, Is therson thinking in RCR terms or not? (or
even capable of RCR) to, At what stagdR@R is this person ihking? (and what are
the prospects of development?)cEgt in cases of arrested development, it is sensible to
expect that adults are capable of moenthinary thinking. However, most pragmatic
exigencies require limited extensions tov@ry thinking, and trascendental thought is
limited to the “poetic” expressions of conscioussielt is not denied in Reich’s theory
that most human thought is capable ofratien at various levels. In ordinary
circumstances, a “sufficient” number of \&bles are taken into account, related to the

practicalities of the situation or the complexity of the problem.
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Despite the problems of assimilating Re#n and Piagetian theory, it may be
assumed that all humans, through natural kdkgweent, are capable of higher thinking.
It is then only a matter of stimulatingetimovement towards higher levels, perhaps by
extending relational boundaries and by@amaging openness to novel situational
determinants. In other words, as relatidgadnd contextual sensitivity is fostered,
humans may benefit from the advantagekighier level thought. Tése benefits include
understanding and coping witlaradoxical situations, ammpening up new horizons for
self-realization and problemlsong, especially in conflictig situations. This is the
grand vision of Reich’s theory, and its apption (apart from inspiring hope for a

pluralistic approach to life and the worldkallenges) calls for at least two conditions.

Firstly, the practitioner needs toraprehend the reasoning undergirding the
theory and be able to reflect proactivelyterms of the higher levels. Secondly, the
practitioner must be able tanslate the characterisiiof each stage — and the
respective connections between them — into alolk solutions. In part, this is a matter
for intuitive judgment, cultivated in a resporisilprofessional way, lest a rigid checklist
of expectations stifle the pattial of the method. In the main, however, the RCR theory
involves a form of cognitive calculus, regng more than subjective intuitions. It
requires rules for understanding and interpgetiomplex phenomena, and is therefore a
significant hermeneutical task. This inves more than reverberating through the
complex minutia of problem cases. To beesthe connections tveeen evident and/or
otherwise cached elements calls for detaghie@mination, but the hermeneutical circle
involves the practitioner brging pre-judgment to the phenomenon as well as evoking

signification in terms of the interpretant (following Peirce’s semiotics).

The application of RCR to situationgmultiple complexity, and layers of
paradox, is undoubtedly its intended purpose. Ehexactly what was available in the
case study of the Worldwide Church of Godeat that became a respected church by
applying a new paradigm of liberty usingi@gapparently continuing to use) mindsets
and authoritarian measures intrinsid¢he superseded paradigm. The matter of
conversion, its antecedents and further tgraents, can be applied to the later
evaluation of the WCG.
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4.1.4 Heuristic as methodology

Reich’s methodology, as expoundedieveloping the Horizons of the Mind
(Reich, 2002b), appears to be ie florm of an applied heuristic (sAppendix A and
Reich 1991, p.79; 2002b, p.103). Once RCR is unoledsas a way of dealing with the
complementarity of paradox and conundrumteirms of the schema summarized in
Paloutzian (1996, p.123), its systematic aian follows eight steps, beginning with
the selection of an “explanandum.” Regltomplementarity or RCR heuristic, listed
below initalics, is described in relation to the maiancerns of the present thesis and
background matters. To this have been ddaemments that might relate to the
explanandum. In this case, it is asked “Can cognitive processes necessarily, albeit

insufficiently, account for the transformari of the Worldwide Church of God?”

(1) “Clarifying and defining the phenomenon to be described or explained.”

This is a general device. The presentigssabout how a marginal sect (WCG)
changed its thinking, particularly about atgadar doctrine (The Trinity), and how the
features of that doctrine (accordingReich’s theory) require complementarity
reasoning (or RCR), leading time conjecture that RCR was necessary for the change to
be consistent with the apprage form of logic. A secondg aspect is the cognitive
dissonance that might arise if traces ofdltebelief are held concurrently with the new
belief, or as a sign that the adoptiortlod Trinity belief was not based on logical
comprehension. This step involves idenéfion of the “functionly coherent whole.”

In this case, it is a comprehensivewiof the Worldwide Church of God.

(2) “Listing all descriptions and explanatioAsB,C, ...from different categories,
even if they are to be considered ingmatible, incommensurable, and so on by
the ambient culture, and possibly aulglnew ones and dealing with any

conflicts rising.”
Included can be questionsaut the WCG, its leaderand doctrinal change —

particularly the Trinity. This step involvesdditification of the theories or explanations

that might be applied to thissastudy. Areas of interest are —
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(@) Spiritual/theological Ordinarily a theological dimension would not be admitted
to a study like this, but this st to deny its interest those affected by the changes.
The matters of “divine intervention” or “spiuial maturity” are capable of being used as
explanations of reality. This is an area whtre supernatural is expected to be active,
although humanistic transcendentalisral& possible (Helminiak, 1987). Ultimately,
the WCG attributes its change to the HSirit. Reference can be made to Fowler
(2000), Peace (1999), and Smith (2001algses that combine theological and
psychological insights. The importancebetter technical knowledge (of biblical
languages, textual exegesis, church histoayinot be discounted because the material

is “theological”.

(b) Sociological Was the WCG’s change the risaf religious organizational
development stages (Troeltsch, 1931; D&87%,0), including departure of charismatic
leadership? Several WCG leaders have subdnidtzctor of Ministry dissertations along
these lines (for example, Feazell, 1999). Mattsibute the possibility of change to the
death of the sect founder, Herbert ®mstrong, around whom a powerful cult of
personality had formed. Reference camiagle to Bromley (1988), Gillespie (1991),

Rambo (1993), and sources on fundamentalism.

(©) Psychological Was the WCG’s change the result of other kinds of development,
some of which are cognitively-based? Thisud involve stage theorists such as Piaget,
Kohlberg and Erikson. Coincidentally, Reis RCR theory has stage characteristics.
Reference should be made to Oser andi@tar (1991) and Reich&xtensive writings,

and also to Festinger’s theory of cognitdissonance (1956) and Lonergan’s treatise on
understanding (1973).

(3) “Establishing under which circumstances A(B,C,...) describes or explains
particular aspects of the phenonm, and, in case a genuine understanding
does not come forth, reconsidering AR, .) as an approximation or even only

as an analogy.”

In regard to the Trinitygescriptions should be sougsftthe anti-position and
the pro-position, as well asehndividual “Persons.” It isnportant to ascertain how the

WCG and its leaders differ as to the past the reasons for these differences. This step
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involves consideration of the co-exteresiess of the above perspectives and
approaches. It is apparenathhe case study can be amioed from several directions
and all would make a contribution. The questis, to what degree, and how compatible

might these be? This indicates tieed for methodological pluralism.

4) “Discovering or describing any (unesqied) links between the different
descriptions or explanations, in pami@r, bringing out (unsuspected) common

attributes or coinherences.”

It is anticipated that thiegic of RCR is needed tanderstand the logic of the
Trinity. If the WCG leaders think in terms BICR now, it is necessary to establish that
this is the reason for their believing in thenlty doctrine at present. However, if the
WCG leaders hold to the Trinity doctrimaethout the benefit of RCR, it may be
necessary to inquire if there is any underlying cognitive dissonance, or even to consider
that Reich's theory has not correctly beppli@d or may be flawed. This step involves
contextualization of the exgghandum: exactly what is to be studied, and from what
perspective. How would these approach@s#ibute to a compreensive understanding
of the “problem™? Each approach may loatextualized, in that each has something to

contribute to some aspect of the problaswell as to its overall explanation.

To attempt this, reference can be made to Reich’s earlier writing where a
“functionally coherent unit” is more mageable within the whole. The WCG'’s
adoption of the doctrine of the Trinity hasdm selected, especially because the doctrine
itself is said to be amenable to explioatby the RCR heuristic. Aguch, the doctrine is
the specific test case for the larger problem. Its adoption involves problems for the
WCG, and it does so because the doctrimehisrently problematic. Thus the problem

theme contains elements of both problem structure and content.

The problem is further contextualized ingbases, so that the early doctrinal (as
well as worldview) positions can be analysedl compared to later transitional and
clarified positions. The old beligfas anti-Trinitarian, based on an idiosyncratic theory
of the nature of God. That period can be exaahin terms of atioritarian, inflexible
mindsets. The transitional period was marked by uncertainty, confusion, and dissent.
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The more recent period apparently is sdttiéthin orthodoxy, but traces of earlier

thinking (not excluding authoriteanism) are in evidence.

(5) “Assessing to what extent the relativeofrtional) explanatory contribution of
each mode depends on the current strength of the other mode(s) (as distinct from

a contribution describelly a fixed relationship”

The Trinity is an essential Christian don&ibecause it incorporates belief in the
deity of Christ. If the Holy Spirit must bgiven the status afo-equal Person, as a
definite logical relationship necessitated bg tharacteristics dhe other Two Persons,
this might validate a tri-unity concept, othvse a “Binitarian” onceptualization could
be satisfactory (Letham, 2004). This stepalves consideration of the links between
the various positions on the doctrine of the Trinity (in respect of the phases from
opposition to adoption), and how these conteldub the WCG’s own understanding of
its transformation. By “own” is meantgponses and reactions by members to the
changes, as well as the reflections ond@nge process by those most responsible for
it. Simply put, this would involve matchingisfual and other explanations for the same
event, and inquiring into the possibility of-eatensive applications or competing (non

compatible) explanations.

(6) “Working out an overarching synopsistbeory that exiains the various
features of the referenabject or state of affairs with regard to different

circumstances and situations.”

This is a general explication of the Trinity, but its application to the WCG and
its leaders needs further examtion. This step extends the last point, where there is an
attempt to appraise the relative explamafpower of each position — alone, and in
relation to others. This is @ambitious, if not exhausting, task. The mathematical scales
or rules of weighting have not been deyed, so this remains an intellectual,

interpretive task.

(7) “Explaining any shifts imeaning of the concepts needed to explain the

phenomenon, its modes, and the new synopsis or theory.”
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The WCG’s change to the Trinity may simfiilg a semantic shift. It is necessary
to inquire if RCR does produce such a shiftthat what is paradoxical suddenly
“makes sense.” In the Aristotelean semskgical contradiction can be “resolved” by
altering the meaning of ora# the terms, although that simply shifts the ground to
different propositions. Regarding the Trinitiiere may be a redefinition of words, in
this case relating to the word Person. I&f$on” can be applied to the Holy Spirit,
without damaging the understanding of howlttwdy Spirit operates, or falling into tri-
theism, and putting aside theories of pagagies of the belief, then there should be no
impediment to giving some credibility togtorthodox Trinity belief. In other words,
the doctrine could be believable. But if belietle believability of an idea is the same
as believing it, then this may not be a gendiakef in the idea’s reference. This is a
summarizing step, perhaps providingyaagptic explanation athe phenomenon. Some
indication might be given of alternativesessments of the case study, much as what
would happen if a prism’s angles were @teto provide a diffeent perspective.

Perhaps this could be expredse hypothetical statemengsich as, “in this light, the
WCG'’s adoption of the Trinitys a sign of spiritual maturity and renouncement of past
heresy,” but “in this other lighthe Trinity change is part of an overall change process

that entails inconsistencies and uncertaaiigut a settled identity for the WCG.”

(8) The final stage is obscurant and witlt be addressed the present thesis.

Reich suggests there may be semasttifts that could affect the way the
explanandum is resolved, bhis could be placed earlier ihe process. Reich’s words
are: ‘explaining any shifts in the meaningtioé concepts needed to explain the
explandandum, A, B, C ..., and the new synopsis or thiédrihe earlier stages, it is
possible that the problem is understodtiedently once the semantic elements are
clarified. But it is also possible thatetiproblem is not truly resolved becaasdy
semantic shifts are implemented. The WCG places some weight on “paradigm shift” to
explain its transformation, and also seekstontain continuity between old and new
beliefs by claiming that in some instancesdifterences are due mainly to semantics.
Kearns (2000) shows that semantics invelg@re than the sugieial meaning of
words and that the inherent polysemyrany expressions allows for a range of
meanings (some non-compatible) to co-existus a “change” in meaning may well be
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movement to another phase, or possigiiit the term which might not have been

apparent without itse-contextualization.

In his demonstration of the RCR hetiagwhich is congxtualized in the
religion-science interface), Reich utilizBarbour’s categoriesf (a) conflict, (b)
independence, (c) dialogue, and (d) intdgra These categorieseaoperative in the
context of the WCG'’s transformian. It is apparent thaeich’s 5 point scale (Reich,
2002b, p.52)Appendix B) is partially isomorphic witlnis 4 point model drawn from
Barbour (Reich, 2002b, p.121Agpendix C). It is best applied to the two Natures of
Christ question in that it deals with the tedaship of A and B. If a third element, C,
were introduced (to relate to the Triityhe model remains useful. Reich (2002b,
p.110) interprets Barbour’s categories in teiwhRCR level. Conflicwould be at Level
1, Independence at Level Il, Dialogue at UdWleor 1V, and Integration at Level V.
Reich also suggests thabgress from Il to Ill may not be just developmental.
Conscious decision or commitment may leeded. In fact, it is clear how Reich may
have used the limited model to supplemestdiaborate 5 point scale when considering
the Trinity question. However, Barbour’s scheme will be used analogically (rather than
being applied to science-religion relationgsiapplied to WCG-world relations) as a

background consideration.

4.2 MethodologicaContext

4.2.1 The Trinity as context for applying RCR

The present thesis dseakith the application dReich’s RCR approach to
materials and responses by WCG officialspiider to ascertain the extent to which
Reich’s theory might explaimg change of thinking on the paf WCG officials in the
transformation of their doctrine, particularlggarding Trinitarianism. As indicated in
chapter 1, the doctrine of theiffity was selected because Reich refers to this as an
exemplar of RCR, and also because tlastrinal change might have begemotal to the
WCG'’s transformation (Lapacka, 2001, p.275).
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The possibility exists that RCR was pesin old, transitional and current WCG
positions re the Trinity. However, Reich’stiry would require (despite traces of RCR
being present in the non-Trinitarian positi@am) elevation of RCR thinking (in terms of
higher levels) in the case of arplanation of full Trinitarian belief. This returns to the
problem of whether RCR may kensidered as a threshold capacity (which renders it an
either/or determination) or a continuunoad which higher levels of understanding are
possible. ltis in the explanation®ffered by the various periods of WCG teaching
that a sign of RCR thinking should b®uhd. The possibility also exists that -
notwithstanding the gpectation of higher order RCRintking in full Trinitarianism —
the current exponents of the doctrine areaparating at the RCRVels expected. In
that case, the theory needs further clariiimaand development. For example, if belief
in the Trinity is taken aprima facieevidence of some RCR gacity, this does not
exclude the possibility that RCR was presard dormant state prior to belief in the
Trinity. Obviously, understanding of theiflity without any RCR capacity disappoints
Reich’s expectations, if it dsenot falsify his theory. Othe other hand, the possibility
exists that the adopters thie doctrine have done so f@asons other than cognitive
development. Should that be the casehatudd lead to a re-evaluation of Reich’s

theory.

If RCR is minimally present in WC(aders responsibfer initiating and
promoting doctrinal change, pularly in regards to # Trinity, then it has to be
asked, How has the thinking of the WG&adlers actually changed? There may be a
different content, or semantic transfotioa, but how is “transformation” to be
understood in this process?dédnsformation is a kind of conversion and involves more
than superficial changes, and in fact reesiia new way of thinking (on the part of
individuals), in what way are the curteNCG leaders “transformed”? The present
thesis aims at an understandiMgistehehrather than a complete explanation
(Erklaren) of this phenomenon (MacDonaldRettit, 1981, p.55). In terms of

methodology, a number of approaches were available.

The transformation of the WCG doestail organizational and corporate
innovations, but a change of thinking andgomality properly resides in individuals. To
a great extent, the WCG changes wergatad and promoted by a select group of

individuals. It is impossibléo discover how the memberslatge really think, except to
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note that more than half disagreed wiie WCG'’s leaders’ introduction of change
(Russell, 1997) and anecdogadidence reveals that soroentinuing members have not
relinquished their earlier beliefs. So it igtthinking of the WCG leaders, the change
agents, with which we are concerned. Tikisot about any gjitual conversion, a
condition inaccessible to direahalysis, but about thegsence and evolution of RCR

thinking as a dimension in the inttuction of Trinitaian thinking.

Reich (2002b, p.124) sought “to fimdit whether respondents arguing at a
higher RCR level about the three standavdreligious problems would understand the
doctrine of the Trinity better than respondewho argued at a lower RCR level.” In the
present thesis, all respondents were familidin arguments for and against the Trinity,
and therefore were not naive subjects. Famnexamination of earlier anti-Trinity
writings, it was not clear thalhese respondents would hanexessarily thought about
the Trinity in an entirely black or whitgay. It is apparent that a high level of
intelligence had been applied, even thouglery different conclusion has now been
reached about the same material. That is, previous thinking was not so simplistic that it
could not have led to the present conduasi The WCG leaders refer to “paradigm
changes,” and most accounts imply a preliminary period where existing paradigms had
become unsustainable, followed by gradualkfen sudden) awareness of a switch in
gestalt (consistent with Kuhn, 1980). The roldeafdership is alsielevant, especially
since the WCG leaders found themselves sipgnold and new paradigms, and required

“cognitive authority andantrol” (Barnes, 1982, p.9).

In Reich’s study, it was found that “the unstanding of the doctrine correlated
with RCR (sub-) levels” (Reich, 2002b, p.124) there is no way that Reich’s study
could have been replicated or used asrelanark for this study, especially since his
sample was very small and changed durimgstindy, and the eventual interpretations of
respondent’s statements was evidently ectioje. These limitations are admitted by
Reich (p.125) and he concludes that:

The main finding of both studies on the ihggbility of Christian doctrines is
thatRCR appears to bersecessary but insufficienbndition for an

intellectually acceptable understanding of the doctrines studpdcific

knowledge and interest (motivationeareeded in addition if the potential
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competence is to show up in the actual performance [emphasis and underlining
added.]

What this admits is that a certaivé¢ of RCR is a necessastarting point.
However, Reich’s scaléppendix B; Reich, 2002b, p.52; Paloutzian,1996, p.123)
describes Level 1 in such a way that tlesiders it pre-RCR. Therefore, Reich’s
assertion about the Trinity study must appRIOR level 2 at least. However, from the
complexity of the topic (Tritty), it would be more accurate to say that an understanding
of the Trinity at Level 2 must be barely agate, as it seems théae higher (if not the
highest) RCR levels are maappropriate for the topi©bviously, at the lower to
middle levels of RCR, understanding of the Trinity would begate but not very
developed, and probably sustained by esgtcifactors. It is possible that the
sufficiency would increase as thgghest RCR level is approached.

The higher RCR levels of necessity engaéater knowledge dlternatives, and
complex relationships within and betweamcepts, so that as a totality of these
elements the highest level of RCR woulddeemed sufficient. The contrary argument
would ask, What kind of knowledge is neededsuch understanding? In this case, the
answer would be: Historical and theologikabwledge appropriate to the Trinity, in
particular a “correct” understding of the Chalcedonian cikef the “two natures of
Christ.” In the present thesis, mainstrearthodox Christian doctranis taken as being
the standard view. Despite the arbitrary natirnis decision, it is justified in terms of
its comparative value and wide historicalg@@ance. This matter is complicated in the
WCG case study because, although the WCGrapgig had a non-standard doctrine of
Christ, in regard to the Trinity it seemshave become orthodox because of advances in
its understanding of Christology. That ise 'WCG had moved from its original Arian
origins and had come to assume the fullmtyiof Christ. Theetiology of this was
personally discussed with the late Drrian Hoeh (2004), WCG doctrinal expert,
before his death.

In the matter of the Trinity, what was the “new” knowledge thatle belief in
the Trinity possible? The simplest explanatagpears to be that it was the removal of
deficient knowledge — that is, the abandemtof the “you can be born into the God

family” doctrine — and perhaps opennesghi®“personhood” of theloly Spirit and an
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elevation of the status @thrist. Thus, with these dee@ments, nothing stood in the
way of accepting the orthodox doctrine of Thaity, even though no logical arguments
in favour of that acceptance appear to Hasten advanced prior to the change. All that
remained was to try to understand an exglanaf that doctrine, and some its logical
characteristics, after the daoe had been accepted (thatagprtiori).

That brings us to Reich’s remark thatdtivation” is also needed, to supplement
RCR competence. Using the theory of “cogmtdissonance” (Festinger, et. al., 1956),
it would have become necessary novind reasons for believing in the Trinity
doctrine, especially in the case of the lowenistry ranks and the members since it had
been imposed from above. It is also appateat continued tenure in the ministry was
contingent upon the doctrine being preachgdhem. Once the Trinity had become an
acceptable doctrine, (positive) interest in it increased — that is, its “self-evidency” was
now clear and more effort would have bemerted in “proving” the doctrine, even
though this appears to have been doneebyiewing Biblical texts rather than
considering the doctrine’s logic. A furtherotivation for increased attachment to the
doctrine was the satisfaction gained from a de@ppreciation of the central role of
Christ (no longer “over shadowed” as numtweo in a “God hierarchy”) and of the
personal role of the Spirit. The Christ-temredness and charistitaspirituality now

manifest in the WCG experience attestthise change in attitude and motivation.

The task now is to identify, from what respondents have provided, some
indication of their type of reasoning in respetaspects of the nitarian question, in
the expectation that those with a more contaible grasp of the doctrine will reveal a
higher level of RCR in respect of the Titjnand possibly other complex matters (such
as the distinction betweélaw” and “grace,” although #t issue would require a
protracted study; see Albert, 1997; Albrec004; Morrison, 2003As the respondents
have already been “persuaded” of the Tyiibctrine, a certain level of knowledge and
motivation must be assumed. The hope is that some deeper reflection on the topic will
be revealed. The extent to which the respahdeves from a polazed or static view
of the doctrine should revethlat they are indeed thinlg in a “complementarity” way
and the sophistication &lent in this should assist the identification of appropriate
RCR levels.
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As the above model and scale are im@eeaind subject to fallible interpretation,
the task ahead must be performed imieof hermeneutical principles. Reich’s
“checklists” are descriptive of “idealpes,” and the identification of specific
correspondences is left to the analyst. Rsidwn efforts in this regard are admittedly
subjective, although presentedentually with apparemirecision. Confidence in
Reich’s procedure is not misplaced in this case study, despite the limitations of access to
the respondents’ full range adasoning performance, in a variety of contexts. However,
the attempt is justified iterms of the discussion in the preceding methodology

discussion, as Reich’s theory does fowiction as a universal template.

Initially, the intention was to haveraimber of follow-up interviews, with WCG
leaders in California. The purpose of thedemnviews was to inteogate the respondents
further, on a number of doctrinal issutsprobe into their thinking in terms of
complementarity. An appropriate templ&be identifying and analysing such deeper
responses was not forthcoming from Reich&k, in time for the completion of this
thesis, and the interviews did not progeexcept for a lengthy telephone discussion
with Dr. Hoeh. With hindsight, it is reakd that extensive interviews with the WCG
leaders may have strained relations with them on account of the considerable number of
contentious issues inherentvimitten replies to the quashnaire. Instead, the published
work of several of the WCG leaddigkach, 1997; Feazell, 2001; McKenna, 1997;
Kroll, 2004) was examined to clarify RCR lésérom their more extensive writings.

4.2.2 General Application

This research endeavour originatedhe quest for understanding of the WCG’s
basis for transformation, within the reatrhcognitive psychology, defined as dealing
with cognitive frameworks (or reasoning patts) that are used to interpret the world
(Weltanschauunyg Care must be taken with thetent of this view, as it involves
several possibilities. Externally, it dealgmthe WCG'’s stance towards the other, thus
also involving self-identificadn. Internally, and related identity transformation, is
the notion of an intra-WCG “change oddrt” or new way of thinking. This is
significant in terms of the WCG’s phenona¢neality. The depth of this could be
ascertained by gauging the extent to whicinitarian thought has permeated the

WCG’s ideological and experientiditz im Leben.

157



Several thousand items (spanning seventy years) of WCG literature on doctrinal
and other topics were suyed, according to an indend reference to content
(Buchner, 1983; Melton, 1978; Lea, 1972, 19813 personal archives since those
dates) for signs of reasoning patterns. T\as done impressionistitg and in terms of
dialogue with practitioners over almost fowcddes, from the standpoint of this present
researcher’s initial adherent status torlatiéempt at participant observation. The former
insider status was moderated by extengivelvement in the past two decades with
mainstream Christian theological educatswell as dialogue with WCG schismatic
groups and their leaders. In recent yearshtrea fidef this research has been
acknowledged by the current WCG leadersimdumeetings with saor WCG officials
in California and Australia. This has resdltin a reasonable balance between etic and

emic (see Lindloff, 1995) dimerwsis of investigative judgment.

WCG materials included books, traetsd magazine articles (from the WCG’s
Plain Truth Good NewsTomorrow’s World andWorldwide Newgublications), the
Ambassador College Bible Correspondence CquasdSystematic Theology Project
(1978). Access was granted to reged internal media such Bastor General's
Report as well as to 14 lengthy video tapgsed to reorientate WCG thinking.
Hundreds of ex-WCG items were also congljlte appraise thegonsistency with the
older WCG theological positions (Buchner, 1983; and later archives). All these items
were assimilated into this present researcher’s capacity to identify and delineate the
WCG'’s theological developments, as a facility for understanding the context and

background considerationsrftne WCG transformation.

Chapter 5 is exploratory, whein elements of RCR ataken to be present if a
writer shows an awarenessroililtiple or paradoxical positions regarding the topic and
appreciates their interdependerat a higher level. A clearerarchy of such reasoning
is extremely difficult to ascertain, in sualgeneral review, and this attempt has
followed an internalisation of Reich’s heuresin order to provide a relevant context for
the identification of complex relations in the WCG’s exposition and explanation of its
new understanding. The unavoidablidjectivity of this effort is acknowledged, but the
various sources will provide objective dagaon which qualitative analysis can be

legitimately based.
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Exposure to a number of Australian \@@ssemblies in recent times revealed
that the dissemination (and assimilatiohhew WCG teaching was uneven. The
extensive “apostasy” arising from the WCG'’s attempt to implement change was
evidence enough of the “foreigrs® of these new doctrinés the WCG'’s established
ethos. It also seemed apparent that manylnees continued their adherence to the new
WCG despite the changes. Samplingaittuing members for evidence of their
beliefs was deemed to be invasive arappropriate, given the fragility of their
membership and widespread reportsrafimatization, and the defensiveness of
ministers and members about being “investgl” in any way. From all accounts, the
WCG'’s transformation was initiated and imposed by a select few in the WCG’s
hierarchy without any apparent mandate fithen members at large. The extent to which
a wider constituency was consulted or involved in the executive decisions has not been
adequately disclosed. Therefore the WCB[sleadership must be considered to
constitute the architects ofaihge. As far as the presengsis goes, it was only possible
to engage these “gatekeepers” in the sfodyractical and diplomatic reasons. As

such, the sampling process wasigtrdorward, albeit restricted.

The chief executive officer and spiritual leader of the WCG, Joseph Tkach
Junior, consented to this approach andehelso could be identified as key contributors
to the transformation were sent a questionn@ppéndix E) seeking their candid
accounts of the WCG’s change, specificallyjarms of the role of Trinitarian thinking.
The responses and their features of sigaifce are dealt with in chapter 6 with a

detailed use of Reich’s schema.

4.2.3 Specific Application

At this stage, there is no precise setriteria for determining the presence or
level of RCR in written materials. Whitllows has been guided by the scholarly
writings of Reich, and his mentorship, andbysits nature exploratgrand tentative. The
inherent complementariness of Reich’asening (in the exposition of his theory)

compounds our difficulty. Reich (2003d, p.19) reminds us teaterally

RCR is a distinct form of thought, categailly at the same level as Piagetian

operations, cognitive complex thinking, dialectical thought, thinking in
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analogies, etc., with which it shares certain operational components (such as

isolating a given item among many others)

but, specifically

RCR permits us to analyse the role aatidity of explanations competing for

the elucidation of a given explanandum ...

The expectation was that a consistentg@roethodology would emerge as the analysis
of materials and statements proceeds. ptosisional attempt is described in the next

chapter.

To some extent this has been a iggaexercise. That is, the materials
considered in Chapter 5 and the survepoeses analysed in the Chapter 6 were not
prima faciecandidates for the full appation of Reich’s schema. The reason for this is
that most of the material consisted of staata of opinion or rhetical flourishes, the
use of quotations by other authors or Bislitproof texts.” The redactors of this
material often had polemicabjectives in mind, rathéhan sustained intellectual
exposition. As such, the material wargma faciearrested in Reich’'s RCR Level 1,
where either/or thinking is pvalent. A considerable amount of this material was
scrutinized, but the result was uniform e thiccumulation of dogmatic statements for or
against the topic stood in tipace of argument. Fallacioasguments were used -
mostlyad verecundiamappeal to authoritygd litteram appeal to the literal meaning of
words; andad nausearmattempt to prove by repetitioather than by reasoned proof
(Fischer, 1970; Rybacki & Rybacki, 2004).

The above reveals that little of theaterials perused had the capacity for
analysis beyond RCR Level 1. Gemonstrate this ates the present researcher in an
awkward position — either to selemte page and show thah#s a negative result, or to
annex thousands of pages with the sameraiesef RCR characteristics. Obviously this
will not do. A further complication, vemnuch related to the WCG leaders’
demonstration of a rise in RCR level, iatin the case of DiTkach and Dr. Feazell
(the principal change agehtthere is an absenceaintrasting statements on the

relevant topic (The Trinity). As is shown the following chaptergheir responses to
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guestions on the Trinity furshed little opportunity togply the RCR scale. Rather, a
hermeneutical analysis was attemptedyddrunderstand selfperts on change of
perspective. Nevertheless, other responddidtshow elevated reasoning processes but
this was sometimes compromised byaetie on bases of authority for their

conclusions. In the same way, the literature surveyed — even the most recent examples —
showed a reliance on presenting “truth” as mow understood, rather than critically

engaging with alternive points of view.

Although this study is manifestly emmial, quantitative measures could not be
applied due to the abstractne$she theoretical considerans in the literature, and
limited number of responses from WCG leadés an empirically-based qualitative
study, some content analysis could have latmpted but the relationship of this to
the intricacies of RCR theory discourdge conventional approach. Nevertheless,
Ratcliff (2004) refers to standard rules émmtent analysis. These can be applied to the
thesis by determining what “chunk” of datssigtable, then defining precisely what are
the features to be identified that chunk, in relation to the theory. Referring to Ratcliff
(2004), “content analysis” might be pursuedhis case by reviewing “chunks” of:

(1) an old WCG anti-Trinity tract
(2) a new WCG pro-Trinity tract
(3) a survey respondent’s answer showing high RCR

4) a survey respondent’s answer showing low RCR

In the latter cases, such an attempt islenextensively in chapter 5, but not in a
comparative way, as the responses werentitely comparable. In the former cases,
there is treatment of the Trinity literature@apters 1 to 3. Generally, the resources for

analysis are approached “herneutically” in the absenad suitable quantification.

As outlined in the theory chapter, Reich’s methodology actually consists of
three, tenuously related, appotes. First of all, there issheight step heuristic, which
outlines numerous considerations in dealing with complexity. A simple outcome of that
approach would be to produce an encyatafic account of the topic, with some
synthesis based on emergent affinities amathgstontent, but this would be prone to

excessive redundancy. The intervening approach is to take into account the five
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components RCR (Piagetian operations, metalogical reasoning, cognitively complex
thinking, analogical thinkingand dialectical thinking; see Reich, 1995b), but what

would be refracted through such diverse th&oal complexities is unclear. However,

the third of Reich’s approaches — the idfgeation of RCR funtioning (according to

levels) — would work best if the materials Bmalysis were specifically programmed to
conform to expected outcomes. Such apdure might be tocontrived, yielding only
expected results, as prompted by the researcher. The difficulties in implementing such a

multi-faceted program will be discussed in the concluding chapter.

4.3 MethodologicaProcedures

4.3.1 Study 1 — Analysis of WCG and schismatic literature

1)  Aim

(@) Content analysis to investigate change in the Trinity doctrine and reasons
for the change.
(b) Analysis of materials tdiscern precursors of RCR.

(c) Analysis of specific materials to determine RCR levels.

(2) Materials

(@) Old WCG magazines (The Riairuth, Tomorrow’s World, Good News,
Worldwide News) as indexed by &€1972) and from personal archives;

(b) Old WCG books and booklets orettopic, mostly listed in the
Bibliography under Herbert W. or Garner Ted Armstrong;

(c) Old WCG documents, includingettidefunct) Ambassador College Bible
Correspondend8ourse andthe Systematic Theology Project.

(d) Old WCG ministerial bulletins, sh as the Pastor-General’'s Report;

(e) From the transitional period, 14 video cassettes of lectures (with
restricted circulation notesh the Trinity by Dr. Stavrinides.

) From the recent period, video cassettes called “Called to be free”
(Johnson & Kramer, 2004) and “Journey of change” (Tay, 2003).
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3)

(4)

(5)

) From the recent period, published books by Tkach (1997), Feazell
(2001), McKenna (1997); Albert (1997), Albrecht (2004), Lapacka
(2001);

(9) Numerous books and periodieaticles published by external
commentators on the WCG transformation;

(h) Several booklets and tragigblished by WCG schismatic groups.

0] Webs-sites maintained by WCG schismatic groups and various former

adherents.

Measures

The RCR heuristic (Appendix A) and RChvla of levels (Appendix B) were
used.

Procedure

The above materials were searched faspges that might be relevant to RCR,
particularly in the context of Theologyoper (including th&Trinity.) Specimens
exactly corresponding to the use of complementarity reasoning (or, more
broadly, RCR) were difficult to locate butthelevant passages or statements in
these sources were incorporated i@ main discussion, and subjected to

hermeneutical considerations in terms of RCR.

Following Reich’s personal advice, &nternalization” ofhis RCR heuristic

and levels was attempted, and appliediiiviely. This meant that initially a

broad assessment of ma#dsiwas undertaken, givéime various topics that

were covered in the materials, culminating closer consideration of texts that
manifestly dealt with explanations discourse where the presence or otherwise
of RCR could appropriately be located.

Results are outlined in Chapter 5.
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4.3.2 Study 2 — Survey of current WCG leaders

1)

(2)

3)

Aim

The survey of WCG leaders was intedde identify the presence of RCR in
their thinking processes, for the consaten of their cognive approaches in

their role as agents of changeobrexpositors of the new beliefs.

Participants

Only long-term ministers of the WorldwedChurch of God were selected from a
personal knowledge of their idéings and suggestions made by WCG
headquarters. On account of the WCGHdrical position on ministry, these
were all males of European backgnduAlthough there are a few ministers of
Afro-American and Asian descent, awdmen are now involved in leading
worship, they were remote from the decisions being investigated. No
discriminatory procedures were folled in the selection of the pool of

participants.

Measures

@) The RCR heuristicdppendix A) and RCR table of levelg\ppendix B)
were used both as a guide to developirgsurvey instrument and as a means of
evaluating responses to it. The aib@ for proper RCR was the presence of
reasoning that went beyobdsic either/or thinking, the highest level in any

sentence being taken for the whole response.

(b) The survey instrumenfppendix E) was developed in conjunction with
Reich’s published work (notably Reich, 2002b) and was partially modelled on
Reich'’s earlier, exploratonypvestigations. It consisteaf two parts. Part A was

a preliminary exercise intended taprpt the respondenttlinking on three
statements that could be answesederal ways. From the responses, an
anticipatory set (regarding the pesmdent’s predicted RCR level) was
internalized. Part B consisted of 12 qumss, most of which probed the topic of
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(4)

the Trinity directly or indirectly, givinghe respondent an opportunity to reflect

on the topic in a number of ways or wghrspectives of a dialectical character.

Procedures

@) Consent to proceed with this study was received from the WCG’s
president, following personal consultatiith the WCG’s Director of Missions
in Pasadena, California, in Septemb897. The University of Western Sydney
human research ethics committee ¢edrapproval to administer the
guestionnaire, under the condition of sewmsjt to the WCG’s adherents, which

received compliance.

(b)  The WCG'’s doctrinal advisor, IMcKenna, had earlier been nominated
for a co-supervisory role. Communiaatiwith him was maintained throughout
the critical stages of thstudy. The WCG also suppliegésearch materials, such

as the videotaped lectures by Dr. Stavriniudes.

(c) The Australian headquarters o ttWCG was visited in September 2000
for consultation with the Director of Mistry (now the Australian Director),

who gave a briefing on the WCG'’s developments.

(d)  Attendance at several WCG religious services in several Australian
locations was arranged. g these visits, informal listening and observation
research procedures were adoptetthoaigh there was a need to more fully
explain the goals of the resehrto concerned ministers.

(e) Three dozen WCG ministersNorth America, Great Britain, and
Australia were sent a questionnaire bya@dnTwelve responses were received
from North America and one from €at Britain. All but one respondent
consented to being identified in theedis. Only two of the principal change
agents, the president and vice-presidesponded. Some busy executives sent

their apologies.
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(5)

() The planned personal interviewsQ@alifornia were abandoned due to the
unavailability of a suitable interview temape, and also thenavailability of
funding for travel. However, one pote@itrespondent tefhoned in 2004 and

an informal interview was conducted by telephone.

()  The principal theoretician, Prafor Reich, was several times consulted
by email and over two days personally dgrhis visit to Sydney, Australia, in
August 2004. Prior to the pubdition of his main work by Cambridge University
Press (Reich, 2002b) the manuscrips\yweovided for critical review.

(h) Responses to the questionnaire veralysed for specific evidence of
the presence of RCR. As with Study lesimnens were difficult to locate but the
relevant passages or statements in teeseces were incorporated into the main
discussion, and subjected to hermeneuticainsiderations1 terms of RCR.
Following Reich’s personal advice, dnternalization” ofhis RCR heuristic

and levels was attempted, and applied intuitively.

Results of Study 2 are outlined in Chapter 6.
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CHAPTER 5

Results of Study 1:

A review of opposing interpretations ofthe Trinity as a cognitive construct,
and transition from rejection to accegance of the doctrine, in search of
an explanation consistent with Riational and Contextual Reasoning

51 Introduction

The transformation of the WorldwedChurch of God (WCG) has been
contextualized in relation to its adoptiohthe Trinity doctrine, to demonstrate the
application of Relationalred Contextual Reasoning (RCRIY may be possible to
identify differences between the intellectual contexts of the Trinity doctrine’s original
formulation, its rejection by the ead/CG under Herbert Armstrong, and its recent
adoption by the WCG under Joseph Tkadctbrs in the WCG’s adoption of the

Trinity doctrine might explain difficulties th&/CG has had in assimilating the doctrine.

Writers from the various offshoots ofethWWCG represented here evidently have
a high view of their sacregxts and display piety. Bibkd theology is a respectable
approach to faith and reference to reliancéhenBible or church authority is normal in
this environment. Evaluative commentyvédeen made on the understanding that, for
the purpose of the present thesis,dtaendard of orthodoxy is represented by
mainstream, ecumenical Christianity. The puepofkthe present thesis is to explore the
cognitive performance of WCG and form#®iCG representatives terms of Reich’s
predictions about thinking ia way that leads to understamgl of the Trinity doctrine,

and the implications for this in the WCG transformational journey.

In order to detect the presencecofnplementarity thinking, re-expressed as
RCR, in the development of the WCG’s undansling of the Trinity doctrine, it is
necessary to review the WCG'’s traditibpasition, as a means of comparison (and to
identify the presence or absence of suatkihg prior to the WCG'’s transformation). A

synthesis of this position will be attempted, followed by a search for the presence of
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RCR in the WCG’s emerging Trinitarian position and eventual adoption of a full
Trinitarian position. Later in the chapténg affirmations othe traditional WCG
position by WCG dissidents (mostly ination to the WCG changes) will be
considered. The indications are that the dVeharacter of the traditional position is
limited with respect to compheentarity thinking, although therare hints of RCR in the
new WCG position. That may be expressetémms of the material considered, as well

as the characteristieasoning of its proponents.

As outlined in the Methodology chaptgeneral hermeneutical and abductive
comments are made in each case, latian to the possikel presence of RCR
tendencies. This material is included to daepnd “thicken” the alysis (Moser, 1999)
of the specific responses examined ia fibllowing chapter. Reich’s (2002b, p.125)

dictum serves as our guide:

The main finding of both studies on the ihggbility of Christian doctrines is
that RCR appears to be a necessary but insufficient condition for an
intellectually acceptable understandofghe doctrines studied. Specific
knowledge and interest (motivationeareeded in addition if the potential

competence is to show up in the actual performance.

Material in this chapter is evaluated ispect of several nuancesRCR. In one view,
material is said to represent RCR if ibgresses beyond an either/or explanation. In
such cases, no alternatives affered — they are mono-ppesxtival. Yet Reh’s theory
allows those positions to be at RCR’s blesel 1, presumably because the statements
might have potential for RCR developmentisTis akin to the relationship between
special and general relativity, ihis way: General relativity is an extension of special
relativity to encompasson-inertial frames of referenddence, special relativity can be
considered part of general relativityr special circumstances (Kaku, 2004). This
present thesis accepts that a position esged in opposition to all others implies at
least the existence of thos¢eahatives, even though refery them. Such a position can
be RCR Level 1, according to Reich’s desdoipt{ Appendix B1), especially since it
allows some of the alternatives to beke mind whilst a decision for the preferred
option is being made.
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5.2 The Tradititional WCG Position

The WCG still sources its authority in the Bible and the assumed inspired
thinking of its leaders who have sole andlagive responsibility for the definition and
promulgation of doctrine. Originally thisas centred on Herbert W. Armstrong, but it
appears that his successbhave been able to opezainder the same mandate.

Currently, any minister not supporting the WCG'’s leadership (which includes teaching
the Trinity doctrine) “may be terminatedttvor without causer notice” (WCG, 2003).
There has been no survey to ascertain wWiebrdinary WCG member actually thinks
about the Trinity doctrine. From the responaealysed in the nexhapter, it is evident
that little thought iggiven to this doctrine by the geral WCG membership and dissent
probably only arose in the context of its imposition.

Armstrong’s early teachings, with a f@xceptions, were directly imported from
the Church of God (Seventh Day) (ddead, 1985). In the 1930s, Armstrong was
associated with its Oregon Conferenceg&ding its doctrine oGod, it was in the
Arian tradition, similar to the Jehovah’s Witnesses and the Christadelphians (Alfs,
1984; Broughton & Southgate, 1995; Dugger & Dodd, 1972). This formed the basis for
the early WCG doctrine, but it is not cledrwhich point the WCG moved to a more
orthodox Christology. Much of its literature doeot address Christmdical concerns in
the language of academic theology, and it apgbatshe matter of Christ’s divinity (in
Binitarian terms, that isyoth the Father and Son dodly God, although the Son is
subordinate to the Father) came to bsumed by most members. Herbert Armstrong
taught that Jesus was God (Armstrong, 1958)thsiinot clear when he departed from
classic Arianism (which teaches that Chwsis a created beingHis church definitely
taught that Christ was both humand divine (Armstrong, G.T., 1957).

The few WCG members who referredatmoks critical of Armstrongism (such
as Anderson, 1973; Benware, 1984; Cantipih®74; Chambers, 1972; DelLoach, 1971;
Hopkins, 1974; Martin, 1997; Sumner, 1974), whilst becoming unsettled by their
accounts of WCG excesses, in most cagésalready have become thoroughly
indoctrinated by Armstrong’s religious worldviewhe influence of conspiracy theories
was very strong (see Meredith, 1963sed on Hislop, 1948). Members were
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systematically indoctrinated into Artneng’s anthropomorphic view of God and
against the Trinity — denounceda$Satanic deception! (WCG, 1966, 1981).

The anti-Trinity positiorwas more fully expounded is God a Trinity?
(Johnson, 1973). This booklet represented the standard WCG position prior to the
changes. As do other WCG publications of #rat, it seeks certainty of belief. That is,
all religious concepts should be subjecttte test of unambiguous Scriptural support.
The uncertain formulations of the Trinithpctrine make it an easy target. Obscure
Scriptures are dismissed, and there is lgtigagement with the New Testament as a
whole to deal with the Trinitarian themestimay be present. Moof the “argument”
centres on removing historical “props” forieéin the Trinity. We are reminded (p.20)
that the Christological debatén the Fourth century wetarbitrarily) settled through
political expediency rather than commitmént theological consensus, but the subtle

theological arguments of the time are ignored.

Is God a Trinity(Johnson, 1973) demonstratesatguments by use of “proof
texts” occasionally linked to qued that are obliquely in supg of the assertion, but is
silent on alternative positions. The word “clearly” is often useshtphasise that the
author’s point is self-evideritom the Scriptures cited. Suelxegesis culminates in the
position of a duality, asserting that “Onetbbé members of the Godhead became a man
that we might have the opportunity to bemGod” (p.29). [Critics of Armstrongism,
for example Martin (1997), have drawn attentto similarities in teaching about the
God “family” between the WCGral the Church of Jesus Cétrof Latter Day Saints
(Mormons). For comments on the Mormamcept of God, see Beckwith (2004) or
Walker (2004)]. The WCG position was tltaé Bible supports lief in a duality -
Father and Son — but that there is no waroar@ven need for a third person in the
Godhead. Scholarship used to support plsition is antiquated and unorthodox. Thus

the author employs an either/or form of thought, at RCR level 1.

The relevance of a Trinity is swepides— the Holy Spirit cannot become a
person in the Godhead, sincésithe means for others b@come God (ironically, in
terms of Lorenzen’s argument above, Jamis close to early Eastern orthodoxy, at
least, but unable to bridge the gapvizen his theological understanding and the

implications of Trinitarianism). The Holy Spirit “begets” prospective members — to be
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added to the Two already @xistence. In this, the binitarian (actually “duality”)

position is intricately connected to theldVCG'’s limited undeitanding of the “God
Family” doctrine. They stand or falbbgether, which is why the WCG’s move to
Trinitarianism required abandonment of itedal version of the God Family idea. The
real objection to the Trinity doctrine is that it “clouds the real purpose that God has in
store for mankind” (Johnson, 1973, p.42). laideception — “Satan wants you to think
that God is a limited Trinity — not a gravg family or Kingdom into which we may,

through the grace of God, enter” (p.44).

This booklet was supported by a set of reprint artidlee, God Family and the
Holy Spirit (WCG, c. late 1970s). It contains atuof the material in the previous
booklet, and uses the same kind of argusatén. A biological analogy is pressed, as
follows. It would be fair to say thamost WCG members took this literally.

And just as the seed of life or spgtozoon of a man engenders a child and
makes that child his, so God uses HigiSfo engender us, upon baptism, into
His family and make us His begotten children (p.10).

This is made further explicit:

The Holy Spirit impregnates us withetlsod nature. That spiritual begettal
imbues us with the nature and mind@dd. Throughout our Christian lives we
continue to grow and develop in the uredanding and mind of God until we are
finally born into the God family and madamortal at the return of Jesus Christ

to this earth ... We will therule this earth as God’s sons* (p.12) [* Note — the
word “daughters” was often used in the WCG to denote female members of the

God family, thus introducing lital gender into the Godhead].

In Armstrong’s theology, nothing was more central than his belief that God
would “elect” from humanity those who would qualify to becdBed, not replace the
Father or Son, but become God in the samag that the Son is @l, along the lines of
reproductive analogies. Armstrong was alsaazéd for his univeralistic application
of the above process — those who wietect” now were tosupport his end-time

mission, then humans remaining after afetiolocaust would have that opportunity,
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until finally (post resurrection) all who had lived without knowing the Gospel would
undergo the same process (Armstrong, 1978, 1983l this, a faily low level of
reasoning is evident — simply dogmatic asas and forced analogies. Armstrong’s
explicit books on sexual education (Astrong, 1964, 1981) and human development
(Armstrong, 1978) were a vaite for the above theme.

5.3  Systematic Theology Project

During late 1970s, there was a shoraigsance in WCG thinking. A number of
WCG leaders, including Garner Ted Atnasg, believed they had a mandate from
Armstrong Senior to present the WCG’s beliefa coherent anstructured form. Until
that time, the WCG's teachings were seadd throughout its literature and produced a
kind of “oral law.” TheSystematic Theology Projeg®/CG, 1978) was produced under
the editorship of Dr. Robert Kuhn, one ofstrong’s highly educateaksistants, but it
fell victim to internal WCG politics andias labelled revisionist and liberal, and
subsequently withdrawn from circulati. Around this time, several reformers —
including Armstrong’s son — were excommeatied and replaced by traditionalists, not
long before the WCG was subject to inemtion by the State @alifornia (Rader,
1980; Shepard, 1980).

TheSystematic Theology Projeg@TP) might have led to some changes, as its
scope was to take into ammt the “interrelationshipsd interdependencies among all
the biblical teachings” (WCG, 1978,3). The STP prologue admits:

The structural associations and intgi@ns among the numerous doctrines are
not therefore limited to a simple twabmensional linear progression ....... This
means that to explain fully almost anytbé biblical doctrines, one would have

to explain most of the others.

The WCG’s doctrinal edife was interlinked in a wahat doctrines supported
one another. The entire “paradigm” prohablas sustained in a somewhat circular
fashion, like a “grand unity.” This is calléthe “big picture” ofGod’s master plan”
(p.5). The eventual collapse of that&ster plan” probably accounts for the WCG's

doctrinal changes duringefearly transformation period under the Tkachs. Although
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the STP endorsed the God Family con@pthe “plan” God has for humanity, it

actually ventures to state tHdesus Christ is both the fdgaoint and the ‘big picture’

of the entire Bible.” Thus His systematic theology stressJesus Christ” (p.5). When

visiting Pasadena at that time, it was plolesio detect a definite mood of positive

expectation that the WCG cauhow come of age as a i@&tian church. Some think

that the centrality of Chst was the undoing of the BT quite incorrectly, it was

perceived as beingdb Protestant.”

For the present thesis, the followingFS{WCG, 1978) Doctrinal Statements are

offered as examples of an attempt texpress WCG doctrine at a more reasonable

level, although the result is really a cleastatement of what ewntually was rejected.

The intelligence applied to this project nevertheless failed to realize the limitations of

the kind of thinking used, thereby showing no real advancement in cognitive

development.

Holy Spirit(in Section | — Primary Doctrines)

“It is the power of Godthe mind of God and the extended means by which God
accomplishes His work throughout the univeis such, the Holy Spirit is not a
separate being; it has no independenttemce as an individu entity or person
within the Godhead ....... Yet God the Father and Jesus Christ are separate
beings: each maintains His own distinantity and independent existence; and
each, therefore, utilizes His own ‘Spjrthough both the Father’s Spirit and

Christ’s Spirit are an integral past the common Holy Spirit” (p.1).

Trinity (in Section VII - Traditbnal Christian Doctrines)

“The concept of a closed or restric@ddhead composed of three persons — the
Father, the Son and the Holy Spirits-honbiblical. The Godhead is a Family,
presently revealed as composed dfydhe Father and the Son, which will
eventually include all those who haveen given salvation through Christ. The
Holy Spirit is not a distinct person ordividual entity but the power, mind and
essence of God” (p.5).
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In regard to the above statement onHioéy Spirit, even though there are signs
of an attempt to overcomepaoblem in unity and diversitpetween the Father and
Son) by having an overarching Spirit, the pessare separate and their relationality is
static. That places the statement at allCR Level 1. The statement on the Trinity
gives the Holy Spirit a functional, deperalized quality, and desteps the internal
dynamics of the Trinity. The alternative GBdmily position allows for diversity but

the position remains at RCR Level 1.

These low scores result from the fdwt, despite attempting to express WCG
beliefs in a more cogent fashion, the staata are dogmatic antesent really only
one side of the question. There is no serfmesentation of views alongside each other
for consideration of their relative merits. That restricts anylappmg of ideas and
implies intolerance of opposition. Alternagsremain incompatible and the arguments
do not involve the juxtaposition of non-coatjbles, as required for the effective

consideration of RCR.

5.4  Armstrong’s final position

Before his death, Armstrong’s main teachings were compil&tiyatery of the
Ages(Armstrong, 1985). Armstrong’s thinkini@nd that of his book’s editors) is
revealed as concrete and literalist. Faaragple — the image of God put forward is God
is anthropomorphic- “Perhaps it will make God moreal to you when you realize he
is in the same form and shape as a human being” (p.44); @gtkisional “God can
project his spirit to any plagegardless of distance, but through his Spirit God is able to
act on such objects or to change it as he wills” (p.45); Gpldiial — In Genesis 1, the
“Hebrew word translated ‘God’ iElohim— a noun or name, plural in form, but
normally singular in grammatical usadgis the same sort of word &smily, church,
group...” (ibid:50). Nowhere in this book there any “argumentation” based on logic
that engages with the Trinity. Objectionghe Trinity are based on the assertion that it
is an error introducefirst by Satan, then by Satan’s cblr(“counterfeit Christianity”),
to obscure the truth that Galreproducing Himself, and il the Godhead is not closed
(as would be the case with a Trinity). Sasamiotive is said to be based on envy for
being excluded from mankind’s destiny tecome God. From thigosition, there is no

need to engage in any abstract reasoabwut the Trinity. It is simply dismissed.
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One of the WCG's current senior theologians (Feazell, 2003, p.1) has denounced
Armstrong’s opinions as “blustery, pseuddfaritative” and misinformed. Feazell
also states the orthodox Christian position, without going into the reasoning
underpinning it and, in regard to confirmitige Trinity doctrine, states that the WCG
“does not attempt to explain how this & but only that it is so.” His statements,
however, do not engage with the reasfmmsArmstrong’s position neither does he

advance reasons for accepting Thimity. Feazell (p.1) then says:

Herbert Armstrong’s distinctive interpréians are rooted in his sense of a
personal divine call to be God’s soldlzaritative, end-time representative on
earth, and largely based bris study of disreputabkources, who possessed,
like Armstrong, limited understanding dfiurch history combined with limited
skills of biblicalinterpretation.

This quote reveals some of the reasehg Armstrong’s theological reasoning was
limited. As pointed out by some WCG leaderst(ie next chapter), they were strongly
influenced by Armstrong’s thinking and it was only after Armstrong died that they felt
they could think for themselves. Thereforesihot surprising that their earlier writings
(even the so-called “intellectual” efforts thfe Systematic Theology Project) reflect the

characteristics of Armstrong’s style of reasoning.

5.5  The transition phase

At a time when the WCG was reviewing its doctrines, the WCG published an
article called “Who was JesuBather?” (Stevens, 1990). Theniteefers to a “paternity
problem” for Trinitarians, regakly presented in anti-Tntarian tracts. If Jesus was
conceived by the Holy Spirit (Matthew2D), Luke 1:25), then the Holy Spirit was
Jesus’ “father” rather than God the Fatldrerefore the Holy Spircannot be a person,
but is the power of God the Father. Furthere) the doctrine of the Trinity “has been
formulated by men under the influence of aig.1). After the aticle with withdrawn,
Tkach Sr. (1991b, p.2) explained that istent represented the WCG'’s “traditional
terminology, understanding and reasoning.idéntly, the WCG’s apologetic for its
traditional position seems to be at RCR Level 1, intolerant of ambiguity and complexity.
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There are few authoritative sources documenting the transitional phase. At the
start of 1991, the WCG did not accept the ifyidoctrine. The Pstor-General’s son,
Joseph Tkach Junior (then WCG Director of Ministry), admitted in a ministerial
publication that “we do not accept the Trinity” (Tkach Jr., 1991). Tkach Jr. affirmed the
non-personality of the Holy Spirit androsnended Dr. Kyriacos Stavrinides, the
WCG'’s Greek and theology expert, fostisound and accurate” exposition of the
WCG'’s position at that timeStavrinides (1991), in lulletin restricted to WCG
ministers, gives an historical theology oview, commencing with the issue of whether
the doctrine of relations in the Godhedbuld be based on an Augustinian monism
(leading to difficulties with plurality) othe Cappadocian concept of “trihypostatic
deity” (leading to difficulties with mosim). The Western position, by allowing the
“double procession” of the Holy Spirit, appedrto allow for diarchy — so the Father
becomes another, and not the exclusive, Sourhe diversity andnresolved nature of
theological positions is pressed. Nevertheldespite the WCG officially stating (to its

members and to the public) that it was Manitarian, Stavrinides (p.10) states:

The Worldwide Church of God teaches tuk divinity of the Father, and of the
Son, and of the Holy Spirit — theldlical foundation for all Trinitarian

discussions.

In July 1991, Tkach Senior wrote tetVCG ministers about change (Tkach,
1991a). Tkach elevated the value of gromtlinderstanding adoctrine above the
commitment to a traditional statementladt understanding. In his editorial, Tkach
affirmed a better understanding of the duauiraof Christ (implicitly endorsing the
Chalcedonian Definition). Tkach now beligvthat the WCG's old positions were
flawed due to semantic deficiencies, tizasising misunderstanding. He stated “it was a
matter of knowing what we meant, but nealizing what we appeared to be saying”
(p-2), implying that the WCG meant¢ommunicate an acceptable truth but was
hindered by inappropriate language. Undemsirong, the WCG used to teach that “we
are to become God as GiedGod.” Tkach now claimed that WCG members always

knew that this did not mean a status thrdihodox Christianfind objectionable.

This assertion would have surpdsemany WCG members, who for decades

knew very well what Armstrong did me&wy his statements, and their forceful
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reiteration by senior WCG evangelists. In his exposition of what he claims the old WCG
taught, Tkach presents it in such a waat tmakes it appear to be entirely orthodox,

even though Armstrong presented it in suehesg that exposed it toharges of heresy,
according the accepted teachings of mainstr€anstianity. It is this kind of

revisionism that upset many of teoaho eventually left the WCG.

Tkach (p.4) goes on:

Without our realizing it, some of oukglanations gave thenpression that we
believed the immortal saints would absolutely identical with God .......
Shortly before his death, Mr. Armstrondkied to me about many things ... One
thing that he told me that he was cemed that we had inadvertently created

just such an impression, an imps@n he never intended to create.

Armstrong’s secret death-bedneat from his most ardentheld theology cannot be
verified, and the above account has beenhwiith great scepticism (Armstrong’s views
on humans becoming God are dogmaticatigg enambiguously stated in most of his
writing, for example Armstrong 1978, 1981, 1988&vertheless, at that time, still
affirming the principle of using the Biblalone as a foundati for WCG doctrines,
Tkach (1991a) also stated: “We do not &edi the doctrine of thTrinity. We do not
believe the Holy Spirit is a third person in the Godhead” (p.6). However, it was now
open to the WCG to reconsidiat position, since it could donger hold to the earlier

objection that the Trinity closed the ddormembership of the God Family.

In December 1991, Tkach Sr. announced the first edition of the WCG'’s
Statement of Belief§his would be the first attempt to revive something like the
discredited Systematic Theologyoject. Tkach (1991b, p.1) wrote:

In the statement about God, you will nottbat the final sentence reads: “The
Church affirms the oneness of God anel fil divinity of the Father, the Son,
and the Holy Spirit.” Someone may ask, “Does this mean we now accept the
doctrine of the Trinity?” No, it does nothe doctrine of the Trinity in the
Western Church attests the union oethPersons in one Godhead, so that the

three are one God as to substance, aetRersons as to individualities. We do
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not accept that teaching; we believe that the viRegonis inaccurate when

referring to the Holy Spirit.

Tkach (1991b, p.2) then admits the &S error in Stegns (1990) above,
writing “we did not understand the doctrine were attempting to refute. The
Trinitarian concept of God doestteach that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are
separatebeings.” Nowdespite not accepting the Trindipctrine, the WCG still gave a
satisfactory account of &s follows:

To a trinitarian, the natural way God weris through the Holy Spirit. In other
words, the trinitarian would not see the Holy Spirit as a separate entity from God
the Father, as our argument assumed.&@gument would be valid only if the
Trinity teaches three Gods, which it does not.

The WCG's old arguments imperfectly drexy analogies and rtaphors but, at this
point, Tkach (1991b, p.2) states “It is thadking of the Church, based on the Holy
Scriptures, that the Father, Son, and HolyiSare one God in te divine Persons, and

that the Holy Spirit is nod person ...” and also (p.2):
The Father and the Son are not two Gods. Thegrag&od. Likewise, the
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spaie not three Gods. They are one. But

neither do we believe it is correctday they are three Persons in one God.

What this reveals is that the WCG, priorits adoption of the orthodox Trinity, came to
have a form of reasoning that was quib@sistent with a Trinitarian formula — having
already accepted a Chalcedonian position ertwlo natures of Christ — even though the
Personality of the Holy Spirit was not admitted, ostensibly on the basis of Scripture. By
that the WCG simply confirmed its classimitarian positionperhaps in a more
conciliatory way. That opens up the possibithat there was no need for a radical
change in reasoning — only an advance impBaal exegesis — for the Trinity to be
adopted and raises the pdsidistinction betweenfarm of reasoning and simply
changing theontentof premises while continuing to reason as before. That there was
some change in the senior Tkach’s thingkis clear as, now, he was cognizant of the

grounds for recognizing alternatives (binigar and Trinitarianglthough he continued
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to prefer the binitarian @ition. However, this development was more within a high
RCR Level 1 than a proper Level 2, as Tka@s not yet ready taccept both positions

as acceptable alternatives.

The above process had commencedbgust 1992, when the WCG published a
new booklet (God is..”) on the topic even thoughkach Sr. (1992a, p.1) still
maintained that “we do not teach the doctrin¢ghef Trinity.” The sgnificant change by
that time was the withdrawal of uninformegposition to the doctrine. Later that year,
the WCG endeavoured to expido its ministers the distition between its position and
the orthodox Trinity. Instead of being a Rers“the Holy Spirit is the presence of the
Father and the Son in us ... The H8lyirit is God” (Tkach 1992b, p.3). Again, the
non-Person status of the Holy Spirit is s@idbe based on Scripture. Yet the reasoning
involved was broadening, or more opemaded. It was realized that the “God is a
Family” concept was too narrow a defining caeristic, and “The family analogy, like
all analogies, breaks down when taken too literally” (p.3). Tkach Sr. (p.4) states further
that:

We used to feel that we disprovibe Trinity by saying God has an ever-
expanding family. This idea was predied upon human beings becoming “God
as God is God”. Thus, we felt the Titinwas erroneous and deceptive because
we thought it limited participatn in the family of God.

In July 1993, following high level WCG conferences on the God question, the
God Family idea was abandoned. The reaseangvas that the dldoctrine appeared
to stray from true monotheism. “The idefamore than one being in a family or
hierarchy of gods is condemned throughoet$triptures” (Tkach 1993a, p. 2), yet the
same Scriptures were once appealeolytthe WCG to support the idea. Why the
change? The word “beings” still featuresdnaevealing an undeurrent of former
thinking — “The Bible does not allow foretexistence of two God Beings” (p.2). The
question of Jesus’ dual nature needed teebelved, and Tkach Sr.’s reasoning was as

follows:
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So now we begin to seedihthe Bible gives us twiacts that are apparently
contradictory. But | sagpparently because they onpppearto be

contradictory because our minds are finite ... (Tkach 1993a, p.3).

This statement reveals a shift in thinking from being fixated on incompatibility to
allowing the possibility of the co-existem of non-compatibles, thus opening the

argument to consideration in terms of RCR.

Tkach Sr. (1993a, pp.3-4) then gives tldsaunt of the beginnings of change in
the WCG'’s understanding of the Trinity (@lsee Pack, 2003, p.68). It is presented, with

minimal abbreviation, to show the key tsafir the beginning of Tkach’s changes:

Mr. Armstrong was never formally challenged this point, and he never had to
defend his teaching in the same way tHadve been forced to do. | firmly
believe that if the same facts had beeought to Mr. Armstrong’s attention that
we have had to face over the past few years, he too would have made the
changes we have made. Mr. Armstrongtegrity in putting the Bible and truth
ahead of his own teachings, when he w@svinced of the facts, is a matter of
record. Likewise, when the Church today is challenged on a point of doctrine,
we have to be able to defend our wioe from the Bible. Now we can ....... I
was first challenged on this powhen | put a “Personal” ithe Plain Truthin
which | set forth the traditional arguments against the Trinity. In response, |
received a letter from a priest, who said he had resp&b&lain Truth but

now realized we had no idea of what were talking about ....... | put several
men to work on it, and what we begarfital, after a short time, was that most
of what we had written on the development and history of the Trinity doctrine
was at best superficial and based on misunderstandidgtavorst, just plain
false ....... Our old literature taught ththere are two God Begs in one God
Family, each composed of Holy Spirit. That teaching, whngblied that there
are two Godes, is not biblical ....... Despibur former explanation ... we always
experiencedsod in the biblical way! ....... whave always known that in some
way, God is one; but we simply didn’t analyse wary of explaininghat

biblical fact to see where it might lead.
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At this point it appears that tltbange has been the result afifferentview
(not to be confused with a better undansting, although such coincidence is possible)
of the Biblical evidence, which the WCGaahs as its primary source of authority,
rather than any new interpretive schemé&om of reasoning. It still seems to be a
dogmatic statement, with no evidenceR&R above Level 2. Even a statement at
Level 2 may be prone to dogmatism, sincedtiieria allow for statements in support of
one or several positions, witblative weighting. The oabme, consistent with the
above reasoning, may be that alternato@sdd be held for reasons other than an
analysis of their inter-rationships. Even though placed in a somewhat anomalous
position, the apparent continuity of nevittwold rescued the WCG from a complete

volte face

Evidently drawing heavily from Stawides, Tkach Sr (1993b) in August 1993
expounded on the Holy Spirit, to clear upyamisconception that the Holy Spirit is
either a separate “Being” in the Godheads an impersonal force. The WCG
traditionally rejected the first position, iniliaon Biblical grounds but also because of
the reasoning it used in connection viltat source. Tkach (1993b, p.2) says that “a
purely logical standpoint” needis be supported by Biblical velation. It is evident that
the WCG needed to adopt a fresh approa¢hediblical evidence, to begin to accept
the notion of the Trinity, but was this acepanied by (or followed by) a new kind of
reasoning? To be sure, the “new” doctrinexplained with a clearer appreciation of
Scriptures that was availabefore, and the explanationresasoned from these sources,
but not really differently to the way ofittking used to reject these interpretations
during the former doctrines. The followistatement (Tkach 1993b, p.4) (reiterated in
Tkach 1993c, p.2) is instructive:

Again, | want to emphasize that wevhaalways experienced and understood
Godas he is revealed in the Bible....In our practice andxperience, nothing
changes....... But our explanation of hove tBible teaches that God is one has
changed ....... What we didn’t previousinderstand was how to put our belief
down on paper in such a way that it lead to biblical and theological

problems.
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Thebooklet“God is ...” (WCG, 1993) was re-issued some time later in 1993 to
incorporate these new understandings. Thaioedis still distribued by the WCG. In a
chapter called “One in thremnd three in one,” the bookl@i.35) admits that the
statement “appears illogical to human reasttrgbes on to claim that there are many
truths (for example, that God has no beginning) that are impossible to explain, but can
be accepted “because the Bible reveals itis Than important aspect of the WCG
transformation: its claims are based on thihauity of the Bible, and the authority of
those who claim to be ministers of Gotihe booklet appears to be acceptable to
mainstream Christianity. In regard to thenlty, it says “It is nota matter of two or
three separate God Beinggscidingto be in perfect agreemenith each other. It is a

matter of one God, one will” (p.37). It goes on to say:

To worship God is to worship the Fath#tre Son, and the Holy Spirit, the one
and only one God. That does not mearaneeto single out the Holy Spirit and

worship the Holy Spirit as though thioly Spirit is a separate Being.

In the June 21, 1994 issueRdstor General’'s Repagrfkach Sr (1994, p.1) —in
the face of widespread oppositiwithin the WCG - remindseaders that he already
had “pointed out that ministers cannot simpéysilent about the Church’s new doctrine
on the nature of God” and that “lack sipport creates division, uncertainty and
confusion among the members.” Furtherey@upport should be shown “even though
you may not yet fully understand or agree wiita new doctrine.” Likewise, ministers
are to “have confidence in Christ’s abilitylead those he Bahosen.” Ministers
already were aware of the paradox of a “dityravithin a unity” in the doctrine of God,
and Herbert Armstrong is credited with tryit@y“explain this paradox in terms of plural
members of on&amily’ (p.2). Although Armstrong claimetb be directly inspired by
God, but was incorrect, Tkach Senior ventucesay “God led me to make this change”
and he warns the ministers that “to remsilant is, in reality, to trumpet your
disagreement and consequently to fodteision” (p.3). The change of doctrine was
indeed the occasion for a great schism in the WCG, and some dissidents have attributed

this to the elder Tkach’s admstrative style (Stuhlman, n.d.).

To strengthen the basis for WCG dowt changes, ministers were provided
with extracts from outside theologicatiters (Haight, 1994McGrath, 1994). An
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insider, John Kossey (1994, p.@)ludes to the WCG's prewus either/or thinking as
leading to a bitheistic undeamding of God. He suggestsathdichotomous thinking led

to wrong conclusions and now sees “the seitg of both/and timking.” His paper on
“The God of the Old Testament” provides armeubtle account of the interrelationship
of the Father and Son, and on biblical groudidsnisses the old WCG view that Jesus
was the Yahweh of the Old Testament (but note Karkkéainen, 2004, p.146). The
explanation offered by Kossey (1994, p.31) is that the WCG's earlier view (the Jesus is
the God of the Old Testament) resulted from Herbert Armstrong’s response to liberal
theologies that portrayed the Old Testant®ad as “stern and vindictive.” According to
Kossey, Armstrong wanted to show the couitly of the Son’s actions and role in
salvation history but, in the absence of tanén belief, inadvertently fostered the idea
that the Son acted on behalf of the Fath@mn Creation. Nevertheless, perfection in
theological thinking has always been el@sand it is worth noting that “It is not
surprising that the Gospels contain synteesfeChristological concepts originally

independent or even condliatory” (Grant, 1990, p.22).

TheWCG’s 1995Statement of Beliefs evidently Trinitarian although there are
some interesting although subtle omissionsugeChrist is described as “fully God and
fully human” but not as “God”. Under “The HoBpirit,” the text refers neither to “he”
nor “it.” The Holy Spirit is “the third Peson of the Godhead, ...the Comforter sent from
God to the Church.” But the text does not &t the Holy Spirit is God. In this might
be discerned lingering reservations aboat“fersonality” of the Holy Spirit, and a
trace of the “agency” understand. Furthermore, in Tkachr. (1993, p.22) reference is
made to Christ in these terms: “Now thathas been glorified, the human nature has
been removed.” McKenna (personal corregjmte, 2004) wrote that he was “shocked
to read it,” but the quote ginlights the theological undéamding of WCG leaders at

that time.
5.6  Advancesin J.W. Tkach tmderstanding of the Trinity
Examples of the late Tkach Senigoassages on the Trinity, for and against,

have been placed ppendix D. The only evidence for the sequential development
available for study is letters to WCGmisters written by Armstrong’s immediate
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successor (Tkach, 1991b, 1992a, 1993b, 1994). These items show that there were
significant changes in the dooe between 1991 and 1994.

How do we proceed with the applicationRER scales to these exhibits? It is
uncertain that Tkach Sr. actually wrote the vepittherefore this shoreview is not an
assessment of the late Tkach’s reasoning cagsiaiaither it simplyooks at what is
written. A line by line searctor “logic” or logical arguments is a grammatical exercise
beyond our concerns. There must also bee@dpr the context, which may be text-
related (that is, how a quote is properly tetbto the message being presented) or
audience-related (that is, members of a fadimnmunity being assisted through periods
of difficult change). After closely readirthe material, with Reich’s heuristics and
levels (Appendices A, B and C) in mind, hesevhat can be said. The quotes regarding
the Trinity are stated, followed by comments at the end.

(1) Tkach 1991b (17 December 1991) — Quotes:

The Bible does not fully explain howishcan be so, but Scripture does call on
us to believe it ....... There are thingsttare simply beyond our limited, finite,

human ability to grasp (p.2).

When we are granted immortality we will no doubt understand these spiritual
complexities. Until then, we must simplyk&aon faith what the Bible tells us to
be true (p.3).

(2) Tkach 1992a (18 August 1992) — Quotes:
There are specific, biblical reasons that we holchthrgraditional position that
we do ....... It is not necessary, nor isight, to simply brand something with
wicked-sounding names just becauwsedo not agree with it (p.1).

(3) Tkach 1993b (10 August 1993) — Quotes:

If any human being set out to explasod from a pureljogical standpoint,

without the Bible, he wouldever come to the conclasi that the one God is, in
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some very real sense, also “threehe Bible leads us, by revelation, to a
conclusion that we would never be atweeach on our own ....... | want to
emphasize that we have alwaggerienced and understood Gazdhe is
revealed in the Bible...... But our explanation dfow the Bible teaches that

God is one has changed (p.2).

(4) Tkach 1994 (21 June 1994) — Quotes:

we can all see that the Bible presentsviik a plurality within a unity and the
Bible does not solve that paradox forimgny particular passage ....... Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit are three waysnoodes of being the one God. This is a
position required by Scripture. | think eyaninister would agree that Scripture
doesn’t really explaimowthis is so — it simply presents God in this way (p.2).

You should point members to headquarterd to the human leadership Christ
has chosen to administer his Church... Our doctrine is thoroughly biblical,

as most of our ministers understand (p.3).

The above quotes were sk as indicative of thgroundsfor accepting any
argument in these letters, rather thamgerguments in themselves. The remainder of
the text in all instances consists of dealave sentences, pertaining to the “truth” now
taught or statements abouepious or other beliefs. Thers no real argumentation
between the positions, neither is there a@napt to enter into the new position to
explain it. Rather, there is an appeal tdhatity - the Bible, God and church leadership
- as the warrant for accepting the new beliétthough stated relatively mildly in these
letters, testimony from responus (Chapter 6) shows thide attempt to persuade the
WCG of these changes was fraught with diffiguThe letters progress from a denial of
the Trinity, to its acceptance, but it sedimst the form (and even content) of the
reasoning remained constant. As indicatedtir lehapters, this indicates that the level
of reasoning (in RCR terms) did not much cep@nd with the naturef the logic in the
topic (The Trinity) and thathe doctrine was not introducedth the full benefit of this
higher level reasoning, although later attenptsxplain it did show an advance in

reasoning in some instances.
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5.7 Dr. Kyriacos Stavrinides

Support for the new Trinitarian pasih was provided by the WCG’s Greek
expert, Stavrinides. In August 1993, 14 vidapes and printed notes of Stavrinides’
lengthy lectures on the topic were disttgxl throughout the WCG (and these resources
were later provided for the present thesisTkgch Jr.). These were in the form of a
biblical exposition and histordt overview, intended to equipe ministers in their duty

to explain the Trinity to their congregationghether they agreed with it or not.

They were also exercises in medology, and presented a form of reasoning
that would assist the hearers to maketthasition from the old to the new teachings.
The approach that appears to have beepted was to identifg logical consequence
of an argument, then that consequence was critiqued as a means of refuting the original
thesis (Stavrinides, 1993a, p.14). Thisqgadure was followed numerous times, but
Handout #12 deals explicitly with the TrinitThe argument was premised on a strict
Old Testament monotheism. Aspects of the argument cascade and were delineated,
explained or refuted by Stamrdes based on his assumeg@etise in theology and the
Biblical languages. The argumentation seemodae reductive, rather than rational.
Stavrinides set up objections to his argumewt then proceeded to refute them. Not all
“consequences” of the original point seemedbe “logically” connected, thus giving
rise to possible confusion and mental fatiguthe audience. He was also thought to be

“abrupt and rude” to those who could iollow his reasoning (Lapacka, 2001, p.251).

The modern Trinitarian problem wasdiissed in a lengthy paper (Stavrinides,
1993Db), restricted to those who had viewesltdpes. The paper claims to be grounded
in the Biblical evidence, but allows for impli¢indings. In style, it is a type of logical
exposition. It assumes that the early New aesint church based its beliefs exclusively
on the Old Testament. However, in costre this assumption, the New Testament
reveals St. Paul’'s familiarity with nonwesh thought forms and ideas (Barnett, 1999;
Barclay, 1958; Bruce, 1977; Ziesl@983) and Marshall (1976, p.36), relying on
Hengel'sJudaism and Hellenisifi974), asserts that “The whole of Judaism at this time
... must be characterized HgllenisticJudaism” (italics in origpal). Stavrinides’ paper
mounts a strong defence of monotheism in the Old Testament, and takes pains to

eliminate any kind of dudj in the Hebrew wordglohim which was central to
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Armstrong’s thesis that God @suniplural entity, although the term could refer to a
“plural of majesty” (Erickson, 2000, p.31). Stavrinides (1993a, p.7) refers to
Armstrong’s claims as “erroneougteferring the word “God” whealohimis used in
the singular, and “divine powers” when in thleral. Against this, onaeeds to refer to
the arguments put by the Church of God, Eternal (below). In that and other neo-
Armstrong sources, the presemde pluralistic view of @d is evident from the same
biblical texts. This does not matter as bottesiare appealing to an authoritative basis

for their beliefs, and argue from that base accordingly.

Stavrinides (1993b, p.11n), ielation to the baptmsal formula (Matthew
28:19), states that:

A triadic statement makes reference t® Hather, the Son, and the Holy Spirit.
A Trinitarian statement requires the adxhal thought that these three constitute

one God. No such thought is expligistated in the New Testament.

Thus the WCG was Triadic in its belief, rattthan orthodox Tringtrian, at least during
the transition phase. Whatever the theologs=les involved, perhaps there is here an
argument of succession: from binitarian, to triadd Trinitarian. Is it possible to find in

the triadic phase a stepping stone toghér RCR level? Stavrinides (p.11) goes on:

The advocate of divine dualism has the formidable task of explaining how the
Father and the Son are one and the daaimgy, in a way that would satisfy the
demands of the Old Testament, and whythat case, the Holy Spirit is not
divine, yet is revealed with the Fatlerd the Son in the theophanies of the New

Testament.

Obviously the WCG had gone beyond “divine dualism,” but how could it demonstrate,
via logic, that there is a “divine threesetifd Initially, the task was accomplished by
using Scriptural verses that identifiechmmon properties. The reasonableness of each
citation was given as proof. Stavrinidd®93b, p.14) acknowledged this dependence on
Biblical evidence for stating that “The amept of duality in the Godhead can now be
dismissed as untrue,” and that “Gadsome senseés a Trinity ...” (italics in original).
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Also acknowledged was the insufficienafyquoting scriptual evidence for the

explanation of how the Trinity can be understood.

How the case for the Trinity can be argued is deemed to be philosophical
(Stavrinides 1993b, p.14), but this is not mipeed in Stavrinides’ paper. Rather,
arguments of a theological kind are advanaed it is in these that evidence for RCR
needs to be located. This formidablsk@ommences with the choice of nouns to
complement two adjectives, stated as:é&thr-?- in one --?--". Stavrinides (p.15)
rejects the use of the same term for the gapdeing “logicallympossible.” Therefore,
he argues, the Trinity does rinvolve three gods, or threeparate beings or entities.
The “God family” concept is dismissed as a mere analogy. Stavrinides (pp.16-17)
appears to explain the Nicene formulatiof@®ws: However characterized, God is
always the same substance and each esipresf God consists of that identical
substancehiomoousios But the imagedharakte) of one reflects the image of the
other. This reflection is ypostasis- which is representedwaral ways, albeit three
ways in the Trinity. But the ways are notdrchangeable; they are reflective. That is,
God the Father is always the Father; the Son is always the Son; the Holy Spirit is always
the Holy Spirit. But each is always God, ipaeable from the other because they subsist
in one. They have a common ground of beingssential nature Kiginal meaning of
“substance”) but not “material* as God is spirit. Nevértless, one of these hypostases
(the Son) materializeds Jesus the Christ.

The use of the word “person” in respechgpostasess explained as being
philosophical, rather thgpsychological or linguistic. Bhough God may be understood
as a “self,” the context for this is God'dagonship to anothethat is, a human being.

In absolute terms, God cannot be a self thqtiires another, thefiore God cannot be a
“person” as usually understood. But can Goekeressed as “persdr(shat is, as three
persons)? Only if God is not thoughtad one person with three masks (modalism).

Now in regard to God’s “personality,” Sod “someone”? Protestant theologians seem

to have used “the expedience of everyday speech” (Stavrinides 1993b, p.20) to portray
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, in personal ways. But the argument is that
having personal characteristics does not naaleea person. When the terms are used
incorrectly, as is # case when “person” is understasithe only conclusion to having

personal characteristics, the attemptdostruct a Trinity becomes unreasonable and a
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mystery. It cannot be “logical” if the tesyare misunderstood. Stavrinides (p.21) shows
that the false argument that God’s thhgpostaseare three persons, derived from one
God, leads to the existencefolir personalities: each oféhTrinity” plus the God

from whom they are derived.

The drift of Stavrinides’ argument (seeepious paragraph igaps) is that there
must be a distinction between “being x” dbheing an x”. God is not “three x’s in one
x". That is, “Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are each x,amot” (Stavrinides, 1993b,
p.22). This brings us to the position wherialigh God is not a person (what God is),
nevertheless God is personal (what God ddmg)God is not simply a force. Given the
above reasoning, it would not be difficult to revisit the concept of Holy Spirit as
“person” to “complete” the Trinity. If “permn” is not understood in the same way as a
human person, then there shouldiioeobstacle to accepting a thivgpostasisn the
Godhead. The previous doctrine confused this “person” with “being,” almost an
“interloper” in the place resurrected Chrisisavere to occupy. Stavrinides (p.24) also
removes the obstacle that made apparemdgye(in fact, grammatical gender) of the
Holy Spirit fortify the notion that the Holgpirit was a person in “his” own right. By
removing this obstacle, and explaining tiwtion of hypostatic uon, there could be
little objection to admitting th Holy Spirit to the Trinity. Stavrinides (p.25) sums it up:
“God has revealed himself in three way$eing(not in three beings.)” On p.26, he
presents scriptures that wdulesult in any Christian implity accepting God as Trinity
and he suggests that to deny this wdaddecause of “misguided emotions, perhaps
prejudice, or misunderstanding.” He stathat “Many people are confused by
emotions, by unwarranted assumptiong)ymissing the purpose of analogical
language, anthropomorphic pictures, and spatio-temporal relations.” All this is a great
departure from the earlier Irdist interpretations ahe WCG — and the numerous

splinter sects that agron its tradition.

Stavrinides (1993b, p.38) refers to theonsistencies resulting from literal
interpretations of part of axttand figurative interpretatiorsf another, in regard to
Genesis 1:26-27 where it isitten that God said “Let Us make man” (the word “Us”
being a plural pronoun), followed by the staent that God made man “in His own
image” (the “His” being singular). Stavrinissuggests that both statements should be

endorsed, and then refers to “uncomplimeyitésic} approaches. The context makes it
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clear that the argument revolvesand what can be accepted as being
“complementary,” in this case both statemeimtss is evidence that Stavrinides, in his
exposition, is aware of and applies somaghakin to complementarity. This is done

with respect to the contexts of the varigassages, which are understood in terms of
their literary tropes. Stavrinides (p.39) dismisses the application of the word “Us” to the
internal relations of the Tnity (as has been traditionglascribed) and applies it to

“God and the host of heaven.” We are alaationed about buildg a doctrinbedifice

on the inadequate (often anthropoptac) Hebrew conceptions of God.

Finally, Stavrinides (p.31) claims thais paper has identified “the common
ground between the biblical teaching abitwgt nature of God and the traditional
statements regarding the Trinity.” This stagis representative of Stavrinides’ efforts
to explain the Trinity, in a way that takieéo account the claims of various positions,
and demonstrates that he can operaRCGR Level 4 at least. In Reich’s terms
(Appendix B1), Stavrinides evidently conneet number of podsilities and “evokes”
their relationship to each other and te tommon theme and context. This shows that
he is not limited to the strictions placed on thinkingharacteristic of lower RCR
levels, and he is able reconstruct the tesfelationship between various elements or
positions towards a multi-perspective viewpoint. For those who understood Stavrinides’

reasoning, the possibility of a Trinitarian gms would have beane more apparent.

5.8  The revised Worldwide Church of God position

5.8.1 Dr. Joseph Tkach, President

Tkach became the WCG's organizatioaatl spiritual leader upon the death of
his father. He had earlier left active mimysin the WCG, remarried and returned —
quickly to become Director d¥linisters when his father assumed the leadership after
Armstrong’s death. Tkach Junior’s rapid risehe presidencyitberly disappointed

others who had long-standing aspoas to succeed Armstrong.

Tkach’s response to the questionnaréound in Chapter 6. Preliminary
background material is providéere, primarily from his book;ransformed by Truth

(1997), which introduced the public to an oi#l version of the WCG changes. For a
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positive review of Tkach’s book, see AskitP@8). For an even-handed review, see
Tabladillo (1998). Highly critical reviewwill be found in Stuhlman (n.d.), Marshall &
Williams (2004), and Williams (n.d.). At thmoint, only those aspects related to the

Trinity (or changes in thking) will be noted.

Tkach (1997, p.180) places the WC@txeptance of the truth of Trinity
doctrine in July 1993. Prior to this, a nuentof WCG beliefs were abandoned, leaving
a “void” (p.133), which was to be filled wittme topic of ChristTkach (p.38) reveals
that “We never developed a consistdattrine of Christ, a biblically based
Christology.” In 1991, the “God familyteaching was abandoned (p.144). That
removed one of the central dones of the old Armstrongism, and the WCG was free to
pursue new biblical understanding, that ledntare orthodox positions. Up to that time,
Tkach admits that:

We vigorously denied the Trinity, chaing that it was a pagan doctrine.
Although we upheld the deity of Christ, we understood him todeparate

God from the Father; while we said Had always existed with God Almighty,
we also taught He did not become the Son of God until He was born into the

world through the virgin Mary (p.92).

In 1993, the WCG accepted Christ has hgwternally existed “as God’s Son.”
Then, writes Tkach, “following logically on theeels of that doctrinal change, we also
started to teach the Trinity” (p.146). Thet®nges are attributéd Bible study but no
account is given of why the study was inated or what theological issues were
involved. The level of reasoning the book is illustrated by:

The Bible insists there Isut one God but makes it edjyaclear that the Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit are God. That means the Trinity must be true (p.147).

Tkach’s respect for the Bible as thetaritative source of doctrine and the foundation
for his reasoning appears to elevate f&ittnceived as unquestioning belief) above
logical argumentation. The result is that Bible's teaching is endogd with a logic of
plausibility, which needs to be aquted rather than argued with.
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Then “In 1993, following logically on the heels of that doctrinal change [re
Christ], we also started to teach thénfty” (Tkach Jr., 1997, p.146). The reason given
for this is that “The more we studiecetScriptures, the more we saw that we had
misunderstood” (p.148). That is, the changens®to be attributed to exegesis — the
truth was more “plain” than before. Itataimed that the path towards reform
commenced when biblical content becaneacdr with more careful study, with the
result that conclusions wedeawn that were in accord withose held by mainstream
Christianity. Further reasoning took place on thasis. That is, the WCG did not reason
itself into the new beliefs, it sought to understand them once they became apparent, and

any reasoning that followed was ateatpt to explain or justify them.

What were the reasoning processesl in what way did they differ from
previous reasoning? Tkach Jr. (p.149) revélaht “cognitive dissonance” plagued the
WCG leadership for years. They wergqueed to teach various ideas that were
“radically conflicting.” A major area related t6od (pp.151-154). “God” was
worshiped, but they “denied the full dedy Jesus.” Jesus was not worshiped in His
own right, but the WCG members expectetv@onvorshiped when they became spirit
beings. But this cognitive dissonance was apparent for many. Tkach (p.152) writes
“for more than twenty-fivgyears the contradiction nevéented my consciousness.”
Regarding doctrinal inconsistencies, Tk#pll53) says “It's not that we saw the
contradiction and tried to defend it; we simply didn’t see the problem.” This suggests
an under-current of sensing contradictiaes(ilting in the expegnce of the affective
conseqguences of cognitive dissonancehait the actual contractions being dealt
with at a manifest cognitive level, ethbecause the paradoxical nature of those
positions was not perceived or it was steadfastly dismissed.

By early 1994, Joseph Tkach Jr (1994.&) was able to write “Self-deception
can arise from habitually @wing all things in purely blck-and-white terms, as we
might have done when we were first baptiasdinfants in Christ (1Corinthians 3:1).”
The WCG by that time had become morerofmecomplex thinking, and this was now
applied to the Trinity. Tkacfp.6) wrote that “At the timef baptism, everyone in
God'’s church was an infait Christ” He admits that “Studying trinitarian theology
might upset years of thinking differentlp@ut God.” In this pper, Tkach does not

reveal how the leadership develdge a higher leMeof understanding.
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In his book, Tkach Jr, (1997, p.83) describissfather as a practical man but not
a theologian. “It was my dad’s style to publisn article announeg a change and then
delegate to others the teaching of it.” Amgden agenda is denied — “Frankly, neither
he nor | were smart enough to create sucagenda (p.84). Thiguts the Tkach (father
and son) contributions to tlgenesis of the WCG'’s study thfe Trinity doctrine in an

interesting light, but it doesot reveal the motivations behind their push for change.

5.8.2 Dr. J. Michael Feazell, Vice-President

As special assistant to the Past@réral, and Directasf Denominational
Publications, Feazell is in a central pio® to comment on the WCG’s transformation
process, and he responded to the questiamaaglysed in Chapter 6. To understand his
reasoning better, it is héip to turn to his booK he Liberation of the Worldwide
Church of GodFeazell , 2001).

Feazell grew up and completed his education in the WCG and was involved in
Herbert Armstrong’s “back on the track” purge‘liberal” ministers and members in
the early 1980s, and remained in the @/@oper echelon during the Tkach Senior
administration. He eventually became fiaan with evangelical Christian theology
during postgraduate studies at Azuza Patiiniversity. He discovered that he had
accepted WCG literature as being “prima facie true,” even before reading it (Feazell,
2001, p.24) due to his early inctanation. He reveals that he worked in a church
environment where some of the leaders warable to distinguish between literal and
figurative language (p.30). Heecame wary of the entremabnt of “either/or” thinking
(p.51), and such personal insight allowethsedincompatibilities” to melt away (p.53)

in a sect that had a history of a collective mindset and intolecdrasabiguity (p.71).

Feazell (2001, p.30) reveals some oflthekground to the eventual adoption of
the Trinity doctrine, around 1993.

The discussions about the doctrine of Thiaity were as facinating as they
were tedious. During one discussion alietanthropomorphic references to
God on the Old Testament, a panel memndsked, “What does ‘figurative’

mean?” What were we supposed to say to that? It is a sad day when a senior
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member of a church’s doctrinal rew team doesn’t know the difference

between figurative and literal.

Once decided, however, there were “&gito consensual change on doctrine”
(Feazell, 2001, p.115). The effort, in any case, was from the top down:

When Joseph Tkach Sr. came to the pointalizing that the church must
change its doctrine of the nature addsand accept the doctrine of the Trinity,
the leadership team developed a psscthat we hoped would ensure a

responsible and orderly introductiondaimplementation of the change.

WCG leaders were exposed to the rmatrinal teaching in a “confidential”
arrangement, butdy the end of the first dayf instruction and dicussion, confidence
had been widely broken and rumor, innuendo, and incomplete and erroneous
information were telephoned, faxed, anthaded literally all around the world. The

entire church was in an uproar” (p.115, italics in original.)

Feazell (2001, p.116) gives several reasonghis outcome (his points have

been abbreviated):

e There was already widespread beliefoaugn pastors that a Satanic conspiracy
was at work among top leadensto destroy the church.

¢ Only an edict by the hierarchical gomerent of the cult is capable of making
such a change in the cult’s {sic] dao& — note that Feazell labels the old WCG
a “cult.”

e Any potential false move by Tkach prded political canno fodder for their
[that is, Tkach’s opponents] desirestee Tkach’s leadership undermined or
destroyed.

¢ Inthe WCG corporate culture even a hatmere rumour of change in a core
value sent shock waves through the argation. [Many reasoned that] even

Armstrong himself had no right to change what God had revealed through him.
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Furthermore, the rejection of core dao#s and their replacement by mainstream
Christian beliefs undermined the very secuotyhe members, switching back to what

they had already repudiated, at gneersonal cost @azell, 2001, p.117).

This tells us a little about the diffilty of introducing change, but nothing about
the reasoning process for the change. Feabelok chronicles disillusionment and
despair regarding the WCG'’s erroneoubdig, which increasingly surfaced as
literature was being reviewed. It seems thanynaf the early errors detected were of a
technical nature, but theseesxually amounted to a paradigm implosion. Yet whether
there was sound reasoning in the chamgenot, for many members it made no
difference. Acceptance or rejection oétbhanges were made on other grounds. For

example:

Some members immediately accepteathdnges simply because the changes
came from Pasadena. They had decided kgo that they would be loyal to
“God’s government” in the church ...... The obvious question, How can God,
who is always faithful and true, lead Pdsaa into error onday and into truth
the next? did not seem bother them (Feazell, 2001, p.113).

This escape into irratiohty (Hoffer, 1951) and surrender to social control
(Thompson, 1986) had a long history in WEG, as members were subjected to
several abrupt changes in their beliefd aractices over manyedades (for instance,
reinterpretation of failed pphecies, the change of the day of observing Pentecost,
policies on divorce and remarriage, andad. Throughout these changes Armstrong
and his ministers always emphasizeddbee imperative: obedience to God was
required for salvation, and this was chdlatkthrough retentionf WCG membership
and unquestioning compliance with iteifsetimes capricious) regulations and
governance. The usual approach to conttaah and change was denial. Apparently,
the benefit of RCR was not availablethem. This condition is confirmed by Feazell
(2001, p.114):

The greatest number of members, howeseemed to be those who just wished
the whole thing would go away. Some slynacted as though nothing had really

changed. “This isn’t really all that diffasefrom what we were taught before,”
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some reasoned. “I think it's mostly justmatter of semantics,” was another easy

perspective.

The WCG leadership who introducee thrinity doctrinein 1993 took some
time to comprehend the nature of what they believed. It is nasurprising that few,
if any, of the members hadelinclination or ability taoeason through this doctrinal
revision and, therefore, the RCR consideratiwosld be at a very Isic level. It also
appears that little advancement@asoning took place among some of those
responsible for introducing the doctrine, there are signs of intelligent engagement
with the issues and highkavels of RCR are involved in some of the review and

exposition of the Trinity doctrine.

There is an element of defensivenesthese admissions, for Feazell (p.100)
shows resentment towards those wiould doubt the sincerity of the WCG’s
transformation and question the continuse of power by the WCG leadership to

implement the changes. However, Feazell (p.114) admits that:

Ironically, the same authoritarian gomenental structure that created the

heretical environment in the firptace was necessary to correct it.

Thus the “necessity” of der and compliance seemsh@ve outweighed the liberal
provisions of the new belief system, and Feazellwn role as enforcer of the new order
is downplayed. These comments can be maidd by those found in Feazell's doctoral
project (Feazell, 1999), where knowledgespiritual renewal factors is outlined.
Feazell's project gave attention to nes&y changes in the WCG's values and
assumptions (p.5), but also affirmed teatne of Armstrong’s key teachings were
instrumental in “propelling the doctrinabmsformation of his church after his death”

(p.6). These foundational positions were (p.6):

e The Bible is the inspired Wd of God and must always be the final authority of
the church in all matters of faith and practice.

e The Church of God must always be witlito change when it is shown by the
Bible to be in error.
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The authoritarian approach to changebkelief (leaving aside the matter of
spiritual transformation) resulted in ancertain number AVCG adherents being
unable to understand or explaheir new beliefs (any more, perhaps, than they could
understand and explain their old belief§eazell (2001, p.120) candidly admits that:

If we were to stop teaching the chasgight now and invite members to go

back to the old doctrines, | am convindédt a certain peentage would do so.

It is suggested that the new WCG might lasexppeal to thaswho really changed

their beliefs and, paradoxically, conservatmembers who stayed with the WCG due
to loyalty to the “true church” may in thettwe form the majority. There is a cloud of
gloom over these predictions — “Our currengficial challenges and generally flagging
morale may finally prove irreversible” (p.1307This reveals thain uncertain number

of WCG members (including misters) have not really chged their way of thinking,
even though they may be subservient to the new regime’s imposition of doctrinal
change. There is also the hint — probablyntemtional - that theeldership has adopted
more mainstream Christian doctrine but withtraditional cultic mindset intact.

Commenting on Feazell's book, Scott (20682)ws attention to the continuing
problematic of Herbert W. Armstrong’s gbamous role in the WCG: despite the
demolition of Armstrong’s theological structure, his commitment to the Bible is
honoured as his continuing legacy te tWCG (although Armstrong’s considerable
misunderstanding and misapplication of thbl8iis down-played). For that reason,
apparently, criticism of Armstrong is matén the new WCG possibly because the new
leadership share the sapiatform of authority.

5.8.3 Dr. John E. McKenna, Senior Dog#l Advisor to the WCG President
In order to comprehend more deeplyW#nina’s intellectual contribution to the
WCG'’s transformation, a brief survey lois background and writing is provided.

Details of correspondence in his roledéssertation liaison will not be given. His

response to the survey is found in Chapter 6.
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McKenna studied physical chemistryRatnceton University, and was awarded
Master in Divinity and Doctor of Rlesophy degrees from Fuller Theological
Seminary, having studied with Dr. Jamexier and establishing a friendship with
Scottish theologian, T.F. Torrance. McKernmmfesses to a long ped of involvement
with the California “Jesus People” movementhe 1970s but details of his life are
obscure. Not mentioned in his writingshis contribution td_aSor, et al.’©ld
Testament Survegnd his ministry with the Ameran Baptist Churches in Pasadena
(see McKenna, 1982). After his PhD in 1987hedd various adjunct teaching positions
at Fuller and at Azuza Pacific University, and then in 1996 inexplicably became a WCG
member, was ordained as a ministed appointed chairperson of the theology
department at Ambassador University irkde Ambassador closed soon after and from
1997 McKenna returned to Pasadena to becmmer editor of WG publications and
doctrinal advisor to the PastGeneral. Concurrent with this, McKenna has held short-
term senior appointments (as PresidentRiredessor of Old Testament) with Korean-
operated unaccredited theological schools (California Graduate School of Theology;

World Mission University) but his acathic publication record is limited.

McKenna'’s involvement in the transfoation process is also obscure. He may
have met some WCG ministers doing postgeaelstudies at Azuza in the early 1990s,
and it is suggested that the WCG changere encouraged in that environment
(Feazell, 2001, p.28). However, WCG sourcesdocredit him with any involvement
in their theological ferment. McKennaégademic experience might have provided
theological support for the WC&®explanation of its reasons for change, and he remains
a member of the WCG doctrinal committee. He has been involved in a number of
meetings with external observers, and taitten some papers available to WCG
members. In “Transformations in thestory of cosmology” (McKenna, 1998), WCG
readers are encouraged “to see the needercome dualistic tendencies in our
thought” (p.1). This paper is very untypical\WCG literature, the first to be manifestly
“philosophical.” An important sentem, relating to human alienation, is:

... freedom and order are bound up togetkigih one another not as some
logical contradiction but witthe fact that the world in its created freedom and
order belongs to ratnality of the divine freedorand order of the being and
nature of God (pp.5-6)
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The paper was issued some five years after the Trinity doctrine was adopted by the
WCG, but it does not address the charnigakinking and beliefs of the WCG during

that time. Although somewhat impenetratiehe lay reader, McKenna’s paper

attempts to open up the possibility ofdwiew changes. Due to its abstract
characteristics, the paper is superflgi®@CR Level 4-5. Whilst holding to a core

theistic presence, which provides coheeeand meaning to the cosmos, the paper
affirms the freedom of humans to hold to different perspectives, even simultaneously, as
an expression of the freedom to be what is beyond absolute determination. McKenna
argues that, as God is completely free td@loel, humanity fulfils its divine purpose by
entering into the freedom of God, which ieperved by the Triune nature of God. This
liberality of thinking, whilst unsettling tthose who need an ordered and regulated
existence, encourages appropriate respenssss to the way the world (cosmos) is
unfolding, and encompasses multiple and evamging possibilities. Such a viewpoint
may have contributed sigigantly to the WCG’s change process, but there is no

evidence for it.

“Further up and further in — Trinitan response” (McKenna, 1999) was more

explicit on the Trinity. For example:

God is one and God is the Trinity aret contradictory statements. Given a
context defined by the bodily risen and@sded Lord, they are statements of a

faith that is {sic} profoundly rooted ithe ground of Chri& nature and being
(p-1)

Such rhetorical expressions are comrmoicKenna’s writings, but a close and
sustained attempt to reason through thestants is not apparent. We note (p.2)

imperatives such as:

What impresses itself upon {us?} as a tmdicontradiction actually refers us to
a reality whose rational mode of hgicannot be divorced from the Being of
God himself. The Worldwide Church &fod is duty bound to seek real and
fresh resolutions for the problem of thiel and the new in the biblical world.
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Furthermore, the exposition is not reallyagument but a series of statements with a
“religious” vocabulary. It sggests that not all membersthe WCG are convinced
about the possibility of unddgesmding God in Trinitariaterms — McKenna hints that

many still “object adamantly.”

McKenna's doctoral thesis was publksl as “The setting in life dthe Arbiter
of John Philoponos” (McKenna, 1997). Thead of Philoponos, the Grammarian of
sixth-century Alexandria are related to the matter of complementarity in the
understanding of the nature of God. Chiasta composite reality, together with the
need to reconcile a Messiah with Monotheigposed logical difficulties and Philoponos
is said to have admitted “The whole thisgabsolutely impossible ... but nevertheless it
is true for those who believe” (p.15). McKerfmeonsideration of i logical aspects of
Philoponos’s quest to affirm the orthodox ursdending of the composition and nature
of God found support with Scottish theglan T.F. Torrance. McKenna allies his
thinking with Torrance’s so, by assoca@t] McKenna’s own thought appears to be
highly elevated. Presumably influent@l McKenna'’s thinking is Torrance’s (2002,
p.61) observation, in the context of quantum theory:

... the more deeply we penetrate into thonal structures of nature in its sub-
atomic levels the more we find thaethiniverse does not contain within itself a
sufficient explanation of iterder — it is ultimately eluge and inexplicable in a

variability that will not be forced to preconceived patterns of our thought.

Torrance (2002, p.93) is familiar with McKenna’s work and refers to how
Philoponos’s dynamic conception of lightesyed the way to construe energy in
relational ways. Philoponos’s thought wapreessed in dynamic relational ways, using
theological terms in accordance with alitgdbelonging to a context, thus having
“objective reference, and not just in amtance with Aristotelian rules for logical
division and classification or s@e formal system of logicaefinitions and distinctions”
(p.98). This “kataphysic” way of thinkingnay well be a precursor to Reich’s RCR —
but, before that, of “Clerk Maxwell's adapitan to physics of the kind of onto-relations
expressed in the Christian dione of the Holy Trinity”(p.100). Philoponos’s work
also points to the critical realisttsmol of thought. Tornace (p.105) writes:
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Careful thinking in theology and science alike proceedslIgtiicaccordance
with the nature of objective reality wfhat is being investigated and/or

interpreted, that is in accordance with what it really is.

The consequence of this in our theot@dithought, according to Torrance (p.106), is:

When we turn to inquire dbod and seek to know him in accordance with his
nature, the modality of our reason undergoes a very radical shift, but the
scientific method remains the same: kmayvhim strictly and holistically in
accordance with his divine reality andture. Here human thinking undergoes
an epistemic reorientation naetanoia under the creativand self-revealing
impact of God’s personal interactianth us. Thus there takes place an
epistemological inversion of our knowinglation but in strict accordance with

the nature of God as he makes himself known to us.

McKenna and Torrance have been acquainted for some time and Torrance’s way
of thinking (especially in his works on tAeinity) have special appeal in the present
study of the WCG'’s change of thinking. Tarca’s contribution thus lends weight to
Reich’s assertion that aexgal kind of thought — RCR — important for understanding
the Trinity and that a change in the waytlahking needs to precede that understanding.
McKenna's worldview and way dhinking are, superficiallgat least, understandable in
terms of RCR, probably at the highest leesbecially as his thoughts are intertwined
with (if not just derived from) Torrance’s. Bhis to be expected from someone with a
scientific and metaphysical inclination and his familiarity with the issues underlying
Reich’s theory make him well-placed to exgdhe implications of the present thesis
with WCG officials.

5.9  The current WCG position on the Trinity

From 1998 the WCG could fully subscribe to the Chalcedonian Definition. In
“The dual nature of Jesus Christ,” Johngtb®98. p.2) states that “Scripture implies
that Jesus continues to be fully God antyfauman — now God in glorified flesh.”
This came a long way from the earlier pio$ (Tkach Jr., 1993, p.12) that, following

Jesus’ glorification, his “humamature has been removed.”
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The most recent WCGtatement of Belief¥VCG, 2001) was explicitly revised
to confirm the WCG’s Trinitarian credentsalA new entry, “Th@Triune God,” states
the orthodox belief that Gods'ione divine Being in thresternal, co-essential, yet
distinct Persons — Father, Son, and Holy iEpiFhe next entries are called “God the
Father,” “God the Son,” and “God the HolyiB" The text appears to be completely
orthodox, except for one curious featureddr “God the Son,” nothing is said about
Him being the source or conduit of the H8lgirit. However, under “God the Father,” it
is stated that He is “from whom the Hdbpirit eternally proceeds through the Son.”
Under “God the Holy Spirit,” it is statatiat He is “eternayl proceeding from the
Father through the Son.” These statemelaarly indicate thathis is not a “double
procession,” but a stepped procession. Wesstern creeds require God the Son qua
God to be a source of the Spirit, notiastrument of its transmission (for thque, or
double procession, idea see Olson and RaD2, p.52, and for another view, Lorenzen,
1999, p.61). This may well reflect the influerafeStavrinides’ original Greek Orthodox

background.

However, WCG writer, Michael Morrisai1996, p.4) stated “Based on biblical
evidence, the Worldwide Churdf God teaches that the Holy Spirit is God in the same
way that the Father is God and the SoGdsl.” Likewise, Morrson (2001, p.1) stated
that “The Holy Spirit, like the Son and the Father, is God — three Persons perfectly
united in one God: the Trinity.” Ho does he explain this tri-unity?

In the world of spirit, the Father, Saamd Holy Spirit are God, unified in a way
that material objects cannot be. Our math is based on material things; it does not
always work in the infirie, spiritual realm (p.1).

As a form of reasoning, the above is limitedstatements based on presumed evidence.
It alludes to logical structes but defers engagement witlem. WCG scholarship is
directed at communicating beflseto the ordinary membeif the public and is usually
descriptive, withoutnternal engagement with the constis at an abstract level. As the
new beliefs, such as the Trinity, require msophistication of expression, WCG writers
are now able to access seVerecellent treatments dfie Trinity (Grenz, 2004;

Letham, 2004).
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Paul Kroll is one of the WCG’s prinmal writers. His “Is the Trinity in the
Bible?” (Kroll, 1999a) portrays the Trinity asplicitly taught in the Bible, whereas
previously the WCG required explicit statents to that effect. The argument for the
Trinity is not fully developd, and relies on the linking offexences to Father, Son and
Holy Spirit. Kroll (p.1) writes, “Certainlysuch passages show that the New Testament
faith is implicitly Trinitarian.Of course, it’s true that none of these passages say directly
that ‘God is a Trinity ..." ofThis is the Trinitarian docitne ...” But they don’t need
to.” In “Does the Trinity teach tke Gods?”, Kroll (1999b, p.2) writes:

If one rejects the theology of the Titin he or she has no explanation that
preserves the oneness of God — an absblbteal requirement. That is why
Christians formulated the doctrine. They accepted the truth that God was one.
But they also wanted to explain that Je€lhrist is also spoken of in terms of
divinity in Scripture. And so is the Holy Spirit. The Trinity doctrine was
developed precisely with the intentdgplain as well as human words and
thought would allow how God could be haine and yet three — simultaneously.
By admitting plurality into unity, Kroll isble to develop his point to RCR Level 2.
Further development of the argumenttake into account connecting elements, was

needed to demonstrate a higher RCR leagin the following example (Kroll, 1999b,

p.2):

Using the word “Persons” for the hypasta of God is a compromise. We need
a word that emphasizes the persaoralre of our God and in some way
contains the concept of distinctivenedafortunately, the word “person” also
contains the notion of separate-ness waygplied to human persons. Trinitarians
understand that God is not made up efkind of persons that a group of people
might be. But what is a “God-kind” gferson? We have no answer. We use the
word “Person” for each hypostasis ob@&because it is a personal word, and

above all, God is a personalifig in his dealings with us.

Kroll's (2004) “The Holy Spirit is te personal presence of God Himself,” relies
heavily on arguments and quotes from Toce(1996) and thus Kroll's RCR level is
indistinguishable from Torrance’(This is a complicating famt in reviewing any of the

WCG leaders, as they have been imbuét the higher level tinking of outsiders on
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this topic, without contributing much origingdought. This raisethe risk of ascribing
higher RCR levels to WCG leaders, when nas merited.) Kroll agues against a view,
possibly lingering in the mindsf some WCG adherents, thhe Holy Spirit “is not
personal in the same sense that the Faih@iSon are personaKiroll draws heavily on
T.F. Torrance’sThe Christian Doctrine of Go@l996). The Spirit is said to be self-
effacing. However, the “Comforter” role, steeding Christ but through whom Christ’s
“face” is seen, lends a personal dimensioth&Spirit. Even so, again citing Torrance,
these “faces” are to be undewod as “imageless relatioh§hese relations are not
disconnected; in other words, the members of the Godhead are not “appendages” to
each other. The argument seems to go #safod is directly involved in the saving
work of the Son, so is the Spidirectly involved in thasame work, as God in Christ
and as Christ as Spirit. These relationscargral and essential to human salvation, for
the interpenetration of Jesand his disciples is through the agency of the Spirit. As
Kroll (2004, p.6) says: “All three Persons efféot salvation of believers, and all must

be true God of true God in orderdo so — including the Holy Spirit.”

The above reasoning seems to be congisigh the premises, and the elegance
and appeal of this reasoning seems to rewafthe validity of the premise, that is, the
Trinity. This circularity is actually a form of complementarity, the premise and
conclusions forming a whole, self-sustagiargument. It would be convincing to a
believer. But the premises are assumed from the elaborations. This is not to say that the
premises are invalid. Overall, the argumisrgelf-validating- in terms of RCR —
because it fulfils the consideratis at the higher level. It ossible that the Trinity (as
explained in the orthodox sense) is not dmdgt explained at tHagher level, but is
indeed intrinsic to that higindevel of RCR. But the thoughtmains: isn’t this inspired
by Torrance’s thinking, which itseis highly complementarist?

To conclude, the WCG’s expositions thve Trinity during tle transition period
and into the present time are at their besh{ghest in terms of RCR levels) when they
incorporate or reflect mainstream theotaitreatises. As thepirit of freedom
underlying these treatises becomes moretagh&/CG thinking,the WCG leaders will
become less reliant on arguments based on authority alone. The movement from
ditheism to tri-unity may have been mtalized but no reabbical reasons were

initially evident in the movement towards amalysis of the Trinity. The switch from
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one to another belief appears to have Beggllectualized” but not fully comprehended
at the higher levels, as shown in the docusiesiewed. There definitely appears to be
a growing awareness of the necessity ke @ccount of competgy views on the Trinity
and the interpretation of sources. There app@ be modest gains in RCR and it is
anticipated that higher RCR levels will béaated as the WCG leaders become more
familiar with recent Trinitarian scholarship. There are signs of evidence of this, as the
WCG continues to educate its mendtep through publications such @hristian
OdysseyFor example, the most recent issue involved an interview with Robert F.
Capon who, in the context of preaching hittynand grace, said “Pure monotheism is
dangerous. The doctrine of the Trinity leraces the paradox of mutuality in God
himself without violating the unity of @ — because it can only be preached as a
paradoxand amystery (Capon, 2005, p.11). The WCG's exposure to examples of
complementarity thinking, compatible wiitis new ethos, probably will assist the
WCG'’s leaders (and general membership) to reflect on their transformation and

progress towards higher RCR levels.

5.10 Dissident reactions to WCG changes on the Trinity

What follows is an account of arguments by a number of supporters of the
traditional doctrine. In this presentation, thipe of reasoning used will become more
evident, revealing that the anti-Trinippsition was deficient in RCR even though
sometimes intelligently expressed. The B/€ abandonment of its objection to the
Trinity, and its cautious acceptance of isuked in numerous polemical works refuting
the doctrine and questioning the WCG’stiwes. The definition of God remains a
lively and controversial topic iourrent ex-WCG circles (s@ée Journal. Analysis of
the major dissident groups’ Ireture on the Trinity reveals their view that there is no

“logical” reason for the WCG thave changed its belief.

There is also little sustained reasonimgome of the dissident sources (for
instance, Schroeder, 2001)atheiterate a simple veos of the old WCG position.
Most of the “reasoning” ithese items is contained in the quotations drawn from
various sources, which are then presedtggimatically. That is, the authors do not
themselves appear to use higher levelea$oning but, in some instances, they do

appreciate the higher argumenised by others, especialiyhey support the author’s
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own case. It is often difficutb disentangle the words oreig@s drawn from these sources

from the author’'s commentary.

Many anti-Trinitarians appear to assumat time “third Person” of the Trinity is
a definitive “being,” or operates as a “cerponality” to the Father and Son. One such
commentator is the late DErnest Martin (died 2002), one-time Dean of Theology at

Ambassador College. Martin (1991) sédlyat the Chalcedonian Definition was

based on philosophical speculations of Me®-Platonic school that make them
completely inexplicable to the ordinantelligent person. Ifiact, there is not a
person in the world who can satisfadipgxplain what the doctrine of the

Trinity is all about (p.10).

This kind of sweeping conclusion by a fornteacher of the WCG leaders, even though
it recognizes complexity and paradox, contd have encouraged efforts to think
through complex beliefs, thus delayingithdevelopment towards higher levels of

reasoning.

5.10.1 Intercontinental Church of Godufaled by Garner Ted Armstrong (1930-2003)

The late Garner Ted Armstrong establistted church (ICG), based in Texas, in
2000 and continued to promulgate views ¢stesit with the earlier WCG position. In
his “Is God a mystefy’, Armstrong (2000) repeats theatbe that Satan is behind the
Trinity doctrine, as the devil, also knownlagcifer, was a member of a “triumvirate” of
spirit beings (p.4), and promotes the Trinity through the “whore of Babylon” (implying
the Roman Catholic Church) (p.6). Tiheoklet quotes and ridicules a number of
orthodox explanations of the Trinity and,place of argument, Armstrong cites a
number of Bible texts to pwe his position that God is two persons. For example,
regarding Christ:

He insisted that He and His Father gakien were “one”, which plainly meant to
those who heard Him that they were amagreement, in purpose, in doctrine,
in character, and one in spiritual puritdet, Christ was on the earth; able to be

seen, handled, experienced, and His Fatlzrinvisible, in heaven. Nothing
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incomprehensible here whatsoevertt@mly, one has no problem seeing that

the two “substances” were separate; &ttwn earth, and the Father in heaven!
(p.12).

The booklet presents several simplistiguanents along these lines, and never goes
beyond RCR Level 1. He writes “Everywkdn God’s creation, there is duality”

(p.23), and lists examples, but takes bothRhther and the Son into account when
defining God. Armstrong was indoctrinated is Father’s teachings from an early age
and was a prominent exponent of themdaime as Vice President of the WCG. During
that time, the Father-Son duality in the Gedt held appeal as Herbert and Garner Ted
Armstrong presented their own father-son retaghip in the minisy as mirroring the

divine reality.

5.10.2 Church of God, International, also founded by Garner Ted Armstrong

TheChurch of God, Internationaktarted in the late 1970s in Texas, after its
founder Garner Ted Armstrong was excommunicated from his father’s church (in 2000,
Garner Ted Armstrong was dismissed from dfiarch also, again for moral failings).
The CGI continued with the traditional V@beliefs, as outlined in two booklets by
Vance Stinson. These were produced in regptmthe WCG's changes re the Trinity.
In God is not a Trinity'Stinson (1993a) acknowledges that Trinitarians do not believe
in three separate Persons (@engs) for that would be Tritheism. Stinson knows that
the Trinity is not explained dseparate beings,” thuspartitioned God. He knows that
the Trinity consists of thregersonal distinctions,” or “hypostases,” within the One
Being. However, he insists thiie biblical image of the Sasitting at the Father’s side,
“even if this description is to sonextent metaphorical,” actually “picturéso distinct
Beings” (Stinson, 1993a, p.6).

Stinson (1993a, p.6 asserts that mileyv Testament scholars (they are not
named, but Stinson would be supportedgant, by Letham, 2004) admit “that the
writers of the New Testament never thoughTiimitarian terms. They clearly saw the
Father and the Son as two divine Beings, nétyp®stasesvithin one Being. The
trinitarian interpretation requires that amad forced and unnatural meanings into

passages that were written for people wittinary abilities in comprehension and
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understanding.” Stinson (p.7) also reliespapular Greek writer Spiros Zodhiates in
support of the view that @l is a “family.” Stinsor{p.13) appeals to “natural

reasoning” which would not ave at a Trinitarian corlasion. Regarding the Logos,
Stinson (p.22) claims that John’s thoughsvwdaawn from the Hebrew Scriptures, where
the Angel of the Lord was God’s Spokesman;thetlater Hellenistic view of Logos as
Reason, or personification of a principle whaould be drawn inta Trinitarian view

of God. Stinson’s view is that the Log8gokesman was a distinct divine being.
Stinson (pp.38-39), following John 6:25, points out that Jesus admitted speaking (about
the coming of the Comforter) in “proverbsf figurative language, but meant more
plainly (as in John 14:18-2%at He and the Father would come. Therefore, “Jesus’
description of the Comforter, then, wiggurative languagdor the spiritual presence of
God, both Father and Son.” Stinson (199843) argues that, ultimately, the authority
of the historic Christian churadbk the source of the Trinity dtvine, and is a belief based

on a political majority vote.

The above booklet was supportedWiiio, what, is God{Stinson 1993b, p.10),
which comments on the WCG changes, but is now out-dated.

In recent times ... the WCG has adopted a concept that resembles
Trinitarianism. The leaders of that orgzation now speak of the Father and the
Son as “consciousnesses” within God, betwamnclear as to whether they believe
the Holy Spirit is a distinct “consciousness”. They claim that the word
“person”, when used of one of theoftsciousnesses” withi@od, is a weak

metaphor, and have renounced their |betd belief that God is a Family.

Stinson is more cautious than the othéhars and comes close to an interim position
later adopted by the WCG, it seems, esgdBcin regard to the “composite unity”
implied by the wordElohim (Stinson, 1993b, p.14). Stinson (p.33) writes:

Should we accept the biblical descriptionsle$us Christ sitting at His Father’s
right hand as a “human way” of undenstling the functions of two “personal
distinctions” interacting within one Bag who is not composed of “parts™? Or
should we accept the more natural uniderding of one Being existing side-by-

side, and in perfect unityith another Being?
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Stinson (1993b, p.35) seems to assert that One God can be many Beings ...
since “God'’ is akind of Being.” That is, God is a kinaf Being that “can exist as more
than one Person.” Whilst not pressing the “family” definitiofelafhim, Stinson refers
to the wide application of the Familprcept — not just metaphor - to the Godhead.
Instead of immediately dismisg claims for the Personaliof the Holy Spirit, Stinson
(p.48) examines them on the basis of God’s omnipresence. The argument seems to be
leading to this: If God is present everywheaed He is Personal, why is another Person
(that is, the Holy Spirit) necessary? It ntsg/possible to say that the Holy Spirit is
God's presence (and “God” can mean eitherRather and/or the Son) — and because
God is thus personally present, his Spgriikewise personal — but not necessarily a
distinct Person (unddmod, perhaps, as a “Being”).Miould be wrong to think of the
Holy Spirit as a “separateing” in any case. The masignificant passage (p.49) is
this:

When we understand the Holy Spirit@ed'’s invisible presence and activity
within the natural world, we can easiupnderstand why the scriptural writers so
often gave personal attributes to the Bp8ince “Holy Spirit,” or “Spirit of
God,” refers to God’s spiritual presentierough interventionyvithin the natural
world, it is incorrect to say that thiEloly Spirit is nothing more than an
impersonal force, or that the personal pronouns “He” and “Him” cannot be
appropriately used when speaking of the Spiiiitis, however, does not mean
that the Holy Spirit is the “Third Peon” of the Godhead [italics added].

The above attempts to dealkhvat least two aspects ofetlproblem — God as One, and
the Spirit as God, thus resulting in RCR LeveTlRis is raised to Level 3 in that Stinson
allows that both positions are neededngglied in Scripture. The link between God,
Spirit and personal presence brings &immis thinking up to RCR Level 3-4. The

overlap is due to the firm presence of Le¥@lements, such as a focus on the positions
taken into account but without their full egpltion. That is, the unexamined aspects of
the position are taken up into the heglhevel, resulting in under developed
relationships. At Level 3,tBison admits that neither God as One, nor God is Spirit
only, is correct, but there is mxplicitanalysis of the reteonship. Even more
problematic is the issue of whether therperception of context dependency of the

explanation. Part of the@bove quote has been italicizedshow the closeness of
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Stinson’s argument to orthodox belief on thenify. The personality of the Holy Spirit
is admitted, thus there is nothing to prevent Stinson from becoming a Trinitarian except
for his retention of an inadequate underdtag of Person. This is an impediment to a

full designation as RCR Level 4.

It seems that the dispute rests on aerpretation of the distinctions in the
Godhead. Stinson probably would allow -séad on the above reasoning — that when
God is present in the Person of the Holyi§ghis itself consitutes the distinction.

That is, it is a distinction because God is aithat instant present as Father or Son. In
fact it is necessary to have this distinctimtause the Father qua Father is “in heaven”
(Matthew 23:9), and the Sonsaid to “return” at a later time. In the meantime, the Son
promises “I will be with you always” (M#tew 28:20, New International Version) but
also has “ascended up on high” (Ephesians 4:8). It is possiblia¢hatot of this

problem may lie in the beginning premise — thath distinction (Pson) is a “distinct
Being.” That is, God is not two Beings in One, but One Being who is also Two (or
more) Persons. However, these Persons are not modes of the same Being. If Stinson is
able to conclude that the Holy Spiritaghird “Person” - but not a third “Being” -

within the Godhead, and tak#ss to its logical conclsion along orthodox lines, there
are signs that his position could adapt to the Trinity. Stinson’s intelligently reasoned
account demonstrates a high RCR leveleast Level 3-4, evathough his conclusions

differ from traditional Trinitarianism.

5.10.3 United Church of God, &mternational Association

This is a prominent WCG schistiagroup, founded by several leading WCG
ministers soon after the Trinity doctrine svatroduced, and is based in Ohio. As it
incorporates a large number of former @@embers, the UCG regards itself as the
legitimate continuation of Armstrong’s chiadt affirms its belief in “one God, the
Father” and in Jesus Christ, “who has etlyrexisted ... the Son of the living God,”
and in “the Holy Spirias the Spirit of God anaf Christ” (UCG, 1998, p.2). The
relationship between the Father and the Same of unity butvith distinction. The
word God can be applied to either. “The Holy Spirit of God is not identified as a third
person in a trinity, but is corssently described [in scripte] as the power of God”
(p-4).

210



In “Who is God?” (UCG, 2001), the bibhl basis for belief is emphasized, but
the authors are limited by their interpretivarizon. For example, the Gospel of John’s
prologue, “the Word was with God, anaétWWord was God,” leads the author to
conclude that “If you arith someone, then you ao¢her thanand separate from that
person. John clearly descrilie® divine personalities in thisassage” (p.8), so “then,
we havetwo great personages ... presiding othex Creation” (p.8). This idea of
separate divine personalitiisth of which are God) implies the co-existence of two
God beings. The rest of the booklet repres the old WCG position that God is a
plurality in unity. The case for this sipported by numerouslide verses, giving the
whole argument some plausibility but withthis limited framework and dependent on
the author’s foundational views and intetpre schema, without engagement with
alternative scholarshig\ Dictionary of Christian TheologfRichardson, 1969 edition),
is cited (p.48) to show that at the timetlo¢ Trinity’s formulation there were some who
thought in binitarian terms, as though this minority view carried more weight than the
Trinitarian (although see Letha2004). There is a kind of lisible logic that arises
from arguing only from Bible verses buethermeneutical basis for this is made
invisible. It does not admit the multipleews of others who likewise have enjoined
their intellect with the same texts and hawveved at other conctions. Therefore, at a

macro level, the position taken by this baikk idiosyncratic, and at RCR Level 1.

5.10.4 Philadelphia Church of God, founded by Gerald Flurry

The WCG's changes were strongly opposed bytiiadelphia Church of Gad
which broke from the WCG in the mid 199@sis led by Gerald Flurry, former WCG
pastor from Oklahoma and self-proclainsatcessor to the Apostle Armstrong. After a
lengthy law suit, this sect obtained thghtis to republish Herbert Armstrong’s final
opus,Mystery of the Age8ut Flurry’s main textbookylalachi’'s Messagé€Flurry,
1995),does not explicitly deal with the TrinitgJthough it does refer to distinct Persons
in the Godhead. The separateness of theeFaiid Son (as separate Beings, the Son
being subordinate to the Father) iggaled in the following (Flurry, 1995, p.51):

Now the WCG teaches that “Christ is ttentral figure of the Gospel”. That is
tragically unbiblical! ...... The Kingdom of God ithe FAMILY of God. And
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who is the head of the Family? Christ?dfirse not! The Father is the head of
the Family. God the Father isstlcentral figure of the Gospel!

There is no compromise in Flurry’s writingad very little sign of complex reasoning.
By setting up a rigid hierarchy — God, Chyisthers — Flurry “overshadows” Christ’s

role in the relational Godhead, and thereflimits his thinking to RCR Level 1.

5.10.5 Restored Church of God, founded by David Pack

Another contender for Armstrong’s mantle is David Pack, also a former WCG
pastor. HiRestored Church of Gotlased in Ohio, has republished many of
Armstrong’s writings, and is very criticaf the WCG’s motives for changing its
doctrines. In this section, ware able to preview some thie incongruous aspects of the

WCG'’s transition period, in regard their thinking about the Trinity.

In The Trinity: Is God three-in-ongPack, 2002)a key objection seems to be
based on this — “The Trinity doctrine appealso many because it teaches that Christ
and the Holy Spirit workn our steadrather than Christ working in us by the Holy
Spirit's power. It relieves “Christians” of the need to doything— other than just
“accept Jesus” (p.6). Other key objections are that “The Trinity denies and limits the
nature of God ...” ... who “is a Family,” vith involves “God is reproducing Himself,
expanding His Family with many sons ....... €lde sons (and daughters) — Christians —
are begotten by God’s Holy Spirit, which pawers them to develop godly character”
(p.7). The “personhood” of the Holy Spiriteth is replaced withagency” — both as
means of conception and mearfsanctification. The lattas understood as power to

obey God, thus developing “character.” Thi€lassic Armstrongism (Tucker, 1989).

The assumption is that the Three-in-@drinitarianism is divisible — “How
could one-third of one Beingdje? Likewise, how could terthirds of one Being
resurrectthe other third of itself?” (PacR002, p.19). The booklet asserts that the
Trinity doctrine requires that “the Holy Sjpiis ‘one third’ of the Godhead.” Thus
“Three-in-One” is understood as three sepabatidgs linked together. This caricature
is not the orthodox Trinitariaposition but is obviouslpolytheistic. The booklet

continues: “If the Holy Spirit is one persdhen, logically, he can only be present in
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one person at a timeThis quote assumes that the wopgrson” equatewith a single
individual. “We have shown that the HdBpirit is neither one-third of a single,
amorphous god-being, nor a separate enfitythree-member godhead” (p.23). This
was reasoned through biblical exegesis (gdiased on the assumption that a person is
a unit). Also the reasoning is that, as iy Spirit is powerful and imparts power st
power. The underlying assumption is tha Hioly Spirit is not God, but is God’s
power, an extension of God. That isefponhood” somehow garates the Godhead
into separate god-beings, yet personhoattsdenied to Christ. The obvious
conclusion is that the Father and Son are $eparate persons, therefore two separate
Beings. This is classic binitarianisithe booklet presents an either/or position,
somewhat dogmatically. There is no engagat of the relationship between the
members of the Godhead,terms of classic Trinitarrathought. “Proof texts,”

probably taken out of context, are usedirgue the anti-Trinity position.

A more extensive treatment is givenTihere came a falling awayack, 2003).
This book catalogues 280 changes thaW¥i&G made since Herbert Armstrong died. It
reveals interesting developments in tharaye of the Trinity doctrine. Pack (p.65)
quotes from a letter by David Hunsberg&fCG Personal Correspondence writer, to a
WCG member, dated 23 September 1993:

We [ie.The WCG] are teaching a form of the Trinityough not the exact
variations of the concept that haween commonly taught. We find flaws in
most Trinitarian teachings that we atéempting to avoid. The word “trinity”
originally meant “three” and we haadways believed that the one God is
somehow three — Father, Son and HolyiSas mentioned by Jesus in Matthew
28:19.

Then Pack (2003, p.67) quotes the late Joseph W. Tkach (Armstrong’s successor) in a
message to WCG ministeBgstor General’s Repartlated 27 August 1993):

Another heresy is the idea that ..etbne God is sometimes the Father,

sometimes the Son, and sometimes the Holy Spuitnot all three all the time
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Pack’s comment on this: “Where was the Eatlvthen Christ wasn the earth? And if
God, Christ, and the Holy Spirit were, sort t8iamese triplets,” how could one-third
of one being die? By this definition, mkind has no Savior. We have a Christ who
stayed alive, inextricabligound into a three-in-one godheadth what must have only
been a “discarded body” when He died.”

The time when the WCG first contemplagedhange in their Trinity doctrine is
uncertain, but Pack (2003, p.69) implies tihatas much earlier than admitted and
refers to WCG Greek scholar, Dr. Stavrinides’ statemeRewiews You Can Ugé&an-
Feb 1991), already quoted above.

The Worldwide Church of God teaches tuk divinity of the Father, and of the
Son, and of the Holy Spirit — theldlical foundation for all Trinitarian

discussions.

Pack (2003, p.69) comments on this:

The above quotes reveal an astonisisieguence of events. They were written
and prepared in 1991 as the official pelposition of the Wddwide Church of

God on the doctrine of the trinity {sicJ-his was a full two and a half years
before it was admitted to the brethren for the first time. The incredible truth this
picture represents is that Chureladlership had carefully and deliberately
planned years ago to make this chawide denying it over and over to the
Church. Anyone who tried to say tliae new teaching that God was three
hypostases in one being was the tyifgic} was deemed a rumormonger and

liar.

Then there is a lengthy quote fra»avid Hulme (then WCG Director of
Communications and Public Affainrspw the leader of another se€Ctiurch of God, an
International Communidygiven at the Trinity Evangelic&ivinity School meeting in
1991. The “spin” on the withdraal/of Herbert Armstrong’s boollystery of the Ages
that it was mostly a rehash of earlierrgrire, a “catalog of the major beliefs of the
Church.” Armstrong “considered that wdtkbe in need of revision ... But then he

died,” and “We were already in the prgseof making a number of changes ...” Hulme
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then stated that “Shortlfter Herbert Armstrong’s death, Joseph Tkach organized a
senior group of Worldwide I@irch of God ministers inta doctrinal review team

....... " and referred to the “degree of inéince” on WCG by external theologians and
religious scholars, but was not specific. Halalso stated that “We recently issued a
new paper on the subject of the Trinity, whigas drafted by a senior Church minister
who is a graduate of the Universitylafndon ...”. Pack (2003, p.71) then cites from

Stavrinides’ paper:

The Worldwide church of God has madlebéblical truths an indispensable part
of its teaching including thteaching that God is ormit not the specific way in
which God is onewhich isentirely a philosophical matteit teaches the full
divinity of the Father, the Son, and tHely Spirit, but it does not argue whether
God is an essential, a personal, oupes-personal being in the way these terms

are used by theologians (italics in original)

Pack (2003, p.71) then notes thgt1994, a WCG publication (“We're Often
Asked”) was able to state unambiguously: “Thene nature of God is an essential part
of Worldwide Church of Godoctrine.” Pack also quotes Joseph W. Tkach’s Letter to
the Ministry Pastor General's Repar8 June 1994) — “Conagng the nature of God,
for example, we used to teach what amouiesl polytheistic view: two God beings.”
However, the July 199Rlain Truthmagazine, in an articlealled “God is...”, states —
“At first glance, the concept of ‘one in 8@’ and ‘three in one’ appears illogical to
human reason. Yet we believe it, eveaugh it is not simple or easy to explain,
because the Bible reveals it.” Pa@003, p.73) contends that the WCG began
formulating the Trinitarian position severaars before admitting it to the membership.
Pack reveals that Phillip Arnn of the Welaman Expositor (an anti- “cult” ministry)
explains why a full admission took so long. What follows is from an interview between
Arnn and Dr. D. Kennedy (“Truths That Tigform”, 1993), cited in Pack (p.73). Arnn
says:

Many of their top ministers are attendibidple schools outside of the church and
are being exposed to orthodox theologyey lare bringing these doctrines, these
new doctrinal understandings, back ithie church and actually changing

church doctrine ....... But at the same time, to make such a drastic change, they
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are concerned that they’re goitgglose a lot of members ....So they are
actually telling the members that thase not making any changes whatsoever,
but that they’re just explaining th@d doctrines in a different way ....So they
have to use a different language witk thembership, than they are with the
orthodox Christian communiiytalics by Pack).

Pack (2003, p.74) as proof of the abovegdd duplicity refers to a statement
made by Tkach Senior - “We do not believe doetrine of the Trinity” (J.W. Tkach Sr,
“Personal” Worldwide News22 July 1991). The point is that the WCG at that time
admitted the “divinity” of the Holy Spirit and the “unity” of Father, Son and Holy
Spirit, but baulked at using the word “fitly.” The above account reveals something
about the introduction of the new doctrinepparently there is a time-lag between the
WCG’s implicit Trinitarianism of 1991 (wherthe “personhood” of the Holy Spirit is
not yet resolved, although the “divinitghd “unity” are accepted), and the explicit
Trinitarianism of 1994. It appears that theerim phase was explained in terms of
semantic shifts — so in 1994 the WCG coultral that they had alwa had the basis of
a Trinity doctrine but misunderstood the laaga needed (and were hesitant to use
orthodox language because of its supposed origins in paganism). Once the paganism
link was discarded, there was no reatoreject the orthodox language. The
chronological account by Pack is intendeaonstrue that the WCG introduced the
Trinity doctrine by stealth, and with duplicity, its progressive aotunt of the doctrine.
Pack does not engage with the beliefaesiy and his writings demonstrate the

character of either/or thinking, that is, RCR Level 1.

5.10.6 Church of God, The Eternal, founded by Raymond C. Cole (died 2001)

TheChurch of God, The Etern@CGE), broke from the WCG in the early 1970s
and is based in Oregon. Its founder, the Ragmond Cole, was a senior minister in the
WCG, and one of Armstrong’s first studen€ole was committed to Armstrong’s
original teachings and refused to compromigen liberalization or necessary changes
occurred. The CGE producddthe Trinity and the Nature of Ganl 1995, as a response
to the WCG'’s “apostasy” from its originedachings. The 80 page paper draws from
about 50 historical and modern (but nateet) theological works, and attempts to

demonstrate the futility of using reason tggort the Trinity doctrine. It says that “...
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there are aspects about God whichnz be known and ... human reasoning,
philosophical speculation, and argumentatiom useless devices in the attempt to
penetrate this barrier” (CGE, 1995, p:v).

Most critics of the Trinity rely hedly on Old Testament motifs of God and are
unwilling to admit the later philosophic@eas. According to the CGE (1995, p.2), the

terms of the debate are misleading:

What was eventually adopted in thigfficentury was not the doctrine of the
Trinity (which means three, implying ayphlity of gods) but of Triunity (God is
one while at the same time consistingloke persons) ....... There is difficulty
defining and defending the doctrine of fhenity, not so much in the threeness
once it has been admitted into thought, ibytreserving the unity along with it.
At all stages of its development belieds been closer friunity than to a

Trinity.

The CGE’s argument is that it is noinatter of defining the relation with each
other of the members of the Trinity but hbwmans conceive @nd explain those
relations, in order to accept reject the doctrine. The CGE recognizes the psychology
of the matter and the role of the Cappadod-athers (later to strongly influence
Augustine). As students of Origen, and fallng Plato and Aristod, “they created a
league between Faith and Saenn the doctrine of the Trigif” Thus “The end result
was that the doctrine of the Trinitlyas a compromise between Judaism and
Hellenism.” Cole may have understoihat the Trinity was the product of
complementarity thinking, but he may have rejected it becausefegrpd the biblical
account. The CGE (1995, p.9) cites Harnack paasentative of an older school of
Biblical interpretation, to argue that K€ Cappadocian theologians taught that the
Christian idea of God was the true averédgtween Greek and Jewish thought.” The
CGE (1995, pp.14-15) goes on to refer to “th@dB®ivine Principle or the doctrine of
the World Soul ...... Thus the Holy Spirit wascorded the idea of the Third Principle
....... These three Principles were sometimaed three Divine Hypostases in the

Greek schools and taken togethereweegarded as one divinity.”
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The CGE paper proceeds to acknalgie the uncertainty about strict
monotheism in the Judaic tradition, especiadlyhe First century. The author is open to
complex relationships between the manifestes of God, but is not convinced that a
traditional Trinitarian conceptualizatias inevitable. Furthermore (CGE, 1995, p.28),
the traditional view of Judaic Monotheism is questioned, given recent (obscure)
scholarship that suggestplarality of spirit beings, over which God is supreme,
although there are two major powers in heavihis adds weight to a duality (or
binitarian) position, rather than strict Mohetsm — which has dominated the debate so
far. This is to some extent connected witkws of a Messiah “son of man” — with
which Jesus may have identified, to danfhis membership of a God plane pre-
existence. But to make him an equal member of a monotheistic “Godhead” may not be
necessary if such an entity did not in fagist. The problem for tar theologians was to
squeeze Jesus into a post-exilic One God that must accommodate another divine Being
(Jesus). In the same way, yet anothemaivBeing (the Holy Spirit) has to be
accommodated into the One God. Accordimghe CGE (pp.30-31), the earlier view
seemed to be that various divine Beingseveomplementary” t@ach other and later
Rabbinic tradition disguised the divine diyljor Two Gods) by personifying ideals —

“Justice and Mercy.”

What follows seeks to argue thagthrinity is an unnecessary formulation,
seeking to preserve a One God beliet thas been misunderstood. From these
arguments, the impression given is thatghHevel of RCR is useful in conceiving of
both the Trinity and also the alternative — t@aid is One but in tavBeings. This raises
the possibility that competing beliefs daave similar high RCR levels and that high
RCR thinking does not necessarily lead tmitarianism. Therare other forms of
pluralism, as the CGE (1995, p.32) goes on to show:

The monotheism of rabbinic orthodobsynot a valid basis from which to
construct the earliest Christian beliefsThere is some indication that Jewish
monotheism was able to accommodatgssing kinds of reverence for and
interest in other heavenly figures swhchief angels, exalted patriarchs, and
personified attributes growers of God. This more complex picture of Jewish
monotheism in the first century makiesnderstandable how Christians could

218



view the risen Christ as exalted while tiolg belief in one God. The inability to

understand this fact is due to an ineatrand rigid view regarding monotheism.

This appears to suggest tiia¢ early church could not ingmrate Christ into a strict
monotheism unless the divinealm was already capablee{pansion. On the matter of
multiple divinities, Witherington and Ice (2002, p.68) regard this as a “violation of the
tradition,” although thesmainstream authors are able to present an extensive
examination of the Father, Son, and HolyrfBvithout any explicit reference to the
doctrine of the Trinity.

Inherent in the CGE’s argument is tieeognition of a spirit population that has
no independent existence apart from Gadl @ which it is not necessary to give
personal membership of the Godhead.oklthese identities (and Christianity
recognizes personages in this angelic reaold be “holy spirit” (except, of course,
for the unholy, demonic spirits). This positimould allow Christ to have special status
or closeness to the Godhead, and to llaeespiritual attributes derived from the
Godhead, without the necessity of Chrighigan a “relationship” with what he
consists. This line of argument dispensé$ the need for a third God persona, as the
Father and the Son in their id#ies already give personalitg the Spirit. This position
does not necessarily equate with “two Gbds the complex spiritual relationship
between Father and Son would be similar asasight to be the case in Trinitarianism,
where the mutual Spirit of the Godheadngsteriously transformed into another
“Person.” Whilst the CGE’s position is interi@st it does not engage with the historical
distinctions between “Persons” and “Beingsijth the result that the CGE finds itself
holding to what amounts to a “Two Gods” theology.

The CGE's position seems to be at RCRdlél, in its explanation of one God,
two Persons, within an expanded form afmatheism. The two “gods”, Father and Son,
share godhood but are distinct persons, aei spatial-temporal location in spiritual
terms gives their presence the standing ah&toly Spirit” personage would have. That
is, the Father when “here” is the Holyifpwhilst the Son, at the same time over
“there,” is also the Holy Spirit. These positions are also fulfilled by lesser, created
“personages” who consist of “holy spiritWhilst all these “personages” have separate,

albeit derivative, existence their relationshd one another is interdependent, and is
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particularly affected by context. It &ssophisticated alternative to orthodox

Trinitarianism.

The CGE (1995, p.34) goes on to argue that, “Until Christiangg to fit the
Holy Spirit into the picture, it did not d&ate as far as one might think from a well-
established pattern in Jugian.” This is a valid poif) supported by Letham (2004).
Therefore, “Behind the debates of counciid éhe framing of creesdwas the binitarian
devotion practice of generations of Christiawvio reverenced Christ along with God in
ways that amounted to a mutation of monatime” and “The truth is Paul had received
a tradition that the preexisteBbn had been sent to twerld that He might be the
firstborn of many sons of God.” (CGE, 1995, p.36).

As the present thesis is attemptingk@amine the type of thinking involved in
conversion to Trinitarianism, note thie CGE (1995, p.39) suggests that later
Trinitarian thought required “conceptual tebhot available to primitive Christianity,
which explains the absence of Trinitarighinking then, and the prominence of
binitarian thinking in thesarliest church. Trinitariams's heavy reliance on metaphors
and figurative language is identified ag@akness leading to wesolvable speculation.
In opposition to this, the CGE (p.53) recommethe acceptance of the Bible “literally
and at face value,” as “tlauthoritative Wordf God.” Despite the arguments against
anthropomorphism, the CGE asserts that humasitierally like God;that is, in shape
and form, and in numerous ways, althoughinmohortal. This disputes the argument
that God (with all godly characteristids)a projection of humanity. The CGE (1995,
p.64) objects to the displacement of the plaxt ¢¢ the Bible, by allegory and literary
devices. The CGE objects to the Trinityrmgpcalled “revealed,” for it is plainly a
historical and philosophicalerivation, with inherentantradictions. The CGE (p.64)
also claims that the “threeness” (of the Tiiror anything) is ararbitrary position and
requires complex interrelationships. “Théseo way to overcome the paradox that we
must think of God as one and as a socies is possibly RCR Level 2, in that it

allows for some diversity in the God formulation.

Regarding the basis for Trinitarian belief, for example, “hypostases,” the CGE
(1995, p.66) draws attention to various tratigies and usages in the New Testament.

The CGE asserts thaypostasiss better understood &oundation,” rather than
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“essential nature.” It is claied that it is this latter usage, derived from Hellenism,
which is relied on to support the Trinity doctrine. The CGE’s qualifications in Greek
are unknown (and the source of kissertion is undisclosetdyt it can be contrasted
with the conventional view that hypostsi“means the individual existence of a
particular nature” (Moltmann, 1981, p.171).

Although their qualifications in Heew are also unknown, the CGE (1995,
p.66) writers assert that tiemain Deuteronomy 6:4) asanslated is said to be
misleading. Instead of meaning “Hear - theés one God” (which implies a singular
deity) it should mean “Hear (obey) God only” (which places emphasis on who to obey,
and does not rule out multiple deity). In thidainstance, it allows for Christ and God
to be one (Mark 12:29; John 10:30) and owares monotheistic objections to Christ's
deity. “The apostles all agree in represegtihe personal, spiriéih God, the righteous,
loving Yahweh of the Old Testament.” Yahwehs also identified as the pre-existent
Jesus, who was worshipped as such. Gud was the focus of New Testament belief
and early Christian adoration. Why wasetassary to change this view? The CGE
(1995, p.67) continues to assert that varitests reveal tw Gods in the Old
Testament. Trinitarians later added adh®od and utilized these texts to show a

plurality in the Godhead.”

There is therefore agreement betw#enCGE and Trinitarians that Old
Testament texts reveal plurality in tB@dhead. However, and this is the case
throughout many ex-Armstrongite anti-Trinitarimacts, the major difference is that for
Trinitarians the plurality is limited to Fathe8on and Holy Spirit (co-equal). But for the
CGE the plurality consists of God and Lood,Father and Son, alone. The Holy Spirit
is not a “person”. Furthermore, the limitatito three members is rejected; God is now
two, but will be more, which is what Chiishs will become (“Sons of God” in more
than a metaphorical sense). The oppositidretsveen a closed Trinity and a Family of
Two (and eventually more).

How does RCR work in the CGE’s papé&?position is fairly complex, but the
pro-Trinitarian argument is more interlyatomplex, demanding a non-linear or non-
sequential logic. It elals with internal (intra) relationg/hereas the Ditheistic position

involves more inter-relations — Father &wh primarily, but this does not exclude a
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relational dimension involving the Spirit. iBimakes possible some internal relations,
in that the same Spirit acts as a “betipetween the Father and Son. The CGE (1995,
p.69) suggests that the “Spirit of Gad"the resurrected Christ. Also:

The Spirit of God is not distinct fro@od, nor does the term imply a distinction
in the Godhead. The Spirit of GodG®d himself living, acting, and energizing

in the world. It can only be regardad personal because God is personal ... The
Spirit can be conceived as God’s inbeing itself, a kind of heavenly power

with its own identity (p.69).

The CGE concludes that tpeoblem lies in the “persofising of relations” (p.70).

That there are relations within the Godheadot denied, but the relations themselves
are personal, not “persons.” By limitingrpenality to the Father and Son, the CGE
cannot admit personality to the Holy Spifdr that would result inhree Gods. For the

CGE there can only now be two Gods, within the one Godhead.

Personal discussion with Cole in 1984aaled his inclination to an ordered
worldview, with precise examation of sources. But th@ositive quality was hindered
by Cole’s unfamiliarity with, or possielresistance to, advanced contemporary
scholarship on the Trinity. This definiteiynited the development of his thinking in
terms of complementarity, a term with iwh he was familiar, and entrenched his
viewpoint in either/or, authoritarian, ptisns out of a rigid respect for Herbert
Armstrong’s divine mandate for revealing Ged'uth. This was an unhelpful feature of
Cole’s personality as he refused to mgp@a when Armstrong himself modified a number
of WCG doctrines. Cole, throughe Church of God, The Etal, has presented strong
reasons for his views, at many places iaat with higher RCRevels, even though

holding to theological conclusions unactape to mainstream Christianity.

5.10.7 Christian Churches of God, coordinated by Wade Cox

This organization, headquartereddanberra, Australia, has a web site
(www.ccg.org giving the impression of a gromg international association of
congregations although that cannot be verifiedause of the private character of this

organization . A large number of paperstopics dealing with relatively esoteric
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matters, including many on the Tripitare on-line (CCG, 1997a, 1997b, 1998a, 1998b,
1999a, 1999b, 2000a, 2000b) These papers shaence of prodigious labour in
Biblical and historical stués, with dogmatic conclusionas they are un-refereed, and
as Cox’s academic or theological quaktions are unknown, thecredibility is

untested. The assumed author (Cox) hassleane association with the WCG in the

past, but appears to have taken up Unitaaiash messianic Judeo-Christian beliefs.

Since this group is marginal to theain body of former WCG ministries, a
limited review of one item, “Binitarianisnmd Trinitarianism” (CCG, 2000a), will be
attempted because it professes to deal th#Hogic of these topics. The paper takes a
stance against both of these options. péeer relies on numerous sources, some
obscure, and goes into detail unnecessariigature which interrupts the coherence of

any argument.

A point of interest is the claim thBinitarianism “is bgically absurd and
conveys within its structure the logical irtability of Trinitarianism” (p.2). The author
cites respected theologians, Emil Brunaed Karl Barth, and conjectures about a
number of matters rather haphazardly andibbg out of context. There is an element
of paranoia prevalent in this paper (“Thes@isters appearing as angels of light will
seek to persecute you”, p.7). Regarding tHedical position of Trinitarianism”, the

paper states:

Some Trinitarians attempt to denythGod is a Being hoping thereby to
introduce some additional vagarydefend against the charges of being

illogical, which they defend by declaring the whole thing a mystery. The denial
of the termBeingto God and Christ effectively diees their existence, which is
absurd (p.8).

The paper is referred to here only to illuggrthe type of material some former WCG

members encounter, further confusing them. There was a disorder of thought in Cox’s

paper, making any analysis of the presence of RCR futile.
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5.10.8 Associated Churches of God, founded by Ken Westby

The Association for Christian Development, an arm of the ACG based in
Seattle, Washington, has sponsored a serit@md God” seminars, the presenters at
which included several former WCG pastdeschers and admstrators, including
authors Buzzard and Hunting (1998). The ppatistance of the organizers is that of
Unitarianism. The content of presentations was superficially impressive but none of the
presenters were in the mainstream of kbgcal education or had published works of a
recognized academic standatt is likely that somenainstream New Testament
scholars will have some reservations aboutesclaims made in these papers, but the
presenters make telling points againstdlteArmstrong doctrines of God which were

devised by individuals untrained lniblical languages (Buzzard, 2003, p.11)

Buzzard (2003) addresses the probtemreconciling singularity and plurality.
“The fundamental problem remains for all stiisers to the Trinity or Binity {sic} as
to how Three X’s can be one X. Thidagjically impossible” (p.12). Furthermore, “no
one has ever been able to explainvhat sense they mean Goarseand in what
differentsensamore than one— and Armstrong’s neologisrniplural,” for Elohim
is unsupported by Hebrew scholars. Buzzard @éxesmanalogies, such as “In the phrase
‘one tripod,’ is it not obvioughat one really implies three? Does not one dozen mean
that one is really 12?”, and concedes thedness” of taking “one zebra” as a word that

“really means ‘black and white”. Buzzard objs to tampering with the meaning of a
compound noun, and refers to numerous linguastid exegetical errors allegedly made
by supporters of the Trinity. Apart from the above illustrations, there was no material
amenable to analysis in terms of RCR.dWwf the paper consisted of lengthy quotes

from other sources.

Another presenter, Charles Huntira03), formerly a senior WCG official,
stated that “It would be reasable to assume that one Father plus one Son should equal
two Gods. In this formula theules of logic, language onathematics are not assaulted.
To insist that ‘they,” two separate beingse one being may be made acceptable from a
speculative theological point of view, but daehave any meaning in reality? Can one
be two or two be one?” (p.56). Thistment was left hanging, without further

development in terms of logic and thus wasmenable to analysis in terms of RCR.
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Also looked for were any references to céenpentarity, in any ofhe presentations, but

none were found.

5.11 Summary of RCR in the above examples

What, then, can be deduced from the above accounts in regard to the operation
of RCR in the thinking of those who retdfre old WCG doctrinesPhe detail of the
statements is not a fruitful source of suckdewnce, as much as is desired. However, the
general character of the statmis is indicative of a struggle to come to terms with
internal relationships in complex concefibere seems to be a degree of reliance on
arguments for the existence of discrete entitie$Beings.” In some cases, the relations
between such entities have been be esgm@ with a degree of complexity, and the
content the intra-conceptualationships may be statddscriptively, but what is
lacking overall is an engagement with thgidéal intra relationships within the Trinity.

To the extent that the above authors are able to accept complexity (but not paradox) in
the existence of several God beings, butlmatnity, RCR may be saitb be present to
a limited degree.

Discerning RCR in the conflict of Binitariamith Trinitarian positions is not the
main agenda, but the purposédsexamine the formulations that lead to either position.
It seems that the Binitarian position —aggposed to the Unitarian — requires a certain
level of RCR in order to make its case, ard i about Level 2. This obviously is not a
precise categorization, angany of the authors gave descriptive accounts, made
dogmatic statements, or quoted from otbmurces which could not be encompassed
within the RCR theoretical framework. It cha suggested thatvieof the contributors
to this chapter displayed prominent or cotgsis signs of RCR itheir arguments. If
present, the level was low (1-2), very odoaally RCR Level 3-4. This is consistent
with Reich’s claim that doctrines such as the Trinity, to ltisfaatorily understood,
require an RCR level in the upper range. Howeiés also evidenthat a low level of
RCR is sufficient for knowing sometig about the Trinity doctrine, although
explanations of it may be somewhat distorted, even bizarre. The preceding will be
useful as contextualized examples of cemsg by WCG and ass@ted individuals, in
preparation for the more focussed ingudescribed in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 6

Results of Study 2:

Analysis of responses to a survey of Worldwide Church of God leaders
in regard to their understanding of the Trinity, in terms of
Relational and Contextual Reasoning

6.1 Responses

In December 2003, an introductory letter and questionnapeendix E) were
transmitted by email to 36 leaders of thedtfewide Church of God (WCG) in North
America, Britain and Australia. Twelve responses were received from North America
and one from Britain. A telephone call was ireed from a very seior WCG official,

Dr. Hoeh. Only two of the WCG’s most senieadership (Dr Tkach and Dr Feazell)
responded to the survey questions. In eade, respondents completed a set of
preliminary questions that prothé¢heir type of response, thémey answered a series of
questions designed to elicit their thinkiag the Trinity. General hermeneutical and
abductive comments are made in each case, as outlined in the Methodology chapter.

Where appropriate, observations in limith RCR expectations are given.

All respondents except one have provided written consent to be identified in this
thesis. However, out of respect for abpendent’s sensitivities and reputation their
names have not been identified in the ass®nt of their responses. Respondents have
not been informed of each other’s identitiest they may inadvertently recognize other
respondents. Their idétes are kept in confidentiailés in the School of Psychology,
University of Western Sydney, followiragreed upon ethiggotocols. Where
guestionnaire responses werkatigely brief these have been transcribed verbatim. In
most cases, responses have been synthesizasito give a more global view of any
RCR levels, although particulartemtion is given to those fga of their responses that

are significant for RCR.

Some respondents already have been disdwadength in th@receding chapter.
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6.2 Respondent “Alpha”

“Alpha” is a very seror WCG administreor and was involved in the WCG's
early stages of transformation. He prowdderse answers to a number of paradoxical
scenarios. In regard to the prelirmmg prompt questions, “Alpha” wrote:

(1) “God designed the creation in sucWay that humanity evolved from lower
forms.” This minimizes the complexity tfie question. However, as both creation and
evolution are taken into account, “Alghis showing signs of RCR Level 1.

(2) “The fires resulting from lack of premtative burning destroyed far more flora
and fauna, and spoiled far more scenery, firamentative burning would have.” This
leans towards accepting one option over la@gtand would be at RCR Level 2, as

“Alpha” provides an excellent reason.

(3) “God is who God is, regardless of amapacity to understand God. We can only
accept or reject his revelation of himself."This is a little impatiat with complexity,

and probably pegs the response at RCR Level 1.

These probes reveal an RCR Level 1-2*Alpha” also is at the apex of WCG
decision-making, a full account of his respemsoncerning the Trinity is presented

below.

In response to the questiofyhat is your understanding of the Tririty
“Alpha” wrote:

God is one Being and three, coesggitypostases, Father, Son, and Holy

Spirit, which are distinct but not separate.

This is very close to the WC&tatement of Belief$WCG, 2001). It will be
taken as “Alpha’s” thinking as he probalggntributed to the formulation of that
statement. It could have been elabatate reveal more clearly “Alpha’s” own
understanding, not just acceptance of th&estent. Another respondent’s statement

was similar so the RCR level (superdlly Level 3) is the same.
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In response to the questioyYhat led your thinking towards accepting the

Trinity?”, “Alpha” wrote:

My study of the development of the doc&rim the history of the Christian faith.

The WCG in the past encouraged the atoege of selected Biblical and secular
“proof texts” in the place of argumentatidhthe new material reabeen read in the
same way (albeit in a different direction, amith greater approvathe same restricted
thought codes could be operatiVghatever can be implied from the above response, it

cannot go beyond RCR Level 1.

In response to the questio@itl you understand the Trinity before believing in
it? Or did you understand the ifity after believing in it? “Alpha” wrote:

| understood the tenets oftlloctrine before | believed it.

No explanation of this is offered. Fraime discussion earlier in this thesis,
cogent reasons for the pre-acceptance (bafoderstanding) option were advanced by
theologians. “Alpha” implies that his cogmié efforts contributed to his understanding
of the Trinity, or it may be possible thashacceptance of what he read (that supported
the Trinity) resulted in his accepting thanity. By “tenets” “Alpha” might mean the
basic elements (that is, that each of the é&ratBon and Holy Spirit are divine) but this
would not have differed from the WCG’sepfrinitarian understanding. If the “tenets”
went beyond this, it would have been helptuknow something about the process of
development. “Alpha’s” response is limited to RCR Level 1.

In response to the questiofyhat kind of thinking followed your acceptance of

the Trinity?, “Alpha” wrote:

The question is not clear to me.

Why the question is notezdr is not explained. “Aha” is not expressing his
thinking at any RCR Level at this point, bus response is appropeaf, for him, the
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question did not appear twvite elaboration on the gsible connections between

reasoning and belief.

In response to the questiodw did your acceptance of the Trinity influence
your thinking about other doctras and practices of the WCG?Alpha” wrote:

Because the doctrine of the Trinity was held up as a criterion for the identity of

the WCG as the only true churabhplaced all doctrines under scrutiny.

Itis likely that the old WCG defined & as the true church because of the
positive revelation (of the God Family) it recalyeather than in terms of the negative
(rejection of the Trinity). The logic of “Alpha’ response follows this line - because of
(only) this ... then (only) that. Sudither/or thinking can only be RCR Level 1.

In response to the questioliti the WCG’s acceptance thfe Trinity lead to
changes in other WCG beliefs? Inathvay do you think this happenédAlpha”

wrote:

It caused the church to abandon itsroléd be the only true church. This

understanding led to reviewf the Sabbath doctrine.

It is not clear how accepting the Trinity would lead to the abandonment of the
Only True Church assumption. Followingmstrongism’s way of rationalizing beliefs,
the new belief could have been explained aggn that God was revealing new truth,
which the other (false, according to Arnastgism) churches hadng counterfeited. In
fact, Seventh Day Adventism had in its early days accepted Trinitarianism and this did
not prevent it from holding to an exclus identity. Neither have the Seventh Day
Adventists abandoned their Sabbath-lkegsince becoming more ecumenical.

“Alpha’s” assertion needs much moreiidication. It cannot go beyond RCR Level 1.

In response to the questiots there anything about the Trinity that isn’t

understood by you, or in yowurew isn’t understandablé?*Alpha” wrote:
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Little about the Trinity isunderstandable. It is rootéu faith that the Bible

reveals God for who he is, not in formal logic.

Without trying to dispute this claifmumerous well-received treatises are
available on the Trinity that go into the sedtj deeply, transparéy and convincingly;
such as Grenz, 2004; Letham, 2004), “Alpha®mtement projects his conclusion as a
generalization. It might have been re-expressediasre is little dout the Trinity that |
understand.” But “Alpha” must knosomethingsubstantial about, as one of the
chief WCG promoters of the doctrine. The setbalf of the response also needs to be
broadened — Biblical revelation of Gogalcan be conceptualized as subjective
encounter, rather than (only) by anetijfied catechism. kiewise, the logical
characteristics of ordinary human thought vaopérticipate in the s¢ient encounter of
humanity with God. Regrettably, “Alpha’sticts his contribu@in to this dialogue
unnecessarily. It is evident from the limitedpenses given that “Alpha” is thinking at

RCR Level 1, but he does recognize diinction between faith and reason.
In response to the questiomn Yyour view, to what extent do you think other
members of the WCG understand the Trinity?efred clergy and lay separately if you

wish’, “Alpha” wrote:

Both the laity and the clergy run the full gamut of understanding, from little

understanding to ebr understanding.

This response takes into account a rasfg@ossibilities but does not explain
why or suggest the implications of thihe response is at a superficial RCR Level 2.

In response to the questiotn Your view, why did so many ministers and

members find it difficult to accefite WCG’s adoption of the Trinity;?Alpha” wrote:

Because of the indoctrination against it.

Only one option is given therefore tresponse is at RCR Level 1. “Alpha” is
silent on other options, such as the emotianad intellectual impact of the changes on
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WCG ministers and members, the method=siusy the WCG to introduce the doctrine,

and also the scholasticaat of Dr. Stavrinides.

In response to the questiomy Your view, to what eght can the transformation
of the WCG be attributed tts understanding of the Trinity?*Alpha” wrote:

The understanding of the Trinity wasrpaf the transformation. | doubt the
transformation can be attributed taapting any one doctrine, including the

Trinity.

Here several possibilities are aftd, and RCR Level 2 is appropriate.

In response to the questiomn Yyour view, is the Trinity logical? How could the

logic of the Trinity be explained?'Alpha” wrote:

The logic of the Trinity can only be und&vesd in the light of the logic of the
Incarnation, or the logic of the grace@éd. It cannot be explained by rational

or formal logic.

The first sentence (A) is contrastedhithe second (B). However, the first
sentence has another option (C), therefohggher RCR level is mooted. But this is
undeveloped and “Alpha’s” thking reverts to RCR Level 1.

In response to the questio@d you have any other comments on the role of the
Trinity in the WCG’s transformatiori?“Alpha” wrote:

Only when the Trinity is understood tihe light of the Incarnation does it
renovate the hearts of believers in terof shedding their legalistic religious
ideas for the gospel of the grace of Godesus Christ. The God who created us
is the God who judges us and the God wéaeems us. In Clatiwe learn that
God is for us, not against us, becauseahs no God other than the God who is
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, who has amo his freedom to take the human

condition into himself and redeem it for our sakes.
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This extended response is more hdlp considering “Alpha’s” thinking,
although it hints at the influence of Torrasthinking (see Chapter 5). But the
paragraph is a series of contrasts along the lines of “because of this ... then that”, or
even “either this ... or thatThe eloquence masks the inéwat binary thinking, but the
statement is close enough to RCR Level 2.

Finally, “Alpha” commented, “It is not clear to me how these kinds of questions
can produce clear conclusions about tmgkin the final assessment.” Although the
questions were intended to confront thepoeslent with a series of matters that could
result in either polar thinking or moreroplicated outcomes, that might even involve
transcendental considerations, but najaoner explicit ofcorrect” answers to

problems, this may not have been made sufficiently clear.

The opportunity to attempt an explaoatiof the relations between Father, Son
and Holy Spirit — as well as the significanfor WCG ecclesiologgr soteriology — was
not taken up, unfortunately. Theeis an echo of reliance on Biblical authority for church
teachings, rather than a developed heeunga. “Alpha’s” acceptance of the Trinity
appears to rest on the authority of Scriptand possibly the authority of the church,
both of which undergird his own authoritytime WCG, but this does not explain the
validity of any changén interpretation.

There is hardly any development of answers, which reveals a reliance on
authoritative, rather than probabalistic, knadge. It is as thougtihe questions should
have resulted in definitive answers rathamievealing “Alpha’s” personal struggle to
articulate paradoxical beliefs. He would hdezn comfortable in a black and white
kind of thinking but — ironically — hbas elsewhere argued convincingly for
liberalisation. There ikttle evidence of RCR levelbove 1, apart from some at a

superficial Level 2.

6.3 ResponderiBravo”

This retired senior WCG ministegave an extended overview of the
complementary nature of science and tbgp. The Trinity was explained using logic

and Scripture. He presented an analalggut fire — as it has the inseparable
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characteristics of flame, light, and heiiit “Bravo’s” responséo the preliminary
question on Creation versus Evolution waal lengthy exposition on parts of the
book of Genesis. In summary, “Bravo” was retyon Scriptural alority to present his
case, and that presentation was a defesoned argument based on Scriptural
authority. In “Bravo’s” case, statements agtated to updated scientific terminology but

the underlying reasoning igridamentalist. For example:

Humans are in the image and likenes&otl in some ways: humans think, plan,
abstract, imagine, visualize, concetheughts and love. Hse activities are
spiritual. Humans’ body and appearamce matter, but humans’ mind and
thought are in spirit. God existed befdihere was substance of any kind. He

created everything that exists. Godbirit and not “composed” of anything.

“Bravo” can take into accoumnarious positions, but ultinbely reduces the argument to

a central cause, so hispdanation is at RCR Level 1.

“Bravo” was persuaded by the argumdntsthe Trinity and offers quotes and
testimony regarding the effect this has bachis worldview, but does not engage with
the matter in any depth. It is as though tfieats explain the causes. In regard to the
incarnational basis for the Trinity, “Bravo’ases that Jesus was “fully God and fully
human at the same time,” but is unsure alloeiispatial aspects of this. Whilst the
Logos “became a human being and dwelt on earth ....... This does not mean, of course,
that he ceased to be in heaven. God isaparated.” “Bravo’s” way of thinking about

God is reliant upon a literalistic view of scripture.

From his questionnaire answers théieceheavily on Biblical support, it could
be predicted that “Bravo’s” responses te ttuestionnaire woulchew a relatively low
level of RCR. In fact, his responses sleovthat he was dependent on Armstrong’s
interpretations before (and he gives lengibgtes) and now is “tilled and enthralled”
by the WCG'’s new teachings. Again, Bilglassages are quotxsupport the new
view. Overall, there is little developmeuritreasoning as would be expected in RCR.

Finally, “Bravo” stated that after agpting the new doctrine of the Trinity:
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| began immediately to question other tloes and practicesf the WCG and
found that most would have to be changed because the Bible did not say what
we had been taught it said ....... Our tddching was affected greatly by the
dynamism of Mr. Armstrong ... It had been “drummed” into our heads over and

over that the Trinity was wrong.

Here we note again that reasoning is teedn authoritative source, but now it is
implied that the source (the Bible) is traasgnt whereas in the past “Bravo” relied on
Armstrong’s interpretation of it. It is geible that “Bravo” now relies on Tkach’s
interpretation. Whatever ttease, the level akasoning is limited by his reliance on

external authonit, and appears to be at RCR Level 1.

6.4  ResponderiCharlie”

“Charlie” is a senior WCG administratdn his response to the preliminary
guestion on science, he rejects the eithéhioking of Greek dualism, and suggests that
Hebrew thought allows for complementgriThe answer to the bushfire question
allowed for context-based solutions (“thisnby mind has to be taken in the context of a
period of time and not judged in the shierm”) indicative of RCR Level 2. Regarding
the Trinity, “Charlie” refers to space/tintgmensions and comments that “we see this
One God in three aspects of being, perhaipeerdike white light though a prism splits

into all the rainbow dours.” Furthermore:

For example, quantum mechanics seeery strange and quite separate from
the way Newtonian physics reacts, yet bath valid in their respective forms. |
think we need to look at this questimnterms that are not “religious” but

realistic, appreciating théthtere are many dimensions ...

“Charlie” appears to think at a high RCR level and is able to see that (from his
perspective) “the WCG’s (new) positiongsll unlike the traditional view of the
Trinity, ” but he does not explain how why. His own view changed following the
WCG'’s provision of new information on thelgact. Furthermoréthis new direction
and correction of error came from the togte Church down, and not from some grass

roots rebellion. So many in the WCG — mysetfluded — still, look to the Church for
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guidance ...”, and he refers to the infleerof “our previouseader under Christ

Herbert W. Armstrong.”

Perhaps the initial sign of RCR hasbe moderated by the expression of
dependency on the WCG for guidance in thinkibgnay be that the change in doctrine
actually confirmed a pre-existing identity (eveiit tied to the rejection of some beliefs),
for “Charlie” refers to Armstrong’s oft-quotetictum that “if we are wrong we will
change, no matter how hard.” The fact chweing error is equadewith validation of
the previous identity, even though that ilwed error. Regarding identity, “Charlie”

says:

Some outside our fellowship said we were not Christian until we accepted and
embraced the Trinity. This is strongly refuted, if only in the light of the lives of

many faithful members before the Church changed in this one area.

The above reveals a strong commitmenth®authenticity of the WCG, whether
or not it taught correct doctre. It is close to a mindsetahis often noted in anti-cult
literature (Galanter, 1989; Markham, 1987us the identity of being Christian in
terms of the initiatalling into the Armstrong religion is sustained, and would continue
even if the WCG were to again modify its beliefs. This raises an issue noticeable in
several respondents. To what extent esittitial conversion to Armstrongism still the
controlling factor in their lives, and to whextent is the conversion to mainstream

Christianity at best a sendary layer of conversion?

“Charlie” recognizes the difficultigsosed by polarization and looks for a
middle path between positions. He accepts the need for multi-dimensionality. He
expresses “great relitiat our previous opinion was wrg” (implying that he was glad
to be free of the burden of earlier erroneous WCG teaching) but admits that “this was
only possible when new information was givay the WCG not previously addressed
before.” This, of course, reveals thgpdadence of some WCinisters on the WCG
as the only legitimate source of religidusowledge and agenda-satfor questions. It
also ties ways of thinking to specifiotent. The determination of RCR levels is

admittedly an approximation, given the limited evidence presented. Further probing, in
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a personal interview, might realetraces of a higher levedut Reich’s tentative Level 2

is indicated here.

6.5 ResponderiDelta”

“Delta”, now retired from active pastordities, continues ia senior editorial
capacity. He is somewhat remote from ¢leatre of power in Pasadena. Excerpts from
his responses to the questinaire give background to the WCG changes, from his

perspectives.

“Delta’s” responses to the preliminaguestions indicated kind of reasoning
that was probabilistic and went beyond eithershowing that hbas respect for the
need for evidence and sound reasoningreedocepting logical arguments as being
conclusive. In regard to the Creation-Evala dispute, he writes that “problems arise
when one tries to prove one or the othewrieng ....... | see no conflict if one admits to
the limitations of both ‘sidesif this argument.” Regarding the environment, he refers
to how people “place an artificial value ori iThese remarks about the first two probes
seem to be at RCR Level 2, at least supelfy;ian that more than one possibility is
admitted.

“Delta’s” responses on the topic of the Trinity will be discussed more

extensively. In regard to the prompt ond=oeing both One and Three, “Delta” wrote:

By any normal application of logic, thean’t. But the nate of God is beyond
our understanding. At best, we can makeah st explaining some aspect of it,
but this is usually at the expenseaobther aspect ....... The doctrine of the
Trinity is important in refuting certaineresy, but it is at the expense of a
comfortable anthropomorphic concepteofFather and Son with whom one can
develop a relationship ....... I8 a bit like the numbaepi. It is a comfortable
fraction, but an ever elusive decimalrkaost purposes, the “fraction” works
well. But for technical discussion you mutgal with a recurring decimal. If you

try to reconcile them, you will go mad.
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In RCR terms, this takes into account the context and hence allows for several
understandings of the concept, which@oéin conflict but nevertheless alter the
perspective. “Delta” acknowledge¢he importance of context, as an explanation of one
aspect “is usually at the expensf another aspect.” Indke responses, he demonstrates
the capacity to move beyond eithertoinking and moves towards constructing
overarching theories to allow for differenadsopinion, for the “other aspects” continue

to be under consideration.

“Delta” could easily be placed on the higher levels of RCR, given his
recognition of context dependency and awassrof higher order explanations. He is
able to distinguish between a reified cortgéfhe idea of the Tinity”) and concrete
expressions of the Godhead. “Delta” acknalgles that “Some aspects of particle
physics have made the Trinity a bit less ‘weirBegarding the “logc” of the Trinity,

“Delta” writes that:

efforts to make it “logical” end up distong it. It is not a sentifically viable
explanation and never can be. It is usé&caffolding” that helps support some
elusive concepts. But God’s natureasst finding out, and to reduce the

discussion to logic is futile.

This is at least an RCR Level 3 argumbketause several possibilities are brought
together provisionally, the connection sagvto hold ideas imelationship without
distorting any of them. Whethere is a return to eacbricept, they may be better

understood on their own.

“Delta’s” understandingf the Trinity allows for a logical position where “God
exists as ‘persons’ as well as an entity.” TisatDelta” is preparedo wrestle with the
paradox of singularity-plurality. He admitsath‘Our old position was too glib. It had
aspects of truth, but at the expense of ottmere important avenues of understanding.”
This suggests that “Delta” autious about being glib alsdout the new doctrine, and
he makes no claim to complete understagadif it. “Delta” isnot convinced by the
argument for the Trinitper se but recognizes the utility ahe idea as “a chain link
fence that prevents me from straying tooifdo dangerous territory.” “Delta” wrote

“In my view, the idea is ndtuinderstandable’. It is accepiald No further explanation
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for this is given but it can be surmised from this response that the word “acceptable”
implies a tentative position, based onagition of difficulties wth the traditional
explanation and justification dfie doctrine, and uncertairspout its application to the

contemporary understanding of God c& iWCG members’ relationship to God.

“Delta” reveals that the Trinity doctrirdid not necessarily emerge out of a re-
thinking of the relational logic of the Goeaadd as much as the “logic” of compliance
with the dictates of those in power. Fbose who complied, the benefits of continued
employment, and acceptance within mainstré&mistianity, seem to have outweighed
the discomfort of having to change. A chadéhinking seems to have been tied to self
and corporate identity, ratht#ran to internal cognitive restructuring. This point may
well indicate an ability to accept a neancept in “global” terms, but without
engagement with the implications oatlrchange for a new way of thinking
theologically. It opens up the possibility thhere was very little difference in the way
of thinking between those who accepted ams$é¢hwho rejected the new belief, except
in terms of flexibility and compliance. @ther WCG clergy, he says that “Most seem
resigned to the position that it is not undanslable ... Now the heats off {sic} | suspect

that most don't think about it much ...i#, to a large extent a non-issue now.”

“Delta” provides valuable reflections on the way the WCG introduced the
changes. He is aware that beliefs imposed from above do not necessarily lead to mental
assimilation or cognitive restructuring. Aandid admissions, their quotation at length

is justified.

| had long realized that the churcheded to take a good hard look at its
doctrines and especially practices. Tdhbeest, the way the leadership initially
introduced the Trinity reinforced my urmdéanding that we needed to upgrade
our approach to pastoral ministry.

| suspect that the relatively small cafeleadership who spearheaded the
reforms had a “if we were wrong abouathvhat else wereie wrong about?”
mind set. This, added to the “new bnogaweeps clean” syndrome tended to put
everything up for grabs. In retrospegtmore cautious approach would have

been better.
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Because we are an authoritarian chuith hierarchical governance and no
developed channels of opposition, there was a tendency to make transcendent
changes by decree. This changes pradbigenot necessarily belief. It will take
years before all the church belieassopposed to accepts the changes. That
does not mean the majority are secretly rejecting them.

It is a bit like when a country goes owerdecimal currency. Most people use
both systems for a while, while some bed#ighe money has value but still think

in terms of the old.

... when [the Trinity] was introduced it wdforce fed” in a marathon series of
lectures. This probably did morerhathan good. We assumed the concept
would be accepted by force of logiydal suspect underestated the emotional
resistance. It is hard to be dispassienahen you feel as if you are betraying

the “faith once delivered.” Many jusbuld not handle the mental gymnastics

and took the quick way out — they left.

What has allowed us to make such addpmnsformation in so short a time is

the fact that we retaineaiter HWA'’s death hierahical and authoritarian
governance. This allowed changes to be made by decree, from the top down. If
we had been more congregationabhd think we could have made the

changes, or at least it would have taken decades.

These quotes from “Delta” about tha@aratic imposition of the Trinity belief
cast doubt on the cognitive comprehensioth® doctrine by some of the WCG clergy,
and its appropriate integration into the WC@®&isological edifice. It seems that the idea
remains “illogical” to most, and the logic t$ role in a larger theological framework
appears to be absent. It was, after adif pne of many changes. When asked about the
extent to which the transformation of the W€ould be attributetb its understanding

of the Trinity, “Delta” wrote “In my consiered opinion, not much.” He went on:

| think outside observers tend to ovémaste the importance of the Trinity to
the rank and file WCG thinking ....... Accepg a Trinitarian position did not
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answer any questions that most meraliexd ever had. Once the initial uproar

had died down nearly everyone stopped talking about it.

“Delta” reveals that it had never been anlietdual issue, just eational, in having to
cope with the radical chang€herefore, “Since ‘authoyit and ‘church government’
was such an important issue, to resist n&sellion’ and most members (correctly) did

not want to do that. It sefp cognitive dissonance.” Finallpelta” offers this view:

... to assume that this acceptance mad®jor change in the average person’s
belief is, I think, to misinterpret whaias happened. Once it became Trinitarian
the WCG was accepted within the pafeacceptable Christianity. This has
altered the way the church sees itsaif] & perceived by others. This had been
a positive change. But it has been at alifericost in attrition ... But it is water

under the bridge now.

In summary, “Delta’s” RCR Level igrobably 4, due to his attempt to hold
together various ideas and possibilitiest thary in significance depending on the
context. There are signs of a suitable okari;g theory (for RCR Level 5). “Delta’s”
views on the WCG transformation are astutd,an light of the authoritarian ethos of

his employment, quite courageous.

6.6 ResponderfEcho”

This respondent holds a position in INEG similar to a Bishop. He admits that
because the WCG “had a faulty understandiiwyho God is, all other doctrines were
skewed if not entirely flawed.” His resp@ssto the preliminary questions reveal open-
mindedness to complexity and an attetopteconcile the Bible and the “book of
nature.” “Echo” refers to “God as Creatafrboth the ‘book of nature’ which science
seeks to describe and the book of revealed lediye we call the Bie.” He writes:

Attempts to harmonize these books oft@ihbecause of our inadequacies in

understanding both. But neither may bkyfunderstood apart from attributing
both to God.
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This is a satisfactory description in teyof RCR, probably dtevel 4, as “Echo”
consciously connects A and B (and C ...). Batécientific and a figious explanation

are acceptable, in their own ways, as las@n overarching explanation is admitted.

In regard to the Trinity, the same kindrefsoning is evident. “Echo” refers to

the example of light being both particle and wave:

We understand from the book of nature how something can exist in multiple
dimensions — it comes as no surprisenilibat God who creates complexity in

nature is in his nature also multi-dimensional.

This led to an appreciation of the classical definitions of the Godhead. He says that
“Early understandings led to initial beliwhich opened my mind and heart to deeper
understanding. Belief and understanding stageéther and interact.” This profoundly
impacted on his faith and ministry. However, his responses show more of an
appreciation of the effects of this new trudither than an ability to explain it or to
penetrate its logidaelationships.

“Echo” writes “I| saw in the book of are how such multi-dimensionality is an
aspect of God’s good creation. This helpaelto appreciate the complexities and
subtleties that may then, appriately, be attributed to God.” From this foundation,
“Echo” “then came to appreca&the historic arguments frotihe early church fathers
concerning the formulation of the classididi#éions of the trinity {sic}.” The RCR

level is also expressed this yvéBelief and understanding statehether and interact.”

Further evidence of “Echo’gjrasp of the foundation @frinitarian theology is
stated as “Indeed, the incarnation and thétyr{isic} are inseparable truths.” This is
extended to the role of thehitd member” — the incarnationaspect of the Trinity “also
had a big impact on my ecclesiology with resipto a fuller appreciation of the role of
the Spirit and how he forms and gifts the @it “Echo’s” response shows theological
astuteness and comprehensiothefinter-relationships inharein the doctrine and its

implications. His reasoning tenttsvards at least RCR Level 4.
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6.7 ResponderiFoxtrot”

“Foxtrot”, a long-time WCG writerin response to the first prompt, on
creation/evolution, asserted that we havaimal knowledge of the science of life-
origins (“I don’t discount the theory {of ewation}, necessarily, but this doesn’t mean it
is actually true”,) and are left witiphilosophical conundrums” about humankind’s
origins. “In the final analysis, the answeryour question doesn’t matter to me. My
faith is based on what God has done throGighst and in the Holy Spirit.”

In regard to the fire prevention promoxtrot” referred it to a “quandary” that
most people must “weigh” as there is ‘tlear cut answer” and “knowledgeable people

will sincerely disagree.” This allows for RCR Level 2.

The preliminary question about the Tringigompted “Foxtrot” to write, “Let me
turn the question around. Who says and on Wwhais that God cannot be Trinitarian?”

His argument goes like this:

(1) “As Christians, we accept Jesus Christ as Saviour and the New Testament
writings as those thdtear witness to him.”

(2) “Based on this, the reality has to battthe Father is @i, the Son is God and
the Holy Spirit is God.”

(3) “Since we also know from Scripture thhere is but one God, the conclusion is

that he is Triune, one God in three ‘Persons’.

4) “How’ this can be is something weannot know and Scripture does not attempt
to explain.”
(5) “There is really no “how” to it. God is Triune simply because that is what he is.

No further defense or explanation is needed.”

This is an unusual argument, the connection between the premises and conclusions
being based on conjecture. The respongedbably RCR Level 2. Although based on
the Bible as authority, it notteeless recognizes both onedzand three Gods. It tries

to explain God as one and two — Christ as God — but d@gne how the Holy Spirit

iIs God. The basis in authority and ceeture would mean it does not qualify for a
higher RCR level.
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This probe into “Foxtrot’s'thinking reveals that, IRCR terms, he retains some
aspects of either/or thinking (RCR Level 1y answers to subgaent questions on the
Trinity, “Foxtrot” argues for a unity that mertheless is composed of three, without
actually arguing the relationships betweélea three that characterize the unity. He
attributes to the Scriptures the foundationthe assertion, and the Holy Spirit the
source of the knowledge. Prior to the WCG’siepe, “Foxtrot” admitél really didn’t
think about the issues surrounding God’s redtand that he never considered the
logical implications of his theology, whiak surprising given “Foxtrot’s” prominent
role as the WCG'’s articulator of its beliefs.

In regard to the Holy Spirit, “Foxtro8uggests that the WCG thought of it as a
power external to God, something God usedccomplish his pposes, therefore (by
implication) making God dependent on thisise. In the past, this commodification of
the Spirit was described as being Gaahisnipresence and omnipotence but, more
importantly, God’s life resident in the belier and the down-payment of eternal life
within the family of God (ldeh, 1958). It is not certaindghthe WCG had a consistent
belief that the “power” of God wamnly a separate entity or quantum. In the case of the
Mormon church, whilst the Holy Spirit sharesaridivine, impersonal influence, it also
is (in the form of) a personage” (Norwood, 1997,0). That is, it is not certain that the
WCG believed that the Holy Spirit was G(idus having God'’s personal attributes) or
only an impersonal power, of which God consisted.

“Foxtrot” admits that he was uninteredt@ the subject of the Trinity when it
was first introduced by the WCG, but ovene became aware of new ideas suggested
by the WCG'’s theological adviser, McKenrikoxtrot” says “I think | grew in
understanding as the issues became moreingfahto me. If ‘being meaningful’ is
somehow involved with believing, theretivhole relationship of understanding and
belief evolved mutually.” At this poinRCR Level 2 is indicaté (both “belief” and
“understanding” are taken into accounigowever, in explaining this, “Foxtrot”
bypasses the necessary resolution of the ftatares of Christ” (Chalcedon). Assuming
Christ to be God, “Foxtrot” directly acceptse Trinitarian formula. How the Holy
Spirit is understood as “Person” also is ab$earh this explanation. It seems that the
Trinitarian “package” is accepted as presdriy orthodoxy, but without an attempt to

reason through the steps followed whendoctrine was originally formulated.
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“Foxtrot” was slow to see the connectiointhe Trinity with other doctrines, but
now can write that “after years of believitige doctrine as inforation, | have arrived
at, let us say, a higher plane,” and he se&s‘the love of God in Christ for us is
everything.” Thus from a global acceptancehaf Trinity, albeit with a concentration
on Christ, “Foxtrot” has reached a globalderstanding of Godi®lation to other
doctrines, but he seems to be referring ©hristocentric theology rather than a
worked-through Trinitarian one. This seetmde typical of the WCG’s incorporation
of the Trinity — as a singular doctrine rather than a theological catalyst (in this, the
WCG is not alone, as several recent bookthenTrinity have pointed out; see Grenz,
2004, Letham, 2004, Olson & Hall, 2002). It is@bbvious that the Trinity doctrine is
not understood as having been a catdtysthe initial WCG changes. However, a
renewed appreciation of Jesus as God seelnave been instrumental in opening up
further changes. “Foxtrot” says “It wouléeam to me that the testimony of Jesus came
into our hearts and thus informed all our wimal beliefs, including that of the Trinity

as doctrine.”

In an attempt to explain the “logic” oféhTrinity, “Foxtrot” starts with “at its
core, the Trinity explanation is quite simpteautiful and logical,but he relies on the
Scriptures as the source of that concept and equates logic with the sense of the
doctrine’s believability, if not aesthetics. Thiss apart from formal logic — that is, the
statement of the Father, Son and Holy Spinibgp@ne is equated witlogic itself. Thus
acceptance of the doctrine ottfirinity seems to stand or fall on the basis of the WCG
member’s agreement with other chandésmbers saw the doctrine “as a pawn in a
theological battle” and “for most who stayed (it) was a blip on the screen that came

and went.”

From the above responses it is appatieat, at the level just below the WCG
upper echelon, the doctrine of the Trinity was o several but not the most important
changes that had to be deaith in the existing WCG paragimn. It is possible that the
doctrine has become a non-issue for most negslt certainly was not integrated well
into the overall WCG transformation. Inrpahis was a missed opportunity, but the
WCG did focus on the role of Christ inetliGodhead more explicitly and this (in the
WCG's thinking) lent weighto the argument for a triur@od. In regard to the RCR
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level of “Foxtrot’s” thinking,it is evident that he hashégher way of thinking (than
before) but the full potential dhis is yet to be reaked. The RCR Level remains at 2.

In his response to “What is your undargling of the Trinity?” “Foxtrot” relies
on Biblical sources as the basis for his oga@rsg. Others might argue for Tritheism — or
for modalistic monotheism — using the samenpises, but these theological nuances are
not addressed here. “Foxtratiites that “God’s Triune beg may be a counterintuitive
reality based on human notions of God” butivtihis means is not clear. To the extent
that Scripture is presented as a powarfderlying motif for undestanding of this
topic, the writer is indebted to the WCGisdamentalist heritage. To “Foxtrot”, “the
Trinity is perfectly understandable” but he teast to add that “Scripture only tells us
that this reality is so, n¢towit can be that God is such.”

Thus the externalities of the Trinitan doctrine seem to be acceptable in
“Foxtrot’s” current understanding of the Biblayt there is no attempt to explore the
intra-Trinity relations othe ramifications for a more complex understanding of
divinity. Although “Foxtrot's” responsese@amore extensive than other respondents,
they are nevertheless descriptive and not analytical. Various positions are described but
their complex relationships@not explored. There are few statements in argument form

that could be analysed in terms of RCR.

Commenting in the WCG change procégaxtrot” thinks that the Trinity
doctrine was overshadowed by the other chgngrticularly the Sabbath and Holy
Days (Levitical Sabbaths observed withriStian overtones). TenTrinity “did not

cause the notoriety or scandal that thelfagh issue caused.” “Foxtrot” concludes:

This, perhaps, reveals how deeplg iINCG was misguided and where we put
our strongest faith. Our church was mooacerned about physically resting on
a day of the week and a few days @ ttear than about knowing who God was,

and the implications this should haee our joy, our faith and our salvation.

Ultimately, “Foxtrot” implies, there had to be a breakthrough to a truly theocentric
worldview, applicable to contemporary sogiand life. The “cultic mindset,” focussed
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on a powerful man and his mission, and rooteprerChristian themes, had to give way

to a better perspective where a relationatl @/as the centre of belief and practice.

“Foxtrot” thinks that a shift in worldew may have contributed to the beginning
of change, and this was only possible aier WCG was able to emerge from under the

shadow of Armstrongism:

To me the fundamental catalyst for change and that which caused a domino
effect in changes was how one viewtbd role of Herbert Armstrong and the
role of the WCG in God’s purpose ..b¢lieve the domino started with the
toppling over of Herbert Armstrong. Our tiny denomination, led by our
specially-chosen apostle, was the appl&ofl’s eye, the first-fruits of God’s
harvest ... no changes in doctrinerev@ossible until Herbert Armstrong was

deceased.

Armstrong had long taught that the “white” péopf America and Britain were the true
descendants of ancient Israel, to whidblibal prophecies applied in these times.
Observance of the seventh-day Sabbath waeusalito be an identifying sign of this
Israelite heritage. However, the expegbedphecies (or the WC&'interpretation of

them) failed, and the prophet (Herbert Atroag) died. The loosening of commitment

to the eschatological framework probably leadestabilising effeain the commitment

to Sabbaths, and other “Old Testamen#gpices. The very identity of the WCG was
under scrutiny. This dimension of the pre-Ttanan reforms should be considered in
terms of Festinger’'s (1956) theory of cognitive dissonance. Indeed, that term has been
used often by the WCG to describe its expageof these changesFoxtrot” put it this

way:

Our Anglo-Israelism defined our churchgreat part and was, in a sense, a
major underpinning for our Sabbatrism ... Was our repudiation of
Armstrong’s Anglo-Israelism and speculative prophecy the catalyst that allowed

us to question our entire theological system?

This view, although plausible, has not beenlpubther respondents to this survey. The

observance of the seventhydsas otherwise been promoted for universal reasons.
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Overall, “Foxtrot” seems to operatersistently at RCR Level 2. The existence
of alternatives is recognizehd unusual connectionsatescribed but there is no

engagement with the inter- or iatrelations of the constructs.

6.8 ResponderiGolf”

This respondent has varied theological experience and his responses were
expected to reveal the typéreasoning probably offedeo the WCG to assist the
leadership in their understanding of Trinigenism. “Golf” was an observer of these
changes rather than an instigator. The reagtasp “real relatns” between apparent
alternatives is recognized by “Golf” buttine preliminary responséise “how” of this
Is not articulated. The complexity of the Bgiof God is stated esoterically, and most

responses are short and personal.

In response to the introductory prompGolf” wrote the following (in this and
subsequent responses, “Golffs2quent use of capitalizatios retained, to point to his
emphases. Several sentences contain sole@snhthese have been reprinted verbatim,

after carefully checking, to illusite “Golf's” way of thinking):

(1) “Science and its relationship to Thagy requires the development of our
thought in such a way that the redht®mns between them, rooted in the
Incarnation of the Word of God, might geasped and articulated. In this case,
the old contradictions between evolut@md creation will fade away and a new

understanding will be achieved”{sic}.

(2) “The problem of physical evil needsnew understanding when we will be able
to grasp the real relations between thgp and science. A theological science
needs to be articulated whose wisdmght discern eviand the demonic in

the spacetime{sic} universe of God.”
(3) “The doctrine of the Trity of the One God is a coedsion made in the Light of

the Revelation of God. He is a Selé¥aling, Self-Naming, Self-Defining and
Communication interactionith His People in His Creation the teaches us that
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His Being as the Great-1-AM He is be understood with His Word become
flesh as the Father, Son, andrBpf His eternity”{sic}.

From the responses to these probes,nbted that “Golf’ suspends immediate
judgment: “real relations” betweehe entities are yet to bevesled; at that time, “old
contradictions” will fade away. The answeare somewhat vague and metaphysical.
Although this might align the responsegh RCR level 2-3, there is no tangible

argumentation that precedes it. That is,Higher level does not appear to be grounded
and reasoning seems to be “from above.”

In response to the questiofyhat is your understanding of the Tririty “Golf”
wrote:

The Trinity of God is the Revelation tife Being and Nature of the Creator and
Redeemer of the world. It is known in the Light of the Word become flesh in
His Creation, in the Light of the Incarnation in the Creation {sic}.

If this is an argument that X is Xjen it is tautological and at RCR Level 1.

Perhaps inadvertently, the Holy Spirit is nmntioned as the “Third Person”. The Holy

Spirit's inclusion would have introduceshother variable, seilting in a higher RCR
level.

In response to the questioiyYhat led your thinking towards accepting the
Trinity?”, “Golf” wrote:

God Himself {sic}
This is too elliptical to be analysed in terms of RCR.

In response to the questio®iti you understand the Trinity before believing in

it? Or did you understand the ifity after believing in it?, “Golf” wrote:

He gave me understanding of Himself {sic}.
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This deeply personal statement is respetiut it also resigns itself to only one

possibility, thus placing it below RCR.

In response to the questioWyhat kind of thinking followed your acceptance of
the Trinity?, “Golf” wrote:

A new relational and kinetic thinking became a part of my becoming {sic}.

Granting the possibility that “Golf” isllading to the kinetic depth effect (Reber,
1995, p.399-400), “a perceptual effect in whichsuai pattern will appear to be flat
(two- dimensional) when stationary but whanved give rise to an experience of depth
(three-dimensional),” he has recognized aensal characteristiof RCR. If “Golf” is
suggesting that the Trinitarianotif corresponds to the kinetic depth effect, so that (for
example), his thinking about issues cepends to each “Person” of the Trinity
depending on the contexthen “Golf” has given an answer at a good RCR level,

perhaps 2-3.

In response to the questiom{dw did your acceptance of the Trinity influence

your thinking about other doctras and practices of the WCG?2Golf” wrote:

The Being of God in Himself and the Being of God in His Acts, though
differentiated, may not be divorced. He iHis Eternity what He is in time and

history. Everything that deed this wholeness had to be changed {sic}.

The logic implicit in this ighat A is A and B is B; alihat is A belongs to A, and
all that is B belongs to B. Anything thatBsthat intrudesnto A has to be transformed
into A (and probably vice versa). The ileation is that the Trinity became the
benchmark for all other beliefs — they had&brought into line witlit (that is, to be
orthodox) but this is not to say that they wiereught into line with its interior logic. In
any case, the response is enigmatic becausi€ame to the WCG late, just as it was
becoming Trinitarian. There is little infimation about “Golf's” pre-WCG beliefs but
they can be assumed to be Trinitarian, soeladly wasn't “transformed” along with the
other WCG leaders. If an RCR level isa® assigned to the above response, as it
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contrasts the nature of Gad intraandad extrg locating God in time and eternity,

connected through the wholeness @idGit would be at least RCR Level 3.

In response to the questiolit the WCG's acceptance thfe Trinity lead to
changes in other WCG beliefs? Inathvay do you think this happenéd?olf”

wrote:

Under the compelling reality of the relatial veracity of the Being and Nature
of God Himself, the WCG has been changiif ever so slowly or reluctantly.

The conversion of a human mitakes time and eternity {sic}.

This implies that God’s action ancethWCG’s response are connected, in that
God'’s Triune nature is revealed in suclhay that the recipients became partakers of
that nature. As God is eterntlat process of transformatitakes eternity. That is, as
God is time-less, humanity’s conversiorigoing. This is theobically interesting,
and assumes that this is what really haygoein the WCG'’s case, but for the purpose of
analysing this response in terms of RCR, it is evident that the “situation specificity” is

actually “time” and there might be a case for RCR Level 3.

In response to the questiots there anything about the Trinity that isn’t
understood by you, or in yowrew isn’'t understandabl&?Golf” wrote:

The mystery of God in His triunity Bsver with me, prying my {word missing -
eyes? heart? mind?} open always, st ttdo not confuse my knowledge of
Him with Himself {sic}.

Here “Golf” finds solace in piety argliggests that any knowledge of God that is
ultimately valuable is known on the God-pdaThe response allows for two ways of
knowing, both apparently part of experiemt#ough one is subjeto transformation,
being conformed to the divine kind. Buethesponse does not go as far as affirming

equality or mutual necessity of each.b¥st, this is a case of RCR Level 2.
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In response to the questiomn Yyour view, to what extent do you think other
members of the WCG understand the Trinity?%e¢red clergy and lay separately if you

wish’), “Golf” wrote:

We all have trouble undeending the practical aspects of the Revelation,

mostly because of our reluctance to bediso that we may understand it {sic}.

In an earlier response, “Golf” refed to some “reluctance” in the WCG
conversion. Here, again, it isted that “Golf” implies “relictance to believe.” That
conforms with the views expressed by otfempondents, below, but is “Golf” referring

to WCG leaders? The statement is enigmatic and unamenable to RCR analysis.

In response to the questiomn Yyour view, why did so many ministers and

members find it difficult to accefite WCG’s adoption of the Trinit};?Golf” wrote:

The Trinity of God is not accepted as a decision of men, but as a confession
compelled by God Himself made knowntire Person of the Lord Jesus Christ.
WCG has a tendency to understand Christ as someone less than et}

(emphasis added).

The comment above indicates a linggrsubordinationist position in the WCG
(for an explanation of subordinationism, tethto gender relations, see Anglican Media
Sydney, 2002). This helps explain the W&@pparent inability to account for its
transition from an Arian foundation to a jgam where a full Chalcedonian Definition
is necessary for an authentic Trinitarian positio be held. It raises the possibility that
the theology of the WCG'’s transition Twinitarianism has not been fully thought
through. “Golf’s” statement is oblique to thqaestion and it is fficult to assign an

RCR level.

In response to the question Yyour view, to what e&ht can the transformation
of the WCG be attributed its understanding of the Trinity?"Golf” wrote:
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The Revelation of the Word of God ag tGhrist of the Bible is the Light by
which the Church developed her doctrinegtaf Trinity. It is in this Light that is

necessary for seeing God in this way {sic}.

This statement can be recast as follows:

The Church (is by this meant the apostolic church or the WCG?) developed the Trinity
in the light of (the revealing of th&ord of God as the Biblical) Christ.

The implication is that this Light is Christ.

The light (knowledge) of Christ iseeded to see God as a Trinity.

This is a logical argument and is probyaait RCR Level 4 because it develops

relationships between church, ChriBible and the metaphor of light.

In response to the questiomn Your view, is the Trinity logical? How could the

logic of the Trinity be explained?'Golf” wrote:

The Logic of the Trinity ofis?} the Logic of the Gace and Truth of God that
resides bodily in the Persontbie Lord Jesus Christ {sic}.

This is an Incarnational propositidmased on the Chalcedonian Definition. The
internal relation (probablgrought about by the atoning wook Christ) is implicitly
one of freedom or liberty, thus expresseg@@se. This comment is a reconstruction of
what is assumed to be “Golf's” underlyittgeological understanag, so his response
above is understandable by those cognizat&off's” other writings, but obscure to
others. In regard to assigning an RCR lgethee response’s obscurity notwithstanding,
RCR Level 2-3 might be appropriate.

In response to the questiomd you have any other comments on the role of the Trinity
in the WCG'’s transformatiori?“Golf” wrote:

| pray we may learn to take seriously His Command of our lives {sic}.
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Reading between the lines, this may be a pious hope for the full transformation
of the WCG and its leaders, with whomdi® works closely. The statement needs no

RCR interpretation. “Golf” concluded by writing:

With a Christological center the Lord wine bears to our times, time past, time
present, time future, the relationsloipGod’s eternity to us. | hope the
Christology of your study will take time seusly in the light of His Eternity,

when more than metaphysics or physics is implicated with us {sic}.

Here there is a clear correlationagfposites — time/eternity, via Christ —
probably RCR Level 4. Although many of “Golf's” statements were somewhat
sententious, the overall impression is thathiisking on the varioutopics is the result
of an attempt to reconcile non-compatiblest it is expressed in a way that was
unamenable to detailed RCR analysis. lgimibe appropriate tassign a general RCR

Level 3.

6.9 ResponderiHotel”

In his responses to the preliminapyestions, this senior WCG minister
(equivalent to a Bishop) showas appreciation of the diffemegoals and gtes involved
in scientific and theological thinking and eejs the artificial coitt between them. His
thinking moves beyond the detail of the qim®, to an overarching view of the

principles involved. Rgarding creation/evolution, he wrote:

For me, a most helpful key to understanding how these two ideas might be
harmonized has been coming to learn nadreut the various genres of literature
found in the Bible. The fadhat a good portion of thearly chapters of Genesis
are in poetic form allows one to view thelfferently than ifthey are viewed as
a modern scientific textbook ....... The tnuhat God is the creator is the key
concern. Poetic or even mythic literature forms are simply communication

vehicles with which to)gress that central truth.
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In this, the respondent demonstrates cleanfRCR Level of 4-5, in that the terms of
the apparently non-compatible possibilities egdefined and ultimately an overarching

view is suggested. The respondent goes on to write:

If a wooden, literalisti@pproach to Genesis — wdlly ignoring the subject of
literary genre — and the anti-supernatiniak that can colr the thinking of
some scientists — can be rejected,attdicial and unnecessary conflict between

science and Christianity can be eliminated.

In the probe on bushfires, he adwws an appreciation for social and
ecological responsibility, expssed as sustainable develemi and points to a “larger
question” that deals with bo#iides as “critically importantalues.” Furthermore, he is
aware of the limitations of analogies basegbwysical phenomena. He also is prepared
to accept that there will be solutions that transcend his present limited understanding.
This respondent looks below the surface aforss accounts, to discern “central truth”
and the emergence of a worldview conducive to the harmonization of accounts of the
world, seeing true religion as the basisda “intellectual environment in which

modern science could develop.”

Regarding the Trinity, the respondeeters to the limitations of human
comprehension in regard to different levels of existence. He admitted the limited value

of analogies and wrote:

What may seem to be sensible @asonable can later prove to be very
wrong....... | believe we must retain the hility to recognise that just because
something doesn’t seem “reasonableltisofrom our current limited human

perspective doesn’'t img way mean it isn't true.

By contrasting fallible personal perspectives and observations in nature, with “a truth
that | believe is indeed taught in scup”, the respondent demonstrates an even-
handed approach to options, and an opamded receptivity to previously unperceived

options characteristic of RCR Level 5.
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His explanation of the Trinity shows anderstanding of unity in diversity. This

came about as follows:

One strong value the old WCG held wadegp respect for scripture. When |
saw verses in the Bible in a new lighte thlinders began to fall from my eyes,
and | realised that the Trinitarigerspective was a far more adequate
explanation of the scriptas than our previous und¢anding. The key for me
was seeing the scriptures with new eyexl the realization that the Trinity
explanation provided a “better fit”.

The consequence of his acceptancehefTrinity was to open up relationships
with God and with other Christians, whibhad been blocked by the old WCG teachings.
Therefore “there was a major amount of ‘huenpie’ to be eaten iadmitting that our
rather smug self-assurance abetiat we thought we knewas in fact wrong.” Now he
can say that “The Trinity seems to me tatfbe most reasonable way to integrate that
which is revealed in the Biblabout God. It harmonizes whhe scriptures tell us, in a

way that seems to me to be clear and logical.”

In regard to the Trinity, ik respondent writes “There a perfect relational unity
between them.” He is prepared to coesidomplex levels and combinations of
relationship and, if he had beaware of the details of the RG&ble, it is likely that he
would have composed his response in coaiparterms. Everhbugh still attached to

Scriptural authority, heeveals a search for “adequatather than absolute answers.

How can RCR be related to the abou@the minister's expanded answers,
there is an appreciation ofeimeed for more openness to new beliefs, but there is little
in the way of explaining thenherent structure of such kefli Therefore the change in
thinking is dispositional, if not doxast{®eich, 1991, p.78), whereas an analytical
approach was probably deferred to a futuwager essay. Signs of this can be seen in

this minister’s response to the questmmthe logicality of the Trinity doctrine:

It seems to me the attacks against the “logic” of the Trinity occur because we
human beings are projecting our existe and some of ilgnitations on God,

and are illogically drawing conclusions.
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This gives an adequate reason for a situabanhit is a statement @f “fact” rather than
analysis of how or why this might occurhis is a self-imposed limitation by this
respondent, who admits that “I fervently beéen gravity, and tryo ‘live’ by it, but

don’t ask me for an explanation of any substance about how or why it works!”

A positive outcome of the WCG changesswia broaden this minister’s and the
WCG'’s worldview — expressed as “integratinigh the wider body of Christ” — and this
led “to a much more humble, open approa¢tather than seeking dogmatic answers,
this minister was content to say thatétTrinity provides us with as accurate a
‘construct’ we can derive from what is revedlin the Bible abouhe nature of God.”
The ultimate outcome was a worldview trangiation, which resulted from a change in
the way of thinking. However, the connectiogtween this and thepecifics of the RCR

scale is unclear.

This senior official writes: “Acceptg the Trinity made me more closely
scrutinize the entire doctrinal packagdlod WCG, and made me more open to the
changes that were to come.” He suggtssthe theologicglackage of Herbert
Armstrong could only be unscrambled througtiotal doctrinal revision. Once the

house of cards began to fall, then the whgitucture crumbled.” He goes on to say:

The changes in fact brought down the renédifice to which so many had made
such a high commitment — in one sense, it was like loosing {sic} one’s
“worldview” It stripped us down to the ablute basics of belief, and caused us

to rebuild an entire e edifice of understandingnd over time, practice.

As indicated in an earlier paragraph, imglia this is a clearer appreciation of
the Scriptures as the basic authorityfeliefs, the Bible teachings now becoming
transparent and perhaps maxghoritative, following theetirement of Armstrong’s
influence. Herbert Armstrong often said, “Don’t believe me ... believe the Bible!” and
now, ironically, in taking Armstrong at his wohis teachings have been rejected by his
erstwhile followers. Yet this is somewhatatletour from the main concern of this
analysis — it does not matter who or whahis source of authority in these matters but,
rather, how the text (hence thinking abow text) might be liberated from the tyranny

of either/or structures. As s, the traces of dependeraeauthority sit uncomfortably
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with the fine reasoning displayed by thisi®e minister. Howeve he is evidently
capable of RCR Level 4-5.

6.10 Respondent “India”

“India” has a prominent role in editial work and has published a compilation

of items relevant to thWCG'’s transformation.

In regard to the preliminary questigfi;idia” reveals a pragmatic approach.
Thus the creation-evolution controversy tenresolved by a “Godiected” solution.
Whereas the old WCG was stechly Creationist, the WCG has changed sufficiently to
allow for “India” to assert (not justpeculate) a “God-directed evolutionary
development” including “humanoidsHe writes: “At some point the
physiology/neurology of these creatures wafficient for God’s spiritual purpose.” No
evidence is presented and the statemertnsistent with the dogmatism of the past
even though a different opinias expressed. The Californiads issue can be explained
by “the natural cycle of evésn” For “India” , there ha be a rational, practical

explanation for these phenomena.

In his Trinity answer, “India” uses analogy about a flame — which can be
simultaneously light and heat — to suggest thate can be more than one aspect of the
same entity. Therefore, “Once we have the conceptual capability of two persons in one
spirit being, there is no condepal barrier to seeing a third, when we see the biblical
evidence equating the Holy Spwith God.” Probably refemg to historical theology,
“India” says that “The doctrine [of thErinity] was not arrived at by philosophical
means, but Christians came to this condndiecause of the biblical evidence.” This is
supported by conservative Biblical scholars yea way, this statement attempts to
build a bridge between the WCG and orthodasgythe WCG has always identified with
Biblical authority.

Commenting on his experience of hagrabout the Trinity changes, “India”

wrote:
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Part of the problem was the way in whiihe doctrine was changed, too. | was
not a minister at the time, but | wasvater, so | was invited to attend the
conference at which the doctrine was expaal, but | was told to keep quiet. Dr
Stavrinides set up a huge syllogisti@ach in which | doubted some of the
preliminary points, and so could nesthask for clarification nor accept the
conclusions as certain. Many peopléhet conference also seemed to have
sticking points, but since they lackea tbhilosophical traimg to ask the right
guestions, the syllogistic chain conted, and it felt like a philosophical steam

roller.

As with the other respondents, “Intearlier believed from “Biblical evidence”
that the Trinity docine was false. Evidently the prggoosition for that conclusion was
that the Trinity doctrine was rooted in pagan and its presentation in the scriptures
was clouded. Once that assumption wasadlded, the Biblical evidence was more
transparent. There certainly was a shift ia lielief, but “India” sgs that “there was no
dramatic shift” in his kind of thinking. there was a change, it was attitudinal — his
identity as a Christian hadkbn in opposition to mainstreadhristians. The Trinity was
in part rejected because of its identifioatwith mainstream Chsiianity. As “India’s”

self-identity changed, so did his oppositiorotber Christians and to their doctrines.

However, “India” suggests that thesas no direct conmméion between the
WCG'’s acceptance of the Trinity and its chageother doctrines, except perhaps that
as the Trinity doctrine was de-demonizedp#ter mainstream Christian doctrines
became acceptable. There does not seem todesrea systematic integration of ideas.
“India” suggests that each doctrinal oga “had a separate effect on the WCG.”
“India” writes: “If it doesn’t make sense,dh we label it satanic.” That is probably the
reason why many of the WCG’smgennel rejected this doatal change. The Trinity is
a difficult belief and it was presented t@tWCG by Dr Stavrinides in an abstract
fashion, whereas the WCG ministers had/\inited philosophical and theological
training. For them, truth had to be pigi based on the Bible otherwise it was
considered a Satanic deception. Inadvernettis reveals an enigma in the WCG'’s
strategy to introduce doctrinelhange. It used philosophy jigstify belief in the Trinity,
whereas the ministry was loaig for Biblical support.
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“India” reveals that ultimately famany WCG members it was their identity of

difference that mattered most. They waralled” out of “fallen Christianity”:

Our culture was changing, so that owntty was less in being different than
others, than in being more like Christ. | remember observing at one point that
members’ objection to one doctrinal charjbforget which) was, “But all the
Protestants teach that.” This was the fisticern that they stated, and | take it to
mean that it was the most important cem to them — the problem was not what
the Bible taught, but what others taughtey were more interested in being
different, in defining their identity vis-a-wiProtestants, than being biblical. The

Trinity change was a symptom tbfis change, not its cause.

“India” sees no logical necessity whychange in the Trinity doctrine would
lead to other changes. He says that “I dtimhk our doctrinal explanations were that
carefully tied together, asiif an elaborate systematietilogy.” At the time of the
WCG’s initial changes, “India” was in theaglical training at Azuza Pacific University,
and contributed to the WCG'’s changes on Tddtament laws. He says “at no time did
| hear anyone connect that change ®Thinity change. They seemed totally

unrelated.”

The above is an interesting accountha piecemeal changes in belief, and their
apparent unrelatedness to an utyieg rationale, particularly imeference to an idea of
God, or other systematic theology. That olsaton relates to thgeneral approach by
the WCG'’s leaders, and “India” evidently higgtle to do with mat of those changes
except to explain them. Theers no compelling evidence that he thought in the higher
RCR terms at that stage or afterwards. “Irngli@&ésponse to these preliminary questions
rest on the assumption of choices betwegit and wrong answers, where these are
possible. In the absence of a clear cut @msthere is little or no pursuit of partial
answers or tentative solutiotigt tolerate ambiguity or paradox. As such, this limits
“India’s” RCR level and there probably istmauch change in the development of his

way thinking (in RCR terms) compared to the old WCG.

The responses to specific questions that followed the above probes are mostly

descriptive and without susted argument. There is suient indicaton, however, of
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RCR Level 2 in the following quote, ingponse to the question “Is the Trinity

logical?”:

| don’t have enough training in logic smswer this one. | have already
mentioned above a way that heat and |t be an inextcable part of one
flame; even in physics there can be mbi@ one aspect within a thing. But my
main point is that spirit is not necegalike matter, and the logic that we
develop is not necessarily conclusive when we try to figure out God. After all,
he is transcendent — our Creator. lidee to take him the way he reveals

himself, not limit him to what we can understand.

Referring again to the WCG “cultural change” of which the Trinity was a
“symptom,” part of “India’s” easoning is that the Trinity w3gust one more artefact of
mainstream Christianity that was reactediast just for the sake of maintaining the
WCG distinctive identity. Once the ratiale for separation from mainstream
Christianity was weakened, hibisy to the various obstdes also became unnecessary
and it seems that the Trinity doctrine wasoresidered in the same way as were other
doctrines - partly as a means of eliating barriers between the new WCG and
acceptance as a genuine Christian church. rEim$orces the view that this doctrinal
change involved more of an abandonmerdgdosition to the belief rather than a well-
thought through adoption of it.

The real change of thinking, therefowres not in terms of the WCG’s capacity
to reason in such a way as to compreherdrtimity but more in terms of the WCG'’s
openness to organizational change. In theswithe WCG acquired those doctrines that
were acceptable to orthodoxy and, after embracing (for example) the Trinity, was under
pressure to understand angbkain it to the membership. $eems that, from various
responses to this survaydid not take long for th@swho remained in the WCG
membership to assimilate the new doctmndout having to tmk further about it.

From “India’s” account, it is possible to surmise yet another paradox. Having
found Biblical support for the Trinity dertne (even though Stavrinides employed
philosophical arguments in relation to winattermed a theological approach to

understanding the Bible), the WCG leaders ienednbers must have been reinforced in
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the WCG'’s self-identity as sad on a Bible-based theological system which continued
to thrive in an authoritarian context. Afialt, there could be amppeal to a Biblical
mandate for imposing the new doctrine. By dispensing with philosophical reasons for
doctrinal change (after grounding much of thxplanation to the ministry in those
terms) and superstitious reasons for opppdi, the WCG members could be persuaded

that the change was of God.

It appears that “India” consistently opezs at RCR Level 2, in that he admits
the role of several factors in a situation, even thougtetts no real engagement with
the difficulties inherent in the componentsaofonstruct. As such, “India’s” thinking is
along conventional lines in theaterials examined for the present thesis. He has a high
view of Scripture and takes seriously fesponsibility to arculate clearly and
unambiguously the new WCG teachings in language the general membership will

understand.

6.11 Respondent “Julius”

One of the few remaining ministkewho served under Herbert Armstrong,
“Julius’s” responses to the preliminagyestions expressesservations about
reconciling the evolutionary and special ¢i@aaccounts of humanigms, and relies
on Biblical support for his beliefs. Regardi@geation versus Evalion, “Julius” states
“I don’t believe they can agree.” He writdannot reconcile the physical complexity
of humans with a gradual development midd&esponses to the other preliminary
guestions were also short — regarding the Trinity, “Julius’s” “view is to accept the
biblical record ...” without attempting to off@an explanation. Hadmits “I still cannot
say | ‘understand’ the Trinity.” He says{hve twelve sermons on the subject and |
don’t think it was worth the effort!” Thesadmissions show some self-knowledge and

insight but place “Julius” at RCR Level 1.

“Julius’s” other comments are short azalitious, and reveal little in the way of
RCR thinking. This suggests that “Juliustiinking may have been moulded to the
new WCG position, rather &m transformed by it. By maintaining the Trinity’s
“mystery” “Julius” is able to avoid wrestlg with the complexity and implications of

the topic. However, he admits that the acceptance of the Trinity doctrine “opened my
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mind to the reality that we needed to k@leate other doctrinal positions and | felt
vulnerable to the possibility that we maywng in other areas.” He attributes WCG
doctrinal errors “to both poor theologgdia poor and biased reading of history.”
“Julius’s” thinking probably is at the san@vel as in pre-transformation days even
though he has accepted the new beliefs. However, in limited examples, “Julius” shows
that he is open to high RCR Level 1, for arste “| now believe #re is a biblically
balanced ‘middle of the e’ unity of Word and Spirwhich | seek to embrace.”

6.12 Respondent “Kilo”

“Kilo” has retired from a senior WCG adnistrative post. In his response to the

preliminary question on the origrof life, he stated that:

God is not limited by methods of protocele could have created the earth,
animals and humankind immediately (ligng type theory) or in stages.
Likewise, he could use evolution torttinue the process. In no way does a
theory of evolution limit onullify God’s great work.

This indicates RCR Level 2, as both optiane acceptable even though more weight is

given to divine governance.

“Kilo” also seems to retain elemerdgthe WCG's former belief in the
Godhead. It is clear that he has not fdsimilated the new doctrine. His brief
explanation of the Trinity reveals elents of the older understanding and poses
difficulties in respect of the new. Regarding the Trinity, he says:

| feel the best explanatidbuilds on the early Chrian teaching that God is
equated with substance. The Fathehisfown substance (his personal matter),
generated Christ. Then, ofelin one substance they broudhith the Holy Spirit.
From this we can say that God (the snbstance called God) is now in the

form of three persons. One substance, one God, in three persons.

Furthermore:
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The word trinity is nothing more thanasord that describes one God in the form
of three persons. | visualize God genemgtiesus as the one to provide salvation

and the Holy Spirit as the one to draw humans to Jesus.

These statements on the Trinity, @aling “Kilo’s” understanding of God as

“substance”, indicate an RCR Level 1.

Responses to other questions were bneffairly simple. It appears that “Kilo”
assented to the Trinity doctrine within teneral drift of WCG changes, but he has not
engaged critically with the doctrine. The responsesftiiatved were insubstantial.
Therefore it must be assumed that “Kilolswderstanding of the WCG’s new doctrine is
undeveloped, and he is likely to thinkibin terms of the oldeexplanation, using a
relatively low level of RCR. For emple, in response the questid#otv did your
acceptance of the Trinity influence your #img about other doctrines and practices of
the WC@”, “Kilo” wrote:

| felt we needed to open our senses tal @nd let him reveal himself to us. We
had been very closed minded, unwillingctinsider his nature, unwilling to look
at doctrines that were “difficult’lf looking at him gave us a better
understanding, we needed to look at higpseres to gairan understanding of

them.

This statement shows openness to newaggtions, that there may be other options,
but this just at a high RCR Leve. Finally, “Kilo” admits that:

When the doctrine of the God family faliloosened supports that upheld other
doctrines. It began the “domino effecEach doctrine that fell caused something
else to topple. It also showed thatvé could be wrong on ihimportant aspect

of God, we could be wrong on others.

From the above it is appropriate to cluge that this minister settled on the
dominant position based on the convictioatttne WCG leaders were competent to
present theology faithful to biblical ceiia. A significant number of other WCG

ministers, and lay members, may have accepted the Trinity (and other changes) only on
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the basis of some authority — the Bible — vihibecause of its sacrsthtus, legitimized
the authoritarian imposition of teaching pregbly contained within it. He has an
overall RCR Level 1.

6.13 Respondent “Lima”

“Lima’s” response was perused catBfuon account of his prominent position
in the WCG hierarchy. His early educatiarddormative thinking was cultivated in the
WCG, but he had opportunity to expegersecular employment and study, and has

been exposed to mainstream evangelical theology.

“Lima’s” reply to the test scenariob®wns a degree of caution but also openness
to other possibilities. His sponse to the first prob&¢ience has discovered that
mankind has evolved from lower forms, vdeer the Bible gives an account of a special

creation. How can these different versions agjee/s:

| disagree with the assertion thati&ce has discovered that mankind has
evolved from lower forms.” | do not doubt that God could have accomplished
the creation of humans through evolutibowever, such an assertion is far from

being proven.

This cautious approach is repeateatighout the responses to other questions. The
second probeHires caused devastation and loss td In California in recent months.
Preventative burning may have destroyed rare flora and fauna, and spoiled the scenery.

What can you say about th)slicited this response:

| live in the area of the recent Californieefs. | have never seen a listing of rare
species that would be desyed by preventive burning, nor have | ever heard of
such an argument being radk | rather suspect thihis is a false scenario.

“Lima’s” response to the third prompEfiristian theology teaclsethe Doctrine of the

Holy Trinity: The Father, the Son, the H@pirit. In your view, how can One God be

Three?, was:
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God is unique. Science has and continieediscover many amazing features of
the creation, but ngtet completely understood #tle mysteries of the created
world including all the marvels of the humhbody. It is silly toconclude that we

can fully comprehend the total nature of God. Hefisite and we are not.

This recognizes the ineffaliy of God and the futility ohttempting to pursue this
question through intellectual mesaalone. “Lima” appears to prefer decisive answers to
problems, after determining their certaintythex than tentative and partial ones, and
shows traces of pre-complementarityn#ting even though theébave responses are
highly intelligent in that, in each case,iftha” critically examines the supposedly
conflicting statements and presents reasons for rejecting one. “Lima’s” approach to
resolving conflict appargly is to strategically disms undesired options, thus engaging
in RCR only if absolutely necessary.

The purpose of these prompts wasgsoertain if the respondents were
candidates for consideration on the RCR l&aland the above responses show that
“Lima” is reserved about committing himself to a definite stand on these issues.
However, more than one position is envighgethe response to the first prompt, the
issues in the second prompé anot elaborated, and the thprbmpt defers intellectual
engagement with the mystery of God.thAis point, “Lima” could be placed at RCR
Level 1-2.

In response to the questioiyhat is your understanding of the Tririty

“Lima” wrote:

God is one being, Father, Son and Holyi§mwf the same essence, yet distinct.

This is really an attempt to defi&d, not to explain or try to demonstrate
understanding of the Trinity. In “Lima’s” daiition, God consists of three distinct ways
God is God. The understanding that is needexbtoprehend this is not demonstrated as
the statement of definition is taken tosdficient. A superficial RCR Level 2 could be

assigned, only because God cannot benddfivithout recourse to a Trinity.
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In response to the questioyYhat led your thinking towards accepting the

Trinity?”, “Lima” wrote:

Previously, | tried to reconcile éhunique nature of God by unwittingly
embracing polytheism. | reasoned that @@ one family and that Father and
Son could tap into a never-ending souwteower called Holy Spirit. This was
not possible to reconcile with simple Sittiral references that God is one. It
doesn’t even reconcileith the first of the ten commandments. The more |
studied, the more | realized thab&®s uniqueness is more logically and

biblically expressed ithe Trinity doctrine.

“Lima” suggests that change was the hestfurther study and the realization
that there were logical reasons for acagpthe new belief. Although not required by
the question, information about books on thimify that were influential on “Lima’s”
understanding of the doctrine, or an expl#n of how logic nght function in the
doctrine’s plausibility, would have beeeful. The reference to polytheism is
interesting as the old WCG doctrine was nsilely monotheisticyithin a pluralistic
formulation, and was quite distinct from kwoon polytheism. In “Lima’s” response,
there is a clear contrast between monatineand polytheism, and the thinking is at

RCR Level 2.

In response to the questio®iti you understand the Trinity before believing in

it? Or did you understand the ifity after believing in it?, “Lima” wrote:

| came to believe the doctrine after understanding its teaching. | believed in the
existence of God before | came to untkard very much about his nature of
being. | do not believe it is possibler fas to completely comprehend God, but

the doctrine of the Trinity keeps tlgnking in the correct manner.

The answers given are unequivogat they appreciate the mystery and
unattainableness of perfect knedge. It would seem that “Lima” progressively yet
cautiously moved to such a position. Aer@ase in understanding thie Trinity seems
to have resulted from an increasing opessrie the doctrine, but how he was persuaded

is not clear. The above geoteveals a “faith” basedeblogy where reason is only
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admitted to support the beliefs rather thanstjoe them. This is really a reliance on the
supposed authority of “correct” teaching anésloaot say much about the reasoning that
led to change in interpretation. This colddd to several options being considered,

although all but the “correct” one would bdescarded. This indicates RCR Level 2.

In response to the questiofyhat kind of thinking followed your acceptance of

the Trinity?, “Lima” wrote:

Just as the Trinity is paradoxical to a#i,that he is doing to redeem humanity
also contains paradox. | was able to see that Jesus spoke in paradoxes in his
teachings. To name a few, for example: we see unseen things; we conquer by
yielding; we reign by serving; and vaee wise by becoming fools for Christ.
Jesus’ mission was filled with the sadegree of paradox, such as: Jesus died,
yet by his death he destroyed the powedezth; Jesus was brought as a lamb to
the slaughter, yet he is the Good Shegh&esus began his ministry by being
hungry, yet he is the Bread of Life, ekdy fundamental focus of hermeneutics
became the incarnate Son of God, who is the Bible.

If by hermeneutics is meant the logicunderstanding, then it is implied here
that the outcome of Trinitarian thinking waghristocentric biblical/iew, but this does
not necessarily follow from Trinitarianism (Biarians are also Christocentric). The
idea could have been supported by a consideration of the Chalcedonian Definition (on
the two natures of Christ) butabhistorical matter is abseintthe reasoning offered. It
appears that once contradiction and paradgere disentangled,riiths” that were
presented in paradoxical form nemat be rejected. But th&tuth” has to be consistent
with a view of the Christ paradigm — thésconsistent with the premise, but renders
invisible (and unchallengeable) the implicitarpretive scheme. As such, this is RCR
Level 2-3.

In response to the questiom{dw did your acceptance of the Trinity influence

your thinking about other doctras and practices of the WCG?Lima” wrote:

At first, | did not think thait would have as great an impact as it has. But once

my hermeneutical focus was correctedpulld see that there were serious errors
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in Armstrongism. Herbert W. Armstronguight that the New Covenant was not
yet in force and that the Old Covenantswe longer in force. He taught that we
were living in a time that was betwethe covenants, which gave him a

platform for teaching legalism. Witheémew found clarity in understanding and

hermeneutical focus, we could recover from legalism.

The above response does not offesgadal connection between the Trinity
change and other changes, and needs pubalongside statements elsewhere that the
Trinity change was introduced after sevether changes were made — those changes
could have been more directly related woaenantal paradigm ahge than the Trinity.

In the new WCG apologia, ¢hhe is no strong connection between the paradoxes of the
Trinity and the law/grace issue. “Lima” might sense a connection and further
development of new WCG theology could ikalze on those connections, but in this

response it is dormant and RCR Level 2 is suggested.

In response to the questiolit the WCG's acceptance thfe Trinity lead to
changes in other WCG beliefs? Inathvay do you think this happenéd?.ima”

wrote:

Yes — The Trinity gives a superior understanding of grace.

As noted above, “Lima” may haveghminary insight on the connection
between Trinity and New Covenant theonospecifically in its soteriological intent,
but probably is carefully consding (for later official re¢ase) a formal statement on the
inter-relationship between theesoncepts. The opportunity do this was not taken up
here, and the response is limited to RCR L@véevertheless, “Lima’s” response hints
at a higher RCR level, if he were pressedespond further. Tehfact that “Lima”
prefers to communicate (inithinstance) in programrtia, uncomplicated language

does not preclude his ability teason at higher RCR levels.

In response to the questiots there anything about the Trinity that isn’t

understood by you, or in yourew isn’t understandablé&?‘Lima” wrote:
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Yes — | don't believe that anyone can futlymprehend God, just as the concept
of infinity boggles our minds. The illusition known as Hilbert’'s Hotel points

up absurdities as our finite minds try tagp infinity as a mathematical concept.
For example, it is impossible to comtaly grasp how God can be outside of
time and simultaneously exist in temporality. It is impossible to comprehend

how God does not occupy time and space.

The above refers to God’s ineffabiléyd paradox in gendraather than the
logic of the Trinity. The Hilbert’'s Hotel illstration (of number regression) does not
directly deal with the logic of the intra-Trtarian relations. It actas a “reason” for not
attempting to wrestle with (or at least smymething about) the medox. It leaves it at
RCR Level 2. However, in Piagetian terfisma’s” reasoning is relatively
sophisticated because he acknowledgepdnadoxical nature of the doctrine but
identifies it as a specificase of a general classsafch problematic notions, and

provides analogous examples from a field wlothers would be more likely to accept.

In response to the questiomn Yyour view, to what extent do you think other
members of the WCG understand the Trinity?%efred clergy and lay separately if you

wish’, “Lima” wrote:

| believe that some understand it very watld that others understand it as well
as the common church-goer, and that¢hare some who do not have any grasp
at all. | do not know what percentagasnprise each group. | do believe that the

vast majority have accepted it as tmieether they can articulate it well or not.

There is a difference between holdingdorrect” belief and having a “correct”
understanding of it, and neither of these options establitlee'truth” of the belief.
“Lima” rightly points to the uncertainty &/CG understanding of the Trinity belief and
it is possible that more acceptance than understanding is involved. As “Lima” is
commenting on others, it is not approprigtestimate his RCR level from the above

statement.

In response to the questiomn Yyour view, why did so many ministers and

members find it difficult to accefite WCG’s adoption of the Trinity;?Lima” wrote:
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We believed the doctrine had originategaganism. We often referred to it as
the “false, pagan, trinity doctrine.” Mg people thought that it was teaching

that there are three sep@&ods. Once people saw that the teaching originated
as an answer to the pagans, rathan ttoming from the pagans, there was a
breakthrough in understanding.

“Lima” places the origin of the old, &fTrinitarian view in a superstitious
framework. It took a reorientan in worldviews for the WCG@o read history otherwise.
In a broad sense, it is an either/or ditwg that is pagan/ngiagan. There is no middle
ground, so the RCR Level 1 is suggested.

In response to the questiomy Your view, to what eght can the transformation
of the WCG be attributed tts understanding of the Trinity?*Lima” wrote:

Much transformation preceded it and much followed it. It was an essential part

of our journey, but not necessarily the singular cause.

“Lima” in responding to an earlier ques had made an unclear connection
between the Trinity and grace. “Lima” cduhave responded to this new question by
suggesting that a better undargling of God was emerginghilst these other changes
were being made (and that these changssilply were being mada consequence of
that better understandjy) until the idea was formally artiated as the Trinity doctrine.

But “Lima” did not pursue any deeper refiien on the changes than the one offered
above. In terms of modern Trinitarian thegy, much could have been said by “Lima”

that properly integrated the Trinity doce into the WCG journey, with a better
understanding of God being given primary place as the most singular cause. The above
line of reasoning is suggested as a catti@a“Lima’s” response. Without this

perspective, “Lima’s” response is RCR Level 2.

In response to the questiomn Your view, is the Trinity logical? How could the

logic of the Trinity be explained?Lima wrote:

It possesses a logic that is approprtat&od, not to the physical creation.

270



Without explanation, the logic ofdd and the logic of God’s works are
divorced. The response also does not engatlethe relationkip between God’s
thinking (perhaps expressed as commuiaceof God by God) and the “interior”

relationships (communicating withHimself), and is RCR Level 1.

In response to the questiomd you have any other comments on the role of the Trinity

in the WCG’s transformatiori?“Lima” wrote:

No.

“Lima” provided no other informatioabout the WCG'’s acceptance of the
Trinity doctrine, or why traditional WG doctrines had been abandoned, but those
iIssues have been addressed in Chapter 5.

In summary, “Lima’s” RCR status is atetlearliest stages, e are to go by his
responses to the above questions, and urelerlaped since this survey gave him the
opportunity to give substantive reasonstfeg WCG'’s transformation in terms of the
Trinity, probably the quintessential focus of Christiaffgiynce it grounds and
contextualizes its Christology, is centrathe standing of Christies and their way of
life and worship, and is fundamental to salvation). Yet the beginning of such insight is
there, and could be developiédllowed to engage furthevith critical thinking and
more elaborative expositions. Despite “Lima’s” evident intelligence and sincere grasp

of his beliefs, at this point an overall RCR Level of 2 is proposed.

6.14 Respondent “Mike”

This respondent has retired from the @/€ administration. He takes a balanced
view in regard to the prelimary questions, in that he @pen to explanations that
reconcile if not transcendeéhguestions. But how does tleiguate to an RCR level? In
respect of Creation-Evolution, “Mike” believes that botpmaches need not disagree
and, in regard to the Trinity, is content nothave perfect academic understanding. He
is aware of the nature of quantum phygmarticle and wave characteristics of light)
and uncertainty about ways of desantpreality, based on his own scientific

background. “Mike” writes “We have to be willing to accept the ‘fuzziness’ of our
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understanding and look beyond that.” He alsoresses a humanitariattitude towards

belief, so that differenca$o not lead to conflict:

Man has killed fellow man over this docteiof the Trinity. A doctrine that is so
hard to fully appreciate or define. \Atha tragedy for supposedly simply trying

to understand the natuof a loving God.

“Mike’s” sentiments come closest to Reich’s sub-text for RCR, which is to encourage
harmony between viewpoints and, hopefully, peace between ideologically divided
people. Regarding the level of RCR, however, “Mike” providepaerses that are too

brief for extended analysis.

“Mike” doesn’t think that the Trinity wathe start of the “domino effect” for
change. However, he thinks that the stathefTrinity doctrine change was rooted in
the reappraisal of Armstrong’s definition af‘uniplural” God (Elohim). “Mike’s”
answer re the Trinity is promising but unééoped. “Some thingwill probably defy
exact definition and will remaia mystery.” No attempt imade to explain the concept
using a higher order of remsing. In fact, for most of #thremaining questions, short

(undeveloped) responses were given.

In regard to the WCG changes, he sdy/g spent a whole lot of time trying to
explain ‘difficult’ scriptures that suddenly were not difficult any longer,” but no
explanation for this is given. Again, the Titin“need not be the focus and the fixation
of a Church.” Finally, “Mike” sgs “The “Trinity” is found inthe Bible. And from that |
believe it is logical and necesgdo believe in it.” This seems to be a subordination of
reasoning to belief, and it is difficuib discern evidence of RCR beyond Level 2.
“Mike’s” high intelligence and potential for ahigher rating notwithstanding, he remains

a part of a religious system that has elmtouraged the free exercise of intellect.

6.15 Postscript: Dr Hermdn Hoeh, Board Member

Hoeh (1928-2004) was ordained by Herbert Armstrong in 1950 and was
considered to be influential in the development of the WCG'’s traditional theological

system. He was senior editor of fkin Truthmagazine for many years, and taught
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church history and theology at Ambassa@oflege. He was on the WCG’s Council of
Elders and Board of Directors, urtiis death in November 2004. Hoeh telephoned
unexpectedly in January 2004, and offerexiiiews on the WCG transformation. This
was not a formal interview, following thggiestionnaire sent to WCG leaders, but a
cordial discussion about common intereSiace this hour-long discussion was not
recorded, apart from extempore notes, the following points are offered as general

background.

Regarding the process of change, Hoeh admitted that doctrines were changed on
a piecemeal basis, outside of a systotheological framework, by the WCG
leadership and that he was not privy tostmaf the deliberations. However, Hoeh felt
that his position in the new hierarchy represented a “legitimising” link with the past. He
conceded that Herbert Armstrong would havene to some of the new conclusions if
he had lived. However, Hoeh doubtedttArmstrong would have gone down the
Trinitarian path since his central theolcalidogma was committed to the “God Family”
idea. Otherwise, Hoeh appeared to acceptmaity between the old and new church in
that the WCG was, in his view, alwayg@nuine Christian enterprise. He accepted
the explanation of change in the WCG'asw understanding,” rather than radical
betrayal of foundational doatie. This ambiguity has drawn much criticism from
former members (Dewey, 2004; LapacR@Q1; Salyer, 1997) and several “cult
watchers” (Arn, 1997; Ditzel, 1997; Sumner, 2000). A former associate of Hoeh,
Richard Nickels (1996, p.217), placed a negainterpretation on Hoeh’s ability to
adapt to changes in official WCG doctrindoeh did not return the questionnaire and
only general aspects about RCR weredlisible from the telephone interview.
However, those who knew Hoeh will not contest the view that Hoeh was capable of
surprising and innovative thinking, late irshife taking into account Buddhist themes
that transcended the WCG contiens. The fact that he cantied to be involved in the

new WCG theological discussionss a sign of his flexibility.

6.16 Conclusion and Final RCR Assessment

Most of the above respondents suggestat the Trinity dotrine was changed
after several other key beliefs were abandobhatisome perceived the nature of God to

be a significant aspect tie change momentum. Resses given throughout this
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survey show that the theological ramificais of Trinitarian thought are still being
developed in the WCG. There does not appehave been a consistent elevation or
stimulation of RCR levels in WCG leadeadthough several of the middle management
level ministers reveal a matugeasp of the new doctrinesnd helpfully elaborate their
positions much better for the RCR analysist Bwe were stop with Tkach and Feazell
— those most likely to have effected thawbes — then on the basis of such a small
sample we can conclude that high RCR (bgliydhad a minimal role in initiating or

defining the changes (whetherthe Trinity or other doctrines).

This again raises the question abloow much the WCG’s adoption of the
Trinity had to do with the level of RCR thinking in WCG leaders responsible for the
change. Paradoxically, those leaglhighest in the hierarchiyence most responsible for
the adoption of the Trinity, seem to havenediocre RCR level (based on their written
responses — even though they may otherdeseonstrate a much higher level) whilst
some of those employed at intermediate leirethe hierarchy, o needed to explain
the changes, had higher RCR levelsicR€2002b, p.125) admitted that RCR was
“necessary but insufficient” for such changékat the above respondents, in the main,
all thought in RCR terms (even level 1 quakl confirms that RCR was “necessary”
for them to come to a Trinitarian positiomhether to formulate or to explain the
doctrine. But the RCR component is evidently insufficient. Perhaps it depends on how
much weight can be placed on the terms “necessity” and “sufficiency”

Understanding of the Trinity, in terms obur hypothesis, requires some
presence of RCR although at higher levetsuhderstanding will be more developed.
The “insufficiency” of RCR refers to otheonsiderations — kndedge and motivation.

It may be that a low RCR level is compensated for by some knowledge but, more
importantly, higher levels of motivation fuch could be extrinsic to religious
conversion). Those with higher RCR evitlgralso have higher knowledge; their
perception of the intrinsic vaduand importance of the Trigimay be the basis of their
motivation, and they are more likely to haasgerienced a deeper religious conversion.
The simpleadoption of the doctrine does not require RCR, although some of the
knowledge and motivation (relat¢o the above) may be silan to those who do have

true understanding.
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TABLE 6.1

RELATIVE RCR ESTIMATES FOR PARTICIPANTS IN THE STUDY

RESPONDENT Preliminary Main
Questions Questionnaire

Names of each respondent are recorded in

confidential filesat the School of Estimate of Estimate of

Psychology, University of Western Composite General

Sydney RCR Level RCR Level

1 Alpha 1-2 1-2

2 Bravo 1 1

3 Charlie 1

4 Delta 2-3 4-5

5 Echo 4

6 Foxtrot 1-2

7 Golf 2-3

8 Hotel 4-5 4-5

9 India 1-2

10 Julius 1 1

11 Kilo 1 1

12 Lima 1-2 2

13 Mike 1-2 2

Most common (= mode) = 1-2 2
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CHAPTER 7

Discussion and Conclusion:

Is Relational and Contextual Reasoning a necessary condition for
understanding the Christian Doctrine of the Trinity? — and,

Does Relational and Contextual Reasoning have the capacity to
explain the Worldwide Church of God'’s transformation?

7.1 Generatonsiderations

A full critique of Reich’s theory ofelational and contenal reasoning (RCR),
quatheory (Littlejohn, 1999), would entail cadsration of several factors, including
the organization of knowledge involved. Thias been a difficult task as Reich’s
numerous papers and his main bdo&yeloping the Horizons of the MiijReich,
2002b) are presented as compilations of materhich, although held together by a
common thread of “complementarity” theoay,first glance appear to have tenuous
relationships. Reich suggests that thignavoidable given the nature of the material
and is a virtue of the presentation since rregponds to the theoretical position argued.
Within this broad range aiften disparate material, tieeare a number of variables
which, like Rubik’s Cube, are twisted in vauis directions asway of bringing the
variables to bear on the mangument. In this way, suiping relationships between
variables become apparent, sometimes overcoming the appearance of chaos and
demonstrating the theory of complementaiityaction. Precise quantification of these
associations is not appropriate to thisdty (unless unusually complex mathematics is
attempted) but the use of interpretive mrasg produces an outcome that is generally
satisfactory as a heuristic approach tchimtplaining and demotrating the usefulness
of the proposed theory. As the generative fimmcof theory is to encourage new ways
of thinking and doing research, Reich’s theisrgminently suitable for the purposes of
the present thesis, which is to inquire into the transformation of an enigmatic religious

sect via its adoption of a paradoxitaaching on the tri-unity of God.
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7.2 Expectations of RCR theory

Whereas the Worldwide Church 0b&(WCG) continues to undergo various
reforms, of interest here is the cognittv@nsformation of the WCG'’s leadership — in
terms of their expanded horizons (worlelwis) and enhanced comprehension of
doctrinal formulations. Reich’theoretical approach eréal a consideration of the
relationship between complementarity, cdigm, and central propositions of the
Christian faith: the two natuseof Christ, and the doctrine thfe Trinity. Coincidentally,
these matters were profound sites of contreyeand possibly catalysts for change, in

the WCG's transformation.

The challenge was to harness the themaktnaterial to the task of delineating
changes in comprehension of these belfisl analysing therelationship to the
development of thinking in their protagonistd.its most basic level, the question was
whether or not the WCG leaders thoughteinms of complementarity or Relational and
Contextual Reasoning (RCR) as a compowoétieir acceptance t¢fiese doctrines, and
whether this made any difference to their self-identity and further accommodation to
orthodox beliefs. Regrettably, the lackogiportunity at this time to personally
interview the respondents, tootse deeper into their reasong processes, truncated the

present thesis’s scope.

Reich draws on various discipline fieldach of which contains contested
interpretations, and theories which thelmes are problematic. The macro areas are
Psychology/Pedagogy, Logic/LinguisticedaPhilosophy/Theology. In the case of
psychology/pedagogy, developmental ideas are prominent, with an attempt made to
relate various stage theosgsihere is room here also for the role of cognitive
dissonance. In the case of logic/linguistidrawing on the ideand language of
guantum physics, Reich challenges cleashristotelian reaming. In the case of
philosophy/theology, Reich is dealing with theadof truth being tational, but derived

from relational being-ness (that is, the Trinity).

At the most general level, Reichadvancing an approach to knowledge and
knowing (that is, epistemology) that isrtstituted and guided by a set of logical

principles. But it is not clearet if complementarity (or RCR) -
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(1) is a type of logic used as an alternative to classical logic, so that it is more able
to successfully deal with concepts onatgn terms (as logic) and in terms of the
matters investigated (their "logicivhich may appear as contradictory or

illogical),

OR

(2) is a super (or meta) logic that brings tthgge disparate logical relations. That is,
RCR is not a competing logical system, but an overarching logic (metalogic)
that excludes itself from lower-levebmparison with the logics being

overarched.

Thus Reich's theory - and to some ektée present thesis - tends towards an
abstract approach to human transformatibmwever, change may be more than the
exchange of variables, and be more ostructuring of the relationships between
variables. Of more specific concern, howe\us the identifiation of the way RCR
actually functions as reasoninger se If it is another type ologic - competing with
conventional logics - then it should have teat that are commensurable. But if it is
another level of logic altogeth - indeed a metalogic - thémprobably cannot be made
operational and consequently may be untestalilis again confirms the hermeneutical
approach taken in the present thesis, whdearar as possible) the Reichian heuristic
is internalized for the purpose of analysing theory, from “within.” Indeed, this is the

approach encouraged by Reicimbkelf (personal discussion, 2004).

Although the general insights of RCR hgreven to be stimulating, and have
provided a broad approach to dealing viatltadoxical beliefgyerhaps tending towards
an idealisation of the theory’s potentialdeliver helpful outcmes (such as reduction
of cognitive dissonance, harmonization ofmgeting worldviews, deeper understanding
of the meaning of religious belief, ancerdification with an acceptable common faith)
through its application, there waome difficulty in matching these considerations with
actual examples as, within iRR’s writings, there are many loose connections between
theory and application. His writing, sometisneanslated from German, suffers from
some vagueness, ambiguity, lacunae and shifts in definitions.
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7.3  Complementarity and RCR heuristics

The initial focus on “Comlementarity” resulted from its use in the physics
discipline but there is some ambiguity iretterm’s use, which seems to vary according
to the emphasis placed on how conceptsrela@able. The physics use of the term,
following Bohr, referred to dualities (omultiple dimensions) where all sides are
acceptable, together and in context, whiciisswell the concept of the two natures of
Christ and the three-ness tfe Trinity. However, the common meaning of the term,
applied to collaborative or even unitedlations, tended to obsre the essential
character of the intended meaning of the témnthis theory. It could be taken as a
device for harmonizing different positions, perhaps reducing them to a conjoint entity,
to foster peace and overcome conflict. Yet such a view (reductive singularity) is
detrimental to the idea of the Trinity, which requires something other than separate
“Beings” who merely “co-operate.” Theneologistic expression, relational and
contextual reasoning, was intended to overa@uch ambiguity. However, apart from
highlighting some of the pblems arising from use dhe term “complementarity,”
Reich does not demonstrate that theranysempirically-grounded difference and, in the

present thesis, the terms have been used interchangeably.

The creation of a non-physical interpteta schema based on Bohr’s idea of
complementarity has not mettivuniversal suppayand it appears to be one of those
ideas that sound too good to be dismissedrdégss of how difficult it is to validate
them empirically. From an extensive reviefiReich’s writinggover 100 items), it
appears that two characteristics stand Bust, as admitted by Reich, the pieces are
argued in a style representativiethe theory (that is, diverse theoretical material is
assembled as though there were continggations betweethem, somewhat like
“bricolage,” a structuralist term for an provisation whereby signs are re-signified
through their appropriation into differeniemning systems). Another characteristic is
that the empirical grounding for various propiogss is often retrospectively referenced.
Closer examination of such bases for suppmreals that the goirical work relied
upon was in fact provisional, and limitedgeneralizability. The evidence for the
theoretical conclusions, inglselected case studies used, seems be inconclusive and
manifestly subjective, even though sometimes re-presented with catedlistatistics.

279



There is also the disjuncture betweendight step heuristic — really a desiderata
for interdisciplinary research — and the flegel RCR model. Even if the heuristic is
intended to guide research into the discowdrhe presence of RCR, and the levels are
the outcome of that inquiy the connection is presumeather than established
empirically. Furthermore, the outcome of these multiple strands of inquiry is a
composite notion which can be explad only imprecisely, thus making the
determination of RCR levels subjective and arbitrary yet useful as a general guide,
taking into account other considerations. Bhigrsome confusion in the language used
to describe these points ofeeence but, and this may well be expected of an eclectic

system of thought, the argument is sustdiby its own terms and definitions.

7.4  Stagesrlevels?

It is possible to surmise from Rhis writings that RCRnay be dormant in
people’s reasoning. That is notday that in such cases pé&opre incapable of rational
processes or are deficient in intelligencesimply means that the person is limited to (a
matter of capacity or horizon, innately or constrained by indoctrination, for example) or
prefers (a matter of motivéfinking in a way that takesne dimension too far. Reich
refers to empirical studies which idegtRCR (complementarity-thinking) in children
and adolescents (in fact, such studies forenbisis of much of the general claims for
RCR), yet claims that RCR is innate to all lama (“it does not arrive fully operative at
a person’s birth,” although it Bometimes not evident until late in life or not at all
(Reich 2003d, p.21). The assumption is R@R can be nurtured stimulated out of

its latency and then towards higher levels.

Yet Reich’s RCR scalédppendix B1), consisting of five levels “of RCR,”
actually commences with an ambiguous Lelvéiat is either pre-RCR or low-level
RCR. To posit RCR as an “either/@henomenon is inconsistent with
complementarity anyway, on the basis dhtigity theory. Thaimeans that everybody,
manifestly or potentially, is an RCR openatibevel 1 predominantly applies to the
consideration of alternatives, with adoptimfrone, but Reich allows for the occasional
tentative holding of more than one option. Timight be taken as a weak form of RCR,
which requires development. This offers a position intermediate to a more pronounced

consideration of sevdralternatives as being acceptlalbeit subject to differential
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weighting (Level 2). This can be deenteche RCR proper, but it remains undeveloped.
It probably can be stimulated, but with diffity in those who have become habituated
to binary (either/or) thinking. The o@spondence between these levels and
developmental “stages” (even as far as ssggg a commensuratié not intertwined,
co-operation with, for example, Piageti#&ghlbergian, Eriksonian or other formal
stages) is unclear. Also absent are rulgzrofiression — is thig linear, stepped ascent?

Can levels by bypassed, or can ¢hbe descent in some cases?

In Developing theHorizons of the MindReich (2002b) admits that in relation to
formulating RCR, a limited number of pilot stediwere attempted but admits that these
were methodologically flawed. That is,ng@ling was small and unrepresentative, the
studies were not longitudinal (thus limitinige identification of change in RCR), and
the aspect of analogical and dialecticahking was excluded. Appelix 2 of the book
is entitled “Scoring Manual for RCR”. However, this is complicated, limited in scope

and short on detail, and reliesavily on subjective interpretations.

7.5 RCR and the Trinity

It is asserted by Reh (2002b, p.125) that:

The main findings of both studies on theelligibility of Christian doctrines
[referring to the Two Natures of Chrigtcéthe three-ness of the Trinity] is that
RCR appears to l®necessary but insufficient conditiorfor an intellectually
acceptable understanding of the doctrines studied. Specific knowledge and
interest (motivation) are needed irdéwbn if the potential competence is to

show up in the actual performance [emphasis added].

In this claim, RCR has no absolutegeshold criterion. As the RCR table
(Appendix B1) commences at Level 1, a minimal sign of awareness of the existence of
alternatives from which one may be seleatedld be counted as being a minimal RCR
level. Reich’s description allows forwseral choices to be held “tentatively,”

“depending on chance knowledge or sbsaion.” This minimalist position is
consistent with the wave/particlearfacteristic of light (as presented by

complementarity theory). It means that aso@ may be aware of the rudiments of the
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belief and even hold it extrinsically, perhaps through imposition by the church

hierarchy.

For the belief to become more “irftgible,” however, a higher RCR Level is
prescribed. Despite having a better grasimefdoctrine, thus operating at a higher RCR
level, a person may not have a sincere cdioviof it and may even continue to reject
it. One possibility is that aalternative belief (for exampléjnitarianism) also has some
RCR characteristics and may be intellectua#lyisfying to some. In any event, the
lower RCR level is adequate as a neagssandition for some knowledge but is
insufficient for an “intellectually acceptablmderstanding,” which is evident from the

rather abstract discussions on the Trinity.

Regarding further “sufficiency,” this nébe met in at least two ways. Firstly, a
higher level of RCR would be needed. éed, Reich (Huber, Reich & Schenker, 2000,
p.9) claim that & high level of RCR is a necessary condition for understanding
rationally the doctrines concerned’ [emphasis added]. This position appears to
require at least RCR Level 3 for an underdiag of the Trinity but the concept of
“rational” needs to be takento account. If, in fact, a s&c grasp of the Trinity is
possible at RCR Level 1 (as shown byneoWCG literature and some survey
respondents), then it may be assumed thiahtievel the rationajrasp is insufficient,
and is only a “potential copetence.” A more adequate level of understanding is
possible at RCR Level 3, but satisfactory famifjawith the concept (if not an ability
to competently explain the “logic” of it} sufficient for designation at Level 1

(preferably a high Level 1 averlap with Level 2).

The second way to compensate for ffisiency involves “$ecific knowledge
and interest (motivation)” (Reich, 20020 125). Designation at RCR Level 1 need not
be a frozen evaluation, as further knowledgeuld provide the terms and relations of
the concept, and nurture umgianding if not compel tief. The wish for deeper
conversion may itself prove to be a powerhdtivator for further engagement with the
meaning and significance of the doctrine, esgdBcin relation to a range of theological
dimensions. As pointed out earlier in the prashesis, the doctring the Trinity is
closely related to Christology, bilitalso is connected togmatter of salvation and the
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quality of a religious life. In the WCG’s aasit has importance for resolving tensions

between grace and legalism, fagihd works, freedom and authority.

That RCR is a “necessary conditiont ilnderstanding the Trinity can be dealt
with by referring to the resultsf the empirical studies reged in chapters 5 and 6. A
conservative position on apphg the RCR scale resultednmdest levels being
assigned in most cases. The materials aspbreses evaluated, hermeneutically, showed
in most cases a minimal but acceptable grasp of the Trinity. In some of these instances,
the explanation of the Trinity showed potahfor development yein their present
form, could not qualify for a higher level.if quite possible that a higher estimate
could have been assignédespondents had been manetivated or follow-up
interviews had been possible. Thereforeitingal assessment is not demeaning to the
respondents, and is simply an indicatiortnoWv their written rgsonses fared given the
limited opportunity to probe deeper intethreasoning processes. Furthermore, the
ratings should not be taken as being frogealuations as some time has elapsed since
responses were sought and the respondewéshead further opportutyi to read a spate
of books on the Trinity published in the maare. Older WCG literature and schismatic

tracts, on the other hand, were taken at face value.

Specific correspondences between the Raichmodel and literature or verbatim
responses were extremely difficult to ideyntiThis was no simple coding exercise, as
arguments (of whatever length) needeshiification, then asessment against the
benchmark of Reich’s scale. It was pb#sito assemble a large number of items
(produced by the early WCG and variotdifslooots that retain the WCG’s abandoned
doctrines) which, in their overall character,revéndicative of either an absolutist or
dualistic tendency. In the absence of aigns of “complementarity” thinking, or a
position on the RCR scale other than atrtiest elementary, either/or position, such
materials supported Reich’s prediction thattspre-Trinitarian literature would have
non- or low-RCR characteristics. In facttive written materialperused, the style was
invariably dogmatic and intolerant other views, except to set up contrived
comparisons. The level of RCR may have baéequate but certainly not sufficient for

the adoption of the Trinity doctri®gy many of these protagonists.
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7.6 Prospects for RCR as a theory

The “truth” of Reich’s theory can be gimned in a non-relativist context, to
ask if Reich’s theory enables us to gnetsan accurate, plausible and consistent
interpretation of the WG'’s transformation. As Dallas Willard (1999, p.1), says:

We’ve come to the point in our cultut@day where it is the concept of reason
and truth itself that requires redempti®eason and truth itself, especially in
the arena of human affairs has losfasndation because of misunderstandings
about truth, misunderstandings about reitj about how we are conscious of

objects.

Having said this, and giving due crietltd Reich’s rich and imaginative
compilation of ideas, the present thesis’s exgtgons were not entirely satisfied. Apart
from the general value of approachingngexity and paradox with complex and
paradoxical ways of thinking, it was hop@ddiscover more prominent signs of
cognitive transformation in the Worldwide Clkhrof God, and in associated literature.
As an interpretive psychological taskethurpose was to ascertain whether there was
any detectable change irirtking along the lines of contgmentarity. Three benefits

were anticipated:

o The study could have supported the ided ghchange ithinking (in this
case, in terms of RCR) was indaegtessary to comprehend a complex and
paradoxical belief (in this case, the Trinity);

o As a corollary to the above, it migh&ve been possible to use the results
concerning the Trinity as a predictiorattthose who used higher RCR levels
(as evidenced by their grasp of the Trinity belief) could and probably would
engage more satisfactorily with other complex and paradoxical beliefs; and

o Given the above outcomes, there migatan indication of genuineness in
grasping new beliefs (that otherwisewld have been rejected as being
“illogical”) to present a more consent profile of adopting new beliefs

according to their logial characteristics.
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A further possibility, should the above not have been reatigeahticipated, was
that there could be some indication of spairity between an inddual’s profession of
a belief and their capacity to grasp it, givimge to other explanations for the belief's
adoption. As spiritual phenomena are exctlishethis kind of study, such an outcome
could have guided future research ia #xploration of other grounds for exchanging

beliefs and raised new questions c@ming the meaning of transformation.

Fundamentally, Reich’s theory is ueal about the contextual distinctions
between the use of reason tioe matter of choice or motives for reasoning at certain
levels. It may be that those who ar@ahble of reasoning at the highest level,
nevertheless, are versatile enough to reasanyalevel to suit th context and their
purposes. Presumably, those most at hortteedbasic level would find it challenging to
operate at the higher leveBut there is nothing in Reickitheory that would prevent
anyone from having a simple (barely suffidlegrasp of the doctrine of the Trinity,
even at RCR Level 1.

The present thesis has been offeredrasxploration of an idea, supposedly
anchored in empirical realityp test the scope of itsigability for understanding human
transformation, at least the cognitive domain. The rd&s) notwithstanding their
shortcomings, are offered as a plausdieount of a profound tming point in the
history of a religious organigan and in the lives of its nmebers. The visionary aspect
of RCR covers many fields, across the rainlmdwuman endeavouas a heuristic to
stimulate the quest for human freedom andzatbn of potential ira world subject to
conflict and adversity. Helmut Reich has takengrand idea thusifain the hope that
benefits will accrue to those who follow this path, in their own way.

7.7 Implications for the Worldwide Church of God

Joseph Tkach (2005) holds out hopattthe controveiss surrounding the

WCG transformation are over. He writes:

God wanted us to change, and he pulledhaut as fast as we could go through
thickets, swamps, twisting canyons aading rivers ....... But now it seems we
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have turned a corner ...We have shesl thstiges of the past, and now have a

new start in the ministr€hrist has called us to.

With this settling of the past (a condition not shared by many of the WCG'’s
detractors), Tkach is open to further developments in the WCG. However, the
uncertainty over the WCG’s conversion is tlfare are opposing tseof “fruits” — on
one hand, the evident spiritual recrudesesfcenany of its members and fellowships,
continuing spiritual formation along the ds of traditional Christianity, and the
growing theological sophistiaah of its ministers; juxfaosed against this is the
considerable disquiet among former anmmhrginalized members about the alleged
methods and motives of the leaders itraducing change, the charges of failing to
disown the heretical past, the prospect ofamal gain by the current leaders, and the
apparent continuation of an authoritariarfrastructure. These two paradigms can
hardly be reconciled, even though fraime perspective of each position they may

contain incontrovertible truths.

Can “thinking in terms of complemenitgi’ assist the WCG in its journey of
faith? Facing up to the contradictions and daxas in its transition from sect to church
would be helpful, as the WCG continuedbtpoised between the assumed “legitimacy”
of the past which the WCG mueling to in order to justyf its existence, even though
those foundations have largely crumbled aedn repudiated, and its new identity as a
Christian church which might only be justdfign terms of its release from the past.
During times of transition, such boundary spanning is inevitablen @vit attracts
charges of duplicity or prevarication. itirs of the WCG probably would be satisfied
if the current leadership simply acknowledged what the WCG was and attempted
reconciliation, if not restition, with those allegedly harmed by its alleged abusive
system. The greatest irony is that thel clystem’s authoritarian governance was
instrumental in bringing thehurch and its people to awmeealization for its need for
liberty and grace, but critics point out thiwe continuation of the WCG’s claim to
Christian legitimacy in the past, supported by its current hierarchic system, can only

perpetuate the abuses and plabaraier against reconciliation.

From whatever value the preceding study might have produced, it is evident that
the WCG leaders may not be fully utilizitlgeir potential for complementarity thinking.
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Defensiveness about the past makes italiffito break intonew ground, where an
authentic co-existence of what is valualmethe old and the new is possible. The
doctrine of the Trinity (at least the kind tifinking that underlies it) lends promise to
the future of WCG theological developments. An integrated theology, in which the
Trinitarian concept is threaded throughaositould structure the growth of the belief
system according to relational (and contextyminciples consistent with the historic

doctrine of God.

Yet there continue to be troubling asps of the WCG experience, leading to
conflicted associations wittihhe formal church. “Thought reform” is a concept that has
been connected with peoplerjmg cults, and the idea &astirred up a considerable
controversy in the case of new retigs movements (Dawson, 2003). The assumed
process of mind manipulation is said to tgka&ce in a number of ways, but it is always
in the interests of the organization attmagtand holding members. The WCG has been
condemned by embittered former meard (Ancona, 1990; Dewey, 2004; Stuhlman,
n.d.) for being such an enterprise. The irdaythat the earlier condemnations of
Armstrongism referred to people being imperly persuaded to accept a particular
belief system; now the WCG is accused oihgssimilar tactics to change (in some
instances, reverse) the belief system. As the “brainwashing” theory is itself
controversial (with proponents such asdar, 2003, and sceptics such as Robbins,
2003), it will not be pursued here. However, it is noted that the categories, formulas and
certainties of the anti-cult literature seémbe readily appropriated by ex-cultists in
trying to make semsof their experiencedJndoubtedly the WCGvas “cultish” but it
did not necessarily resemble or operate &keother cults nor weréhe experiences of

all its members the same. There are maggounts of happy, wholesome experiences.

In regard to the members that remairis ot possible to determine the depth of
their share in the transformation process (tiagter of leaders will be dealt with below).
Bullough (2003, p. 2) writes:

That a church could essentially abandon all of its basic doctrines after the death
of its founder, publiy at least implythat its founder was fraud, and still
manage to retain even a modicum of itsdwers is indicative of just how strong

is the will to believe for vast numbers of people.
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As has been intimated earlier in the prédbasis, continuing WCG members share in a
general condition inherited from the pastheir assumption is that they were
“converted” in a true Christian sense during thrmer days (and this would include the
transition period up to the mid 1990s). Thanversion and exclusivist sect experience
is strongly linked with traditional Armsingism and it would be difficult to repudiate

one without the other.

From the responses by WCG leadetmua the membershim general (if not
themselves), it may be assumed that some older beliefs (at least the way of thinking
typical of them) are resilient underneath aegr of conformity to current WCG polity.
These people are in the WCG not necessédigause of the new beliefs but despite
them. In the absence of a strong presencthefolder beliefs rad practices, and with
uncertainty over the new beliefs, there is an impetus of relying on an intimate
“relationship with Christ.” Doctrines ithe WCG have changed before and, it may be

reasoned, they will change again. As Barrett (2003, p.496) says:

Some members who completely rejeat trew teachings are still in the WCG
today because they believe that Godnded that Church through Herbert W.
Armstrong, and so they must remain in tidturch even if it is now teaching

what to them is outright heresy.

The underlying assumption by some iattthe WCG still is the “true church”
even though now only a part of the larger Christian world. The reasoning is that the
remarkable transformation is undoubtedly a 9§i5od’s special iterest in the WCG.

This could even be demonstrated at thghbst level of leadergh— why, after all,

would the Tkachs (father and son) feel ceftgdl to draw the entire WCG into their
new-found beliefs rather than terminating ttmvn membership, if they did not believe
that the WCG was a churchespally elected by &d? Any other interpretation does not

make sense, or raises speculation about motives.

After the late 1970s’ defections, soment into a New Covenant, charismatic
direction. They interpreted thigbast WCG experience as tiaige for the future. Storey
(1979, p.16) wrote, “The WCG has done @b.jIt has prepared a people under the law
for the ministry of Jesus Christ through tHely Spirit.” This affirmed that the past
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WCG was God’s church, but has now beapesseded. Likewise, after the late 1990s
defections, Tkach Senior wagerpreted by some as God’s instrument to demolish the
WCG, as a test to the remaining memberst.“Mkach actually ‘accomplished to scatter
the power of the holy people’, probabljtmout even realizing what he was doing”
(Waitz, 2000, p.363).

All of this might explain (but not juy) the alleged combuing authoritarian
nature of the WCG. On theuestion of church authoritarrett (2003, p.512) refers to
the legacy of a leadership model where Eader, appointed by God, is always right;
but if wrong, still had to be obeyed as Godsvira charge. This has been the traditional
disposition of WCG membersd continues to be the case in the current WCG as well
as in many of the schismatic groups whatkegedly, former WCG dictators continue to
rule. Regarding the WCG'’s current ministerial elite, they assume that their ordination
under Armstrong and all that it stood for hamtnuing validity. There is an affinity
with conservative leadership models, wiBlod-selected (Ganfel997, p.82) leaders
even though they are “transformed” into sarts (pp. 69-71). In the current WCG, led
by “second generation” leaders, “who haveen subject to a continuous stream of
religious propaganda since childhood” (Schwarz, 1970, p.68), there may be an
internalized belief in the rightness ofeth actions and entitlement to position which

contradicts that servant model.

Although this section began with d&h’s announcement of new beginnings,
some perform a whistle-blower role dees the following lay pastor (Gideon, 2004,
pp.3-4; the name is a pseudonym). In aticler entitled, “TheWCG still practices
Armstrongism,” he states that “the chuttéisn’t become more orthodox in substance”

and makes the following disturbingagins about the current ministry:

under Herbert Armstrong they were taught to give whatever answer the pastor
general told them to, even if it was oppego what the answer was yesterday.
The point is that the WC@night be able to tell youight doctrine, but that
doctrine does not necessarily lead to ewncreation’ in Christ. It takes more

than a parroting of orthodoxy to be orthodox.
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This is sourced to the entrenched authoritarianism of the WCG, which is “the heart of
Armstrongism,” allegedly still beating stigly despite the cosmetic changes to the

sect’s official belie$. Gideon (p.4) asks:

If the pastor general uses Armstragi control techniques to force his
preferences and beliefs on another, thexs he really converted them to
orthodoxy or to himself? ....... we camever know if the WCG has truly

embraced its own orthodox statement of beliefs.

Therefore:

should Dr Tkach or some other future pasieneral decide to go in a different
direction, the ministers will flip flop fohim and make the members follow, just

as they did under Herbert Armstrong.

These are harsh observations. If tlaeg representative @ number of WCG
members, then the WCG'’s journey towattnsformation is fraught with unresolved
difficulties. Yet Gideon’s opinion resonatesthvseveral of the statements made by
Feazell (2001) and senior WCG ministers in chapter 6. Not only was there some doubt
about their commitment to, or grasp ofethew doctrines, some predicted that the
WCG’s overall transformation is shaloand could be overturned under a new
administration. This is plausible sincens® of the remaining members are more
committed to the WCG as the true church than they are to doctrine and will follow
whatever is taught. After alit appears that th8ogic” of the new beliefs bears some
resemblance to the logic of the old. T®a@me kind of thinking may underlie it.

This incipient authoritarianism could belated to the kind of reasoning that the
leaders are disposed towards. As shown in the previous chapters, there is little evidence
of the WCG leaders thinking @n RCR level commensurateth the expectations of
the complex doctrines now espoused, andotiganization has perpetuated elements of
totalitarian control in its new Church Many&V/CG, 2003). It is alspossible that even
the “highest” levels of RCR, where presentghtibe appealed to ithe service of the
underlying authoritarianism, for those whovhaa strong need for rationalizing their

privileged position of leadership.
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Apart from lamenting this state of affairs, it is realistic to assume that as the
WCG leaders recognize their cognitive temcles there will be a reappraisal of the
entire legitimacy of the WCG as a Christian church. This reappraisal is not a rejection of
the members’ genuine aspirations. Rathermvould be a recontéxalization of their
identity. In Trinitarian terms that prosgt is already unfolding but it might take a
commitment to radical change a new level for it to be adized in word and deed. The
psychological adjustments and practical saskplied in the above re-creation of
identity of the WCG leaders and memberglmibe thoughtfully related to engagement
with the tenets of relational and contexttedsoning, expressed suitably in the Trinity.

7.8  Conversion based on grace and not on logic

The WCG is clearly shown to be hastuggled with its ectarian history to
attain a new religious identity. It is evidehat the WCG did not reason itself into new
doctrines, on the basis of its own intellectstaéngths, but continues to search for better
understanding. Its identity as a@ian church seeks to bertsistent with the tenets of
historical Christianity, which it now embraces.

In the past, Armstrong (1978) commentadthe idea of “conversion” that now

can be applied to his legacy:

There is a sense in which true convensiloes take place at a definite time — all
at once. But it is also true thatamother sense conversion is worked out

gradually — a process of édopment and growth (p.128).

In the case of survey responses, éheras hope in finding signs of complex
reasoning and in most cases it was presemedard to the “test case” of the Trinity, its
threshold level was low sowtas justifiable tacredit understanding of the doctrine with
a modest place on the RCR scale. Some resptsdeere able to give an adequate
account of the Trinity, with the minimal cleateristics of RCR Leve.. Whilst a higher
level incorporated more flexibility of thking, this did not mean that Level 1 was
inadequate. There were some more advarcmweptualisations, but these were by
senior ministers who were nottine highest leadership positions.
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The simple adoption of the doctrinetbé Trinity, with the lowest RCR level (or
even without any credible understandindhadf doctrine), may have been compensated
for by further education and enhanced motivateventually resulting in a satisfactory
grasp of the concept. Several WCG respondahtsitted that this was their experience.
Ironically, the highesWCG leaders were among tleevest RCR scorers (based on
written responses to the survey — assesspofdaheir level may have been increased
should personal interviews have been condl@s envisaged bydloriginal research
design). It is possible thatedWCG leaders, especially Joseph Tkach, will find comfort
in the supposition that their conversion was based not on human reasoning, nor on
strategic planning, but on surprising amnerwhelming grace, thus (in their minds)
justifying their attributiorof the WCG'’s transformation to spiritual and not to
psychological causes. In tHaght, the WCG’s proposed changéname (to incorporate
the word “Grace”) is understandable and haped that the above insights into the

WCG'’s transformation have been helpful.

7.9 Final comment

The present thesis has attempted to explicate RCR, in terms of psychology (with
reference to theology), using interpretimethodology. Its heuristic value will involve
further development of Reich’s insightsarreligious worldview transformation. The
validity of the topic, theory and approachn be judged by its conceptual and pragmatic
value. Important questions ofafge in the lives of peopleVveabeen addressed and it is
hoped that the findings can be generalized eécettperience of change in other religious
organizations. Finally, further researctthe character and applicability of relational

and contextual reasoning is encouraged.
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APPENDIX A

Whereas applying RCR ‘tacitly’ may already be
quite helpful, its full potendal becomes fruitful when the RCR heuristic
is applied systematically.

Here are the complete eight steps (Reich 1990b, 1990d):

(1) clarifying and defining, at least tentatively, the entity, the phe-
nomenon, the event, the functionally coherent whole which constitutes
the explanandum;

(2) listing all descriptions/explanations/models/theories/interpretations
A, B, C... of the explanandum, eveniftt  are considered incompatible
or incommensurable by the ambient culture, possibly adding new ones,
and dealing with any conflicts and contradictions arising (which may
mean throwing out either A or B or C - it is possibly not a case for
RCR) (mastering different logics and means-reflecting thought, cf. ch. 2,
pp. 29-32, is particularly important for dealing with this step);

(3) ascertaining that A, B, C...are genuinely coextensive, that they
refer to the identical explanandum; _

(4) establishing the circumstances, the context, under which A, B,
C ... describe or explain particular aspects of the explanandum, and, if
a genuine understanding does not come forth, reconsidering A (B, C. . .)
as approximation only;

(5) discovering and describing any (including unexpected) links be-
tween the respective attributes/features of A, B, C..., as well as any
coinherences (mutual pointers);

(6) exploring the extent to which the (relative) explanatory power of A
(B, C...) depends on the current strength of B (A, C...), etc.;

(7) developing a complete synopsis or theory that explains all features
of the explanandum under differing contextual conditions;

(8) explaining any shifts in the meaning of the concepts needed to
explain the explanandum, A, B, C. .., and the new synopsis or theory.
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Table 4.1 Description of RCR {evels.

‘The characterisation of the developmentsl logic in terms of éntra-inter-trans is taken from
Piaget and Garcia (1983/1989). (Early level descriptions in Oser and Reich 1987,
p. 182 - sce note 3, p. 13 for change of name to RCR.)

Level Description
I A and B (and C...) are considered separately; only one of them is
intra declared correct. The (implicitly) reigning concept is that A and

B (and C...) are alternarives, not complementarist aspects.
Usually single-track choice of A or B, (or C...), occasionally
tentauvdy both (without offering a dmdcd msnﬁcauou),

pending on chance k Adedge or ion ’
n “The possibility that A and B (and C...) might both (all) be right is
inter considered. A may be right, B may be right, (C. .. may be right),
both (all) may be right, possibly with rather different weighting
factors.
m The necessity of explaining the given ph with the help of
trans-intra A as well as by means of B (and C.. .) is affirmed globally. After

cxamination, neither A nor B (nor C) is considered quite correct
as individual explanations, both (all) are needed for a full
explanation. The limits of formal binary logic begin to be

overstepped (intuitively).
v Conscious connecting of A and B (and C...), explicit evocation of
trans-inter their relationship. Affirmation that neither A alone explains the

explanandum of itself nor B alone (nor C. . .alone). The
relationship between A and B is analysed (e.g., ‘B permirs
ms.hnsuscofh‘ “B cannot exist without A’, etc.). Any context
pendency of the expl y weight of A, B, (C...) is (dimly)
perceived. The use of RCR logic is more frequent. Although the
argumentation may have some arguments in common with those
of level I and/or I, it is markedly more complex.

v Encompassing ‘theory’, or at least synopsis, featuring
rans-trans (reconstructed) parts of A, B, (C.. )pow‘blysuppkmmmdby
D,..., the various relations and pendencies being fully

understood from a multi-perspective viewpoint. Use of RCR
logic has become a routine.
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Table 1. Developmental logic of relational and contextual mmomng (RCR).
The issue is to co-ordinate the c ting deserif mod-

cls, theorics A, B, (C .. ), for lnstanfr:c God's lransrcndcncc (A) and God's
immanence (B). At each level the co-ordination is qualitatively different.

Level of  Corc characteristic  Comment

RCR of level
1 Aor B (or G only one competitor gets into view
1n A, but also B (C) a sccond competitor is perccived
m A and B (ﬂm‘ C) all arc needed for a full understanding
v Logic of relationships and context in view

\" Syn owlsfthl:ory all comes together, including cxtras
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Table 1. Developmental Level of Responses to
Situations Calling for Complementarity Reasoning to
Deal with Noncompatible Explanations A and B

Level _ ’ Description

1 Explanation A and explanation B are considered ly; sp
ous judgment “true” or “false™ (emphasis on :]rcrmnus, not on com-
plementarity). Usually single-track choice of A or B, occasionally of
both without offering a detailed justification and depending on chance,
knowledge, or socialization.

2 The possibility that A and B may both be right is considered. A may be
right, B may be right, both may be right, possibly with very different
weighting factors.

3 The necessity of an explanation with the help of A as well as of B is

examined. Whereas neither A nor B is generally considered correct
individually, both are needed (partially).

4 Conscious connecting of A and B, explicit indication of their relation.
Neither A nor B is comrect (alone). The relation between A and B is
analyzed (for instance “B permits the use of A” or “B cannot exist
without A™). The situation-specificity of the ldﬂl“l‘! contribution of A
and B to-the total explanation is at least i

3 Construction of a generalized mn:nrchmg theory (or at least synopsis),
including (rec ted/supp pms ul’) A and B and possibly
an additional C. The complex mutual relat of A and B (and C)
as well as the situation-specificity of their uplmwry weight is under-
stood and incorporated into the overarching theory. Any resulting shif
of meaning in the terms used is explained.
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A. —-- (a) Two or one?

ﬁ. .B (b) A, Bseen

as parts

(c) Focus on

N ol I relationship
between parts

(d) Plus relationship
between each part
and the whole

Figure 7.1 Complexification and conceptual changes when moving
from one to two. (Source: Reich 1994a, p. 116)
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| FPastor General's Report

" Limited-circulation Newspaper for the Ministers of the Worldwide Church of God

December 17, 1991

Dear Ministers,

I am pleased to be able to include with this issue of the PGR the newly printed Statement
of Beliefs of the Worldwide Church of God! I hope you will take time to read it over and get
familiar with it. It states in brief, easy-to-read language the fundamental teachings of the Church.
It is designed to be brief and understandable, citing scriptural references from which each
statement is drawn. It will give a good overview to anyone who wants to know what the main
teachings of the Church are.

The Statement of Beliefs gives the official teaching of the Church on the subjects it contains.
However, it is important to note that the Church must always be prepared to grow in under-
standing. As stated in the introduction, “Accordingly, the Statement of Beliefs does not con-
stitute a closed creed. The Church constantly renews its commitment to truth and deeper
understanding and responds to God’s guidance in its beliefs and practices.”

Therefore, as we look to God to guide us, if and when we discover that changes need to be

~made to our Statement, those changes will be made.

Let me make a few comments about one portion of the Statement. In the statement about
God, you will notice that the final sentence reads: “The Church affirms the oneness of God and
the full divinity of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit.”

Someone may ask, “Does this mean we now accept the doctrine of the Trinity?” No, it does
not. The doctrine of the Trinity in the Western Church attests the union of three Persons in one
Godhead, so that the three are one God as to substance, but three Persons as to individualities.
We do not accept that teaching; we believe that the word Person is inaccurate when referring
to the Holy Spirit.

Someone may ask, “Why does the statement use the word divinity in reference to the Holy
Spirit?” For these reasons: The Holy Spirit is not created. It is eternally of God. Therefore, the
Holy Spirit cannot be less than divine. As you can see from the Statement about the Holy Spirit

(on the same page), we speak of the Holy
Spirit in terms of the “power” of God, but

Vol. 13, No. 23 December 17, 1991 not as “only” or “merely” the power of God.
We need to understand that the Holy Spirit

The oneness of God 1 is divine and eternal. The Holy Spirit cannot

Church Administration 4 be separated from God.

Personnel changes In EAROMAl ...uuursicsrerens 5 This is why it is important that we state

Ministerial Festival Transfer Request ............ 6 clearly that we affirm the “oneness of God

and the full divinity of the Father, the Son,
and the Holy Spirit.” The issue is largely
one of terminology, for many in the Church
© 1991 Worldwide Church of God have not known the proper definition of

Pasadena, California “divine” as “of, or relating to, or proceeding

PCD letters: third tithe and mene mene........ 7
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from God.” If some still have difficulty with the statement, they need to study carefully the
pertinent scriptures (several are cited in the Statement).

Perhaps it would be helpful for me to explain here what was wrong with our article titled
“Who Was Jesus’ Father?” in the final issue of The Good News (November-December 1990),
which was designed to refute the doctrine of the Trinity.

First, let me say that the author of the article was simply using our traditional terminology,
understanding and reasoning. His explanations were no different from what has been generally
taught in the Church. We should all realize that this is simply an area that had never been
carefully studied. Let’s now look at some of these traditional explanations.

We used the argument that if the Holy Spirit were a divine Person, then Jesus would have
been the Son of the Holy Spirit, and not the Son of the Father (Luke 1:35). However, this
argument showed that we did not understand the doctrine we were attempting to refute. The
trinitarian concept of God does not teach that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are separate
beings.

The trinitarian teaching is that there is one and only one Being who is God, and this one
Being is three divine Persons. To trinitarians these Persons are distinct, but they are nevertheless
one Being. In other words, God is not just one, nor is God three, but God is three in one, and
one in three. When one of the three acts, all act. To a trinitarian, the natural way God works is
through the Holy Spirit. In other words, the trinitarian would not see the Holy Spirit as a separate
entity from God the Father, as our argument assumed. Our argument would be valid only if the
Trinity teaches three Gods, which it does not.

We also used an analogy of a printing press to explain God and the Holy Spirit. This is not
an appropriate analogy. The printing press is totally separate from an author, a mere tool the
author uses to get a job done. This analogy implies that the Holy Spirit is separate from God.
If the Holy Spirit were separate from God, it would have to be one of God’s creations — an
idea that is biblically wrong.

We also used arguments derived from metaphors. We noted that the Holy Spirit can be
quenched (I Thessalonians 5:19) and asked, “Can a person be quenched?” Yet, we omit
references to God as “a consuming fire” (Hebrews 12:29). Therefore, our reasoning was
inconsistent. The trinitarian would point out that if God can be referred to as a fire and still be
a divine Person, then similar references to the Holy Spirit do not prove that it is not a divine
Person.

When we attempt to point out the errors and inconsistencies in the teachings of others, we
must at least understand what others are teaching to avoid exposing our own ignorance.

The Bible tells us there is one and only one God. Pagan ideas about multiple gods are
condemned in the Bible. Yet, the Bible also tells us about the Father, the Son, and the Holy
Spirit. These are one and are divine and eternal. The Bible does not fully explain how this can
be so, but Scripture does call on us to believe it.

Itis the teaching of the Church, based on the Holy Scriptures, that the Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit are one God in two divine Persons, and that the Holy Spirit is not a Person as is the Father,
and the Son, but is the promised Comforter and the power through which God works in the
Church. (We should also realize that even when speaking of the Father and the Son, the English
word Person is at best only a weak metaphor. The word Person tends to make one think in terms
of people, or human “persons.” Even though we use the term, we must keep in mind that God
is infinitely more than can be conveyed by the word Person.)

Here is the key: There are things that are simply beyond our limited, finite, human ability
to grasp. We cannot truly understand, for example, how it can be that God has no beginning.
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The Bible does not explain that, nor could we understand such a concept even if the Bible did

_explain it, because it is a spiritual reality on a level higher than we are capable of understanding.
When we are granted immortality we will no doubt understand these spiritual complexities.
Until then, we must simply take on faith what the Bible tells us to be true — that God has no
beginning. '

Likewise, the Bible tells us that there is one God. Yet the Bible also tells us of the Father,
the Son, and the Holy Spirit. Our finite minds are unable to fully understand that. It is a spiritual
reality, a spiritual truth, not a physical one. We do not have to accept ancient creeds that affirm
one God in three divine Persons. But we do have to accept the Bible. Therefore, we have
carefully chosen wording for our Statement of Beliefs that we believe is consistent with the
Bible, but without going beyond the Bible by calling the Holy Spirit a Person. We accept what
the Bible says about God on faith, even though we cannot in this life fully comprehend it.

It is important to realize, as I have explained before, that it is contrary to the Bible to think
of God as other than one. The Father and the Son are not two Gods. They are one God. Likewise,
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit are not three Gods. They are one. But neither do we
believe it is correct 10 say they are three Persons in one God. We affirm what the Bible reveals:
the oneness of God and the divinity and unity of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit.

My deepest thanks again to all of you and your wives for your dedication to serving God’s
people. Remember to pray for one another, fellow ministers. In addition to the weighty
responsibilities of shepherding those God has called, some are suffering severe personal trials.
All our prayers and love are with the Frankels and the Wooldridges as Mrs. Frankel and Mrs.
Wooldridge fight cancer. Our loving and merciful, all-powerful God is our ever-present strength
in time of trouble. He will see us through all trials.

‘With deep love, in Jesus’ name,
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&) Pustor General's Report

" Limited-circulation Newspaper for the Ministers of the Worldwide Church of God

August 18, 1992
Dear Ministers,

Our new booklet, God Is..., is being printed and will be available around the time of the
.Feast. I want to encourage you to read this booklet carefully. It is an inspiring, informative and
thought-provoking explanation of what the Bible teaches about who God is and what he is doing,
his infinite transcendence, his relationship with humanity and how he is revealed in Jesus Christ
through the Holy Spirit. It also explains the history and development of the doctrine of the
Trinity and our position on that doctrine. '

As I have written before, we do not teach the doctrine of the Trinity. However, as Christians,
neither should we use erroneous arguments or unfounded conclusions when we speak of
anything, including the doctrine of the Trinity. There are specific, biblical reasons that we hold
the nontraditional position that we do. And we can better understand those reasons when we
rightly understand the facts about the doctrine of the Trinity.

Human beings in general tend to be careless in their facts when they attack a point of view
that disagrees with their own. That is natural, it seems. But when we find ourselves doing that,
we should try, because we are Christians, to look honestly and objectively at the facts and be
fair in our presentation of the other view. It is not necessary, nor is it right, to simply brand
something with wicked-sounding names just because we do not agree with it.

We need to know why we disagree, and we need to be honest in our assessment. There is,
of course, a time to brand something for what it is. But the key is to brand it for what it is, not
for what it is not, nor for what we think it to be without a careful investigation of the facts.

The doctrine of the Trinity did not originate in paganism, as we have traditionally taught.
The new booklet, God Is..., explains the background that led to the doctrine and shows how we
differ from it and why we teach what we do. I hope every member will take the time to read all
of it.

Let’s remember in prayer our brothers and sisters in dangerous and distressing circumstances
around the world. And as we pray earnestly, “thy kingdom come,” let’s live as faithful subjects
of that kingdom by participating fully in the life of Jesus Christ in us through the Holy Spirit.

My prayers are with you every day, and I thank you for your prayers and kind words of
encouragement for me. Income for the Church

is about 4 percent under last year. This is a
Vol. 14, No. 16 August 18, 1992 good figure, considering the recession, and
we are grateful for it.
New booklet about God 1 I look forward to speaking to as many of
Church Administration 2 you as possible on the first day of the Feast of
Legal Services 4 Tabernacles!
Communications & Public Affairs.................. 5 . . ,
Media Operations 6 With deep love, in Jesus' name,
© 1992 Worldwide Church of God
Pasadena, California WW
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) Pastor General's Report

Limited-circulation Newspaper for the Ministers of the Worldwide Church of God

August 10, 1993
Dear Ministers,

Last time, I wrote about the reasons the Church teaches that there is one God, who is revealed
in the New Testament as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. I explained that the Bible teaches that there
are not three Gods or two Gods, but only one. I also explained that the Bible reveals that the Father,
the Son, and the Holy Spirit are distinct, that is, they are not the same — but neither are they

‘separate Beings.

In this letter, I want to focus on what the Bible reveals about the Holy Spirit, because the Holy
Spirit is often misunderstood in one of two ways: 1) as a third, separate Being in the one Godhead,
or 2) as an impersonal force or power that God uses to do his work.

Let’s look closely at the first error. A popular misconception of the nature of God is to think of
three God Beings in one Godhead, with the Holy Spirit as a third, separate Being. To us, such a
concept, that the Holy Spirit is a third, separate Being, is, and has always been, entirely foreign to
our thinking. The Bible teaches that there is one God, and any concept that makes the Holy Spirit
a separate Being is not biblical. _

Most people have only a hazy idea of what the Bible teaches about the oneness of God. Many
do not really think about it. Some imagine three separate Beings. Some picture one Being with three
heads. Others think of one Being who changes from Father to Son to Holy Spirit whenever he wills.
It is easy to make such mistakes. :

Many people use the word “Trinity” as a definition of the biblical teaching about God, but, if
asked, would not be able to explain what the Bible actually teaches about how God is one. In other
words, what many people envision when they speak of the Trinity is not really biblical. Much of
the confusion lies in the use of the word “Persons.” .

The word “Persons,” which is normally included in any English-language definition of the
Trinity, causes people to think of three Beings. “One God who is three Persons — Father, Son, and
Holy Spirit,” is a common way the Trinity is explained. But the ordinary meaning of the word
“Person” is misleading when it is applied to God. It gives the impression that God has limits, and

that his threeness lies in his being three separate

individuals — which is not the case.

Vol. 15, No. 15 August 10, 1993 The English word “person” is derived from
the Latin word persona. The word persom:l v:;ls
irit used to describe the Father, the Son,_ an e
L:z::i:ds::;istmm ! Holy Spiritin the Latin‘ language, but l:t_:ld ::dl

Méddia Operations 1 convey the same meaning as the English w
incen “person” conveys today. It was a word that was
Anhotncement . 10 used for a role that an actor portrayed in a play.
e w;::m«g;:infm It was the word for “mask,” because actors
Unless noted otherwise, sari n::m quored from the Holy Bible wore different masks'for each character ;hﬁ}'
mmfiﬁmw O o B P erational portrayed. But even this concc_pt, Lh:_)ugl? itdoes
not allow the error of three Beings, is still weak
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and misleading when referring to God. It is misleading because the Father, the Son, and the Holy
Spirit are not mere roles being played by God, and because an actor can play. only one role at a
time, quite unlike God, who is Father, Son, and Holy Spirit all the time. Even though a Latin
theologian may have understood what he meant when he used a word like persona, the average
person would hardly have been able to. Likewise, the English word “person” is easily misuderstood
by the average person when referring to God, unless it is accompanied by an explanation that
“Persons” in the Godhéad should not be thought of in the same way as “persons” like you and me.

When most English-speaking people think of one God who is three “Persons,” they cannot help
but think of three separate divine Beings. In other words, the terms “persons™ and “beings” are
usually thought of, in English, as meaning the same thing. The Bible reveals that Father, Son, and
Holy Spirit are the way the one true God of the Bible is, the way God exists always.

Throughout the centuries, many ideas have been developed that might seem, at first glance, to
make these biblical facts easier to understand. But we must be careful not to accept any idea that
denies what the Bible says. Some ideas might make things seem simple, in the sense of making
God easier to comprehend and easier to picture in our minds. But we should all agree that what is
important is whether an idea is consistent with the Bible, not whether it is simple or easy.

The Bible tells us there is one and only one God, and then presents us with the Father, the Son,
and the Holy Spirit, all etemal, and all doing things only God can do. If any human being set out
to explain God from a purely logical standpoint, without the Bible, he would never come to the
conclusion that the one God is, in some very real sense, also “three.” The Bible leads us, by
revelation, to a conclusion that we would never be able to reach on our own.

“One in three” — or “three in one” — is a concept that appears illogical to human reason. We
naturally look for ways to make it simpler. The idea of one God Being apart from any thought of
the existence of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, is simple to understand. In fact, the Muslims have
such a concept.

The idea of one “God family” with more than one divine member of the family — that is also
simple to understand. But the God of the Bible is not what we would have expected if we had simply
sat down, with no revelation, 1o figure it out for ourselves.

The true God exists in a way that is beyond our finite understanding. He reveals many things
about himself, and we believe them all, even though we cannot explain them all. For example, we
cannot explain how God can be without beginning. Such a concept is beyond our finite under-
standing. We cannot explain it, yet we know it is true that God is without beginning. Likewise, the
Bible reveals that God is one and only one, yet is also, at the same time, Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit. We believe it even though it is not simple or easy to explain. We believe it because the Bible
reveals it.

When we understand that God is one, and that the Holy Spirit is God, just as the Father is God,
and the Son is God, we have no problem understanding a passage like Acts 13:2: “While they were
worshiping the Lord and fasting, the Haly Spirit said, ‘Set apart for me Barnabas and Saul for the
work to which I have called them.” ™ Luke records the Holy Spirit saying, “Set apart for me Bamabas
and Saul for the work to which I have called them.” Luke has no problem with the concept that the
Holy Spirit said something, in the same sense that God says things, and he has no problem with the
concept that the Holy Spirit called these apostles for their work.

When we take the biblical revelation of the nature of God for what it is, it is beautiful indeed.
When the Holy Spirit speaks, or sends, or inspires, or leads, or sanctifies, or empowers, of gives
- gifts, it is God speaking, sending, inspiring, leading, sanctifying, empowering, and giving gifts. But
since God is one, and not three separate beings, the Holy Spirit is not a separate God doing separate
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things-on its own. God has one will, the will of the Father, which is also the will of the Son, and
of the Holy Spirit. It is not a matter of two or three separate God Beings deciding to be in perfect
agreement with each other. It is a matter of one God and one will. The Son is the very expression
of the will of the Father. Similarly, the Holy Spirit constitutes the will of the Father at work in the
world.

Paul says that “the Lord is the Spirit,” and he speaks of “the Lord who is the Spirit” (2
Corinthians 3:17-18). He says “the Spirit gives life” (verse 6), something only God can do. We
know the Father, only because the Spirit enables us to believe that Jesus is the Son of God. Jesus
dwells in us and the Father dwells in us, but that is only because the Spirit dwells in us (John 14:16,
23; Romans 8:9-11). If the Spirit is not God, then we could not say the Father and the Son are in
us, because they are God. But the fact is, since God is one, if the Spirit is in us, then the Father and
the Son are in us.

Paul equates the Spirit, the Lord, and God in 1 Corinthians 12:4-11. He says it is “the same God
who inspires” in verse 6, and he says “these are inspired by one and the same Spirit” in verse 11
[Revised Standard Version], and goes on to declare that the Spirit does all this as the Spirit wills.
How can the Spirit will? The Spirit wills because the Spiritis God, and God is one, and the will of
the Father is the will of the Son and of the Spirit.

- The Spirit creates (Psalm 104:30). Only God can create. Qur traditional concept of the Spirit as
the power by which God creates is not wrong, but it falls short in providing the full picture.

Hebrews 9:14 says the Holy Spirit is etemal. That means the Holy Spirit is uncreated. Only
God is uncreated.

Jesus told the apostles, “I will ask the Father, and he will give you another Counselor to be with
you forever — the Spirit of truth. The world cannot accept him, because it neither sees him nor
knows him. But you know him, for he lives with you and will be in you™ (John 14:16-17). He
specifically identified the Counselor as the Holy Spirit: “But the Counselor, the Holy Spirit, whom
the Father will send in my name, will teach you all things and will remind you of everything I have
said to you™ (verse 26).

The Counselor convicts the world of sin, something that can rightly be ascribed only to God.
He guides into all truth, something only God is capable of doing. As Paul affirmed, “This is what
we speak, not in words taught us by human wisdom but in words taught by the Spirit, expressing
spiritual truths in spiritual words” (1 Corinthians 2:13).

We used to note that the Spirit is described in the Bible as being “poured out” — without noting
also that the Bible uses figurative language throughout, in order to describe God’s activity in terms
we can understand. God is called a “consuming fire” (Hebrews 12:29). He can also appear as a
literal fire, as when he appeared to Moses as a fire in a bush (Exodus 3:2). God is called Light
(1 John 1:5). The Son of God is described as Light (John 1:9) and as Bread (John 6:33). We should
also note that the Bible describes a soul as being “poured out” (1 Samuel 1:15).

To worship God is to worship the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, who are the one and
only one God. That does not mean we are to single out the Holy Spirit and worship the Holy Spirit
as though the Holy Spirit is a separate Being. We do not direct worship to the Holy Spirit
specifically, but to God, who is Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. It is God in us (the Holy Spirit) that
causes uvs to worship God. The Comforter (like the Son) will not speak of himself (John 16:13), but
what the Father gives him he will speak. He does not direct us to himself, but to the Father through
the Son. Likewise, we don’t pray specifically to the Spirit — it is the Spirit in us that moves us t0
pray, and, in fact, intercedes for us (Romans 8:26). ' )

Unless God himself is in us, we would not be turned toward God at all. Unless God himself is
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in us we would not know God, and we would not know his Son. That is why all the credit for our
salvation goes to God and not to us. The fruit we bear is the fruit of the Spirit — that is, God’s
own fruit, not ours. But God gives us the privilege, if we will accept it, of participating with him
in his work. .

The Father is the Creator and Source of all things. The Son is the Redeemer and -Savior, and
the one by whom God created all things. The Holy Spirit is the Comforter and Advocate. The Holy
Spirit is God in us, who leads us to the Father through the Son. Through the Son, we are cleansed
and saved so that we can have fellowship with him and the Father. The Spirit stirs our hearts and
minds and inclines us toward belief in Jesus Christ, who is the Way and the Door. The Spirit gives
us gifts, the gifts of God, not the least of which are faith, hope, and love.

All this is the work of the one God, who reveals himself to us as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.
He is not a different God from the God of the Old Testament, but in the New Testament something
more is revealed about him: He sent his Son as a human being to die for our sins and be raised to
glory, and he sent us his Spirit — the Comforter — to dwell in us, to lead us into all truth, to give
us gifts, and to conform us to the image of Christ.

When we pray, reaching God is the goal of the prayer, yet it is also God who leads us toward
that goal, and it is also God who is the Way along which we are led toward the goal. In other words,
it is to God (the Father) we pray; it is God in us (the Holy Spirit) motivating us to pray; and God
is also the Way (the Son) along which we are being led toward that goal.

The Father initiates the plan of salvation. The Son embodies and executes the atoning, redemp-
tive plan for the salvation of humanity. The Holy Spirit applies the benefits, or gifts, of redemption
to empower the actual salvation of the faithful believers. All this is the work of the one God, the
God of the Bible. .

Again, I want to emphasize that we have always experienced and understood God as he is
revealed in the Bible. We have always known that God is the Creator of all things, we have always
known and believed that God sent his Son to die for our sins and be resurrected to glory so that
we might live in him and he in us. We have always known that the Holy Spirit dwells in us,
sanctifies us, and is conforming us to the image of Christ, and that our salvation will be fully
revealed when Jesus returns to rule the nations. In our practice and experience, nothing changes.
We pray as we always have, and we worship as we always have. But our explanation of how the
Bible teaches that God is one has changed.

What we didn’t previously understand was how to puit our belief down on paper in such a way
that it didn’t lead to biblical and theological problems. Now God has led us to a better under-
standing. I pray that none will say that our former, simpler, explanation was better and that we
should preserve what we were more comfortable with. God doesn’t call us to comfort; he calls us
to truth.

In this letter, I have explained why we teach that the Holy Spirit is God, rather than merely
God’s power, and why we do not think or teach that the Holy Spirit is a “third, separate Being” in
the Godhead. I have also pointed out why the English word “Persons,” when used of the Father,
the Son, and the Holy Spirit, is misleading. Next time, I plan to review the limitations of the word
“Persons” and go into the English word we plan to use in our revised Statement of Beliefs.

In many ways, this kind of material is new ground for some, but it is important. One may feel
it is unsettling — because it is different from what Mr. Armstrong taught. 1 understand lha't.
However, as I have often explained, the important thing is that we carry on Mr. Armstrong's
tradition, which is really God's tradition, by letting the Bible be our guide. Mr. Armstrong
repeatedly stressed that a Christian is committed to accept God’s truth and change when proven
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wrong. That attitude must always be with us. When the Bible shows us we need to grow, let’s get
out of the way, and let God grant us growth! We should be praying for that, and we should be
responsive to itwhen God sends it. It takes courage to follow God’s lead, but the Holy Spirit gives
us that courage!

With deep love, in Jesus’ name,

Stk
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Fastor General's Report

Limited-Circulation Newspaper for the Ministers of the Worldwide Church of God

June 21, 1994
Dear Ministers,
In my last letter in the PGR, I pointed out that ministers cannot simply be silent about the

. Church’s new doctrine on the nature of God. I explained that ministers should “show support for

Christ’s leadership of the Church.” I reminded you that lack of support creates division, uncertainty
and confusion among the members.

But the question arises: How can a pastor do this if he doesn’t understand the doctrine? Are we
asking him to preach something he doesn’t believe? The fact is, there are ways to show your support
and help your congregation maintain a spiritually healthy attitude even though you may not yet
fully understdnd or agree with the new doctrine. In this letter, we’ll look at how you can do that.
(This letter will not appear in The Worldwide News.)

First, let’s consider certain things that every minister should believe. All ministers believe, and
are able to state with conviction, that we are in the Church of God, that Christ is the Head of the
Church, and that Christ wants us to stay in the Church. All ministers are able to state with conviction
that the Holy Spirit leads the Church.

When we state these kinds of things to our congregations, we show that we are not afraid of

' “whatis happening” in the Church. Instead, we show that we have confidence in Christ’s ability to

lead those he has chosen. We show support not only for headquarters, but for Christ himself when
we encourage people to have faith in him and in his leadership.

We honor Christ by honoring the humans he has sent to lead us. We do not talk behind our
leaders’ backs. We do not plant doubts about their wisdom or their administrative styles and
policies. We avoid doing to them the things we wouldn’t want others doing to us.

Also, all of us should be able to acknowledge that neither our human leaders nor our traditions
are infallible. We should all agree that changes are sometimes necessary, and that the Holy Spirit
does lead us and help us understand the Scriptures in a better way. Every minister knows that is
true and should have no trouble expressing it.

On the doctrine of the nature of God, every
minister agrees that God heard our prayers be-
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‘When we think about the areas in which all ministers agree, we can begin to see that no minister
has to remain silent simply because he does not understand the new doctrine. 1

Every minister agrees that the Bible says there is one God, and that we do not worship more
than one God. Every minister agrees that Jesus Christ is Lord, and that he was God in the flesh.

We all agree with the Scriptures. Surely every minister agrees that the apostle Paul says that
there is one God and that God is referred to with a singular pronoun. And certainly we all, as Paul
did, worship Jesus Christ and God the Father, even though there is only one God. In other words,
every minister believes the Son of God is God, and every minister believes the Father is God, and
yet every minister agrees with Paul that there is only one God. Therefore, we all can see that the
Bible presents us with a plurality within a unity and that the Bible does not solve that paradox for
us in any particular passage.

How can one God and one Lord add up to one God? This is the crux of the question, as every
minister surely agrees.

Mr. Armstrong attempted to explain this paradox in terms of plural members of one family.
This terminology, however, led .to the unbiblical concept of God beings (more than one) and
contradicts verses such as Isaiah 45:5. And yet, other passages, such as John 17, seem to describe
the Father and Son as two personalities. The question is, therefore, how unity and plurality can be
simultaneous. _

In addition, the question must be expanded to include the Holy Spirit The Spirit can be called
either the Spirit of Christ or the Spirit of God, indicating again that Christ and God are one. Also,
every minister agrees that if the Spirit does something or says something, that God is doing it or
saying it. Likewise, every minister agrees that if the Spirit dwells or lives in us, then God lives in
us. From this, we should be able to agree that the Holy Spirit is, in some way, God.

We can all see that the Holy Spirit is one of the ways in which God lives. The Son is one of
the ways in which God lives. (These facts would be true even if you think of “God” as indicating
a family.) The Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are ways in which God exists — “permanent ways or
modes of being” — as we have expressed it. Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are three ways or modes
of being of the one God. -

This is a position required by Scripture. I think every minister would agree that Scripture doesn’t
really explain how this is so — it simply presents God in this way.

As beings who are limited in time and space, we cannot expect to understand all the thoughts
or the modes of existence of the God who created time and space and “inhabits eternity,” and does
not share, except voluntarily through the incaration, our limitations. There is bound to be, from
our limited perspective, some mystery involved — certain aspects about it we cannot totally
comprehend. For example, we can understand that God has no beginning, but we do not understand
how such a thing can be so. Similarly, we can understand that God is one being with three ways
of being, but we do not comprehend how that can be so.

There is much that you can agree with even if you don’t understand all the doctrine. By publicly
affirming your agreement with these concepts you do understand, you show support for Christ's
leadership of the Church.

¥ you don’t understand all the details, you can publicly admit it. You can say something like:
“I don’t understand all the details of the Church’s new teaching. I will try to answer your questions
as best I understand, but I will have to refer some of your questions to Pasadena. I am confident
that Christ is in charge of the Church, and I have faith that the Holy Spirit leads me and the entire
Church into truth.”

You might add something like: “T am studying this subject, butit’s taking some time for me to
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understand it. As with almost any subject, some of you may understand it better than I do. We each
grow at different speeds in different areas. I encourage you to study it, and I hope that we all try
to understand it with an open mind.”

This answer is honest and supportive. You should find as much common ground as you can,
and acknowledge that common ground. You should express humility in your understanding and a
desire to leam more about the divine unity and plurality revealed in the Scriptures. You should
point members to headquarters and to the human leadership Christ has chosen to administer his
Church.

The majority of our pastors have been able to support the doctrine in more substantial ways,
such as in sermons directly focused on this subject or focused on relevant passages of Scripture.
But if you are not yet able to do this, I have given you some ways in which you need not remain
silent — you can verbally support Christ’s leadership of the Church.

I know every minister deeply loves the Church and the people of God and desires only to help
and strengthen the brethren. But sometimes, we need to think about the effect our actions, or our
inaction, can have on the brethren.

I know that some who left argue that 'm the real cause of division, because of the doctrinal

change itself. But I know every minister agrees that God delegates authority as it pleases him, and
he set me in this position. I did not claim it for myself. As I've said before, it would have been
much simpler and certainly far less traumatic to take the way of least resistance. But I am convinced
that God led me to make this change, and I would be fighting God to ignore that. Qur doctrine is
thoroughly biblical, as most of our ministers understand. But for those who have not yet come to
see that, I hope we can all see that there is still the responsibility to strengthen and encourage the
brethren rather than allow them to be scattered by our silence.
" Let’s grow together. Let’s “make every effort to keep the unity of the Spirit through the bond
of peace,” as we’re told in Ephesians 4:13. It is vital for unity and spiritual growth that ministers
openly show their support for headquarters, and this is especially critical during times of doctrinal
or administrative change. There are positive ways every minister can do that, even though he may
not yet have reached a full or clear understanding himself. But to remain silent is, in reality, to
trumpet your disagreement and consequently to foster division.

I love you and pray for you every day, as I know you do for me.

With much love, in Jesus’ name,

Sl ik
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PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET

THE WORLDWIDE CHURCH OF GOD:

A STUDY OF ITS TRANSFORMATION
IN TERMS OF HELMUT REICH’S THEORY OF
RELATIONAL AND CONTEXTUAL REASONING

This study is under the mentorship of Dr John McKenna, and has been given the
green light by Dr Joseph Tkach and Dr Mike Feazell at church headquarters. This
can be confirmed with Dr McKenna — john.mckenna@wcg.org

You have been selected on account of your leadership position in the church, as
leaders are the focus of this study. Your participation would be helpful for
understanding the church’s transformation and would be much appreciated.
Although many aspects of the topic are well-known to you, the purpose of this study
is to consider the transformation in terms of a theory of the psychology of religion.

The study involves a consideration of the type (form) of thinking that contributed to
and ensued from the church’s acceptance of the Doctrine of the Trinity, and its
purpose is to identify the type of reasoning that is involved, in relation to various
theories of cognitive development. The study is a positive appraisal of thought forms
involved in religious change, and respects spiritual, theological and ecclesiastical
dimensions of conversion. Rather than being an approach that examines the
personal psychological characteristics of people responsible for change, this
approach involves a study of how people think, not what they think about or why.
Therefore, there should be no concern about any personal psychological appraisal.

| am a lecturer in psychology undertaking a Doctor of Philosophy (Psychology)
degree at the University of Western Sydney, under the supervision of Professor Jim
McKnight and Dr Maureen Miner, both knowledgeable in the psychology of religion
and its relationship to scientific thought. | have the support of Professor Helmut
Reich of Switzerland, who is the originator of the theory being assessed. Dr Reich is
an eminent nuclear physicist, and thinker in religion, science and psychology. His
“Developing the Horizons of the Mind” (Cambridge University Press, 2002) has been
reviewed by me at www.amazon.com

UWS Ethics Application Form — January 2003



Your participation in this study requires two Stages, and a consent form for each
stage is annexed. Stage 1 involves completion of some sample questions followed
by a questionnaire. The purpose of this is to consider the form of reasoning that you
might take on various complex topics, then to consider how such a form of reasoning
has been applied to some aspects of the Trinity.

Reich’s theory draws from physics and philosophy, as well as psychology, so it will
be necessary for me to consider the feasibility of applying the theory to a case study
such as the WCG. Your answers will form the basis for understanding the theory’s
usefulness for explaining, for example, the cognitive aspects of religious conversion.
Of course, any such explanation is not intended to replace valid spiritual insights.

Stage 2 involves probing further into the thinking process, based on the results of
Stage 1. This will require a personal interview with you in Pasadena, California,
possibly in April 2004. Again, the interview questions (which will be formulated after
Stage 1 responses have been analysed) will focus on how you think about the
Trinity, and its relationship to changes in thinking about other doctrines. It is granted
that there are multiple reasons for changing beliefs, but this study is limited to
assessing Reich’s cognitive explanations as — to some extent — they involve
Trinitarian thinking. This makes the theory fit well with a pivotal change in the WCG.

The potential benefits of this study include a better understanding and appreciation
of the change in thinking that characterized the WCG’s transformation, both by the
denomination and observers. There may be benefits in terms of theological and
member development, apologetics and mission objectives, as Reich’s theories have
been extensively focused on religious education. In the wider context, the WCG’s
transformation could be even more instructive to other churches undergoing change.

Participation should not take much of your time. Stage 1 involves short answers, and
“top of the head” responses are actually preferred as this study seeks to consider
your own thinking, not that of set answers. Depending on how much thought you
want to put into your answers, Stage 1 could take less than 1 hour to complete.

Likewise, Stage 2 personal interviews should take less than 1 hour. These interviews
can be done in your office at WCG corporate headquarters in Pasadena, possibly in
April 2004. If this is unfeasible, a relatively short telephone interview could be
conducted at a time to suit yourself. An interview in London, England, on my way to
Switzerland might also be possible. If conditions make travel unsafe at that time,
Stage 2 might have to be conducted electronically or by telephone contact.

As a denominational leader, it is assumed that you would have had closer
involvement with the formulation and transmission of the new beliefs. It would be an
advantage to have every leader’s participation, to give a cross-section of thinking
styles and opinion.

Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and you may elect not to
respond to this questionnaire, and may withdraw consent at any time. If you
experience distress or have concerns in relation to the study, please contact me by
email at .buchner@uws.edu.au or by writing to the address on this sheet.

As the Stage 1 questionnaire is conducted by email, your emailed response will
identify you, which is important for progression to Stage 2. You will be able to retain
your original message electronically. However, you have the option to post your
response to me anonymously and not proceed to Stage 2.



Stage 2 personal interviews may be tape-recorded and transcribed, if you consent to
this. You will be provided a copy of the tape and transcript. Otherwise | will have to
rely on my memory to recover the type of reasoning used in our discussion.

The consent sheets make provision for the kind of confidentiality you require. Unless
you otherwise consent, your responses will not be identified — hard copies will have a
code number and be stored without other identifying details in locked confidential
storage at the university and will be destroyed after the mandatory 5 years. The
electronic version will be deleted.

Analysis of Stage 1 responses needs to be completed in January 2004, so your
response would be appreciated by 31 December 2003 and no later than 11 January
2004 please.

If you require further information before responding, please contact me by email on
[.buchner@uws.edu.au. Dr McKenna also would be able to explain the benefits this
study will bring to the Worldwide Church of God.

| wish you and your family a blessed Christmas and a happy new year.

Yours sincerely,

John Buchner.

School of Psychology
University of Western Sydney
Australia

.buchner@uws.edu.au

Home phone: 61 2 4655 2975

PS — Only the consent forms and instruments need to be returned by email; the
Participant Information Sheet does not, to reduce bytes in transmission.

This study has been approved by the University of Western Sydney Human Research Ethics
Committee [Protocol No. HEC 03/226]. If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical
conduct of this research, you may contact the Ethics Committee through the Research Ethics Officers
(at the above address or by telephoning 61 2 4570 1136). Any issues you raise will be treated in
confidence and investigated fully, and you will be informed of the outcome. Thank you.

CONSENT FORM - STAGE 1




| agree to take part in the research study “THE WORLDWIDE CHURCH OF GOD: A
STUDY OF ITS TRANSFORMATION IN TERMS OF HELMUT REICH'S THEORY
OF RELATIONAL AND CONTEXTUAL REASONING

| have read the Participant Information Sheet and understand what is requested. |
also understand that | can withdraw at any time up to the submission of the doctorate
for examination.

If you submit an anonymous response by post, it cannot be withdrawn unless you
identify yourself as its author.

Please indicate to which of the following you wish to give consent (type “Yes” or “No”
in the preferred brackets).

[ ] As a voluntary participant in this study | am willing to be identified in the
thesis as the author of the statements provided by myself, provided
they are fairly and truthfully attributed.

[ ] | wish to remain anonymous and unidentified in the thesis and any
subsequent publication unless | am asked for and give my consent
at a later date.

Your name:

Position in the WCG:

Address: c/- WCG, Box 111 Pasadena CA 91123 U.S.A.

Preferred email address if
other than the one used
to contact you:

Date of consent:

This form can be returned by email together with your response. It does not have to
be returned if you choose not to participate in this study, or if you wish to post me
your responses as an Anonymous participant. My address is:

John Buchner,

UWS School of Psychology,
Locked Bag 1797

Penrith South DC NSW 1797
Australia

My email address is - J.buchner@uws.edu.au

My home telephone (from the USA) is — 61 2 4655 2975.

CONSENT FORM — STAGE 2




| agree to take part in the research study “THE WORLDWIDE CHURCH OF GOD: A
STUDY OF ITS TRANSFORMATION IN TERMS OF HELMUT REICH'S THEORY
OF RELATIONAL AND CONTEXTUAL REASONING

| have read the Participant Information Sheet and understand what is requested. |
also understand that | can withdraw at any time up to the submission of the doctorate
for examination.

Stage 2 involves a personal interview in Pasadena, California, possibly in April 2004.
Naturally, if you chose not to participate in Stage 1, this form need not be returned.

However, | would appreciate your expression of consent, as follows (type “Yes” or
“No” in the preferred brackets).

[ ] | am willing to be interviewed as a follow-up to Stage 1 and await
contact regarding meeting arrangements.

[ ] | am willing to have the interview tape-recorded and transcribed, and
understand that a copy of the tape and transcript will be provided to me.

[ ] As a voluntary participant in this study | am willing to be identified in the
thesis as the author of the statements provided by myself, provided
they are fairly and truthfully attributed.

[ ] | wish to remain anonymous and unidentified in the thesis and any
subsequent publication unless | am asked for and give my consent
at a later date.

Your name:

Position in the WCG:

Address: c/- WCG, Box 111 Pasadena CA 91123 U.S.A.

Preferred email address if
other than the one used
to contact you:

Date of consent:

This form can be returned by email together with your response. It does not have to
be returned if you choose not to participate in this study.

John Buchner,
UWS School of Psychology

My email address is - [.buchner@uws.edu.au

My home telephone (from the USA) is — 61 2 4655 2975.

THE WORLDWIDE CHURCH OF GOD:

A STUDY OF ITS TRANSFORMATION
IN TERMS OF HELMUT REICH’S THEORY OF
RELATIONAL AND CONTEXTUAL REASONING




STAGE 1 Please return by email before 11 January 2004.

There are no “right” or “wrong” answers to these questions, so far as this study goes.
Your natural form of reasoning will be considered by me in accordance with the
theoretical approach used in this study.

The most important requirement is that your response be your own considered
opinion, and not taken from any publication or discussed with another person.

Part A is intended to identify a Reasoning Approach. That will help me to appraise
the application of your thinking in Part B. This study actually is a contribution to
understanding this approach to analysing reasoning, and the development of a valid
scoring manual.

Please type your answers in the spaces provided. The spaces will adjust to the

length of your response, which could be from 100-200 words for each question.
There is no minimum or maximum number of words, however.

PART A - PRELIMINARY EXERCISE

Please consider the following cases and, in your own words, write a paragraph giving
your own thoughts on each one without consulting any literature on the topic.

Please do this first, without thinking about any of the questions in Part B, even
though you might have peeked at them.

The space between questions is arbitrary; the length can be adjusted as this is an
electronic questionnaire.

Casel
Science has discovered that mankind evolved from lower forms, whereas the
Bible gives an account of a special creation. How can these different versions

agree?

Your response:

Case 2

Fires caused devastation and loss of life in California in recent months.
Preventative burning may have destroyed rare flora and fauna, and spoiled
the scenery. What can you say about this?



Your response:

Case 3

Christian theology teaches the Doctrine of the Holy Trinity: The Father, the
Son, the Holy Spirit. In your view, how can One God be Three?

Your response:

PART B - QUESTIONNAIRE

In your own words, and without referring to other sources, please provide a
paragraph on the following questions. There are no “right” or “wrong” answers.

Try not to repeat verbatim your response to Case 3, above.

Write your responses in the space between the questions — 100 to 200 words for
each response is adequate but there is no absolute word-length.

1. What is your understanding of the Trinity?

2. What led your thinking towards accepting the Trinity?

3. Did you understand the Trinity before believing in it? Or did you understand
the Trinity after believing in it?
4. What kind of thinking followed your acceptance of the Trinity?



10.

11.

12.

How did your acceptance of the Trinity influence your thinking about other
doctrines and practices of the WCG?

Did the WCG'’s acceptance of the Trinity lead to changes in other WCG
beliefs? In what way do you think this happened?

Is there anything about the Trinity that isn’t understood by you, or in your view
isn’t understandable?

In your view, To what extent do you think other members of the WCG
understand the Trinity? (refer to clergy and laity separately if you wish).

In your view, why did so many ministers and members find it difficult to accept
the WCG'’s adoption of the Trinity?

In your view, to what extent can the transformation of the WCG be attributed
to its understanding of the Trinity?

In your view, is the Trinity logical? How could the logic of the Trinity be
explained?

Do you have any other comments on the role of the Trinity in the WCG's
transformation?



13.  Supplementary question: If you wish to provide a comment on this research,
please feel free to do so.

Your name: Date:

THANK YOU very much for your participation in this study. If you have consented to
a personal interview, | will be in touch with you in February 2004.

Please email your response to j.buchner@uws.edu.au or post it to John Buchner,
UWS School of Psychology, L'Bag 1797, Penrith South DC NSW 1797, Australia.




