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I. Events leading to the Entry Ban

Rev. and Mrs. Moon, founders of the Unification Movement International and spiritual head of the German congregation of Unification Church (UC) members, visited the small but growing German congregation in 1965 for the first time and then continuously over the years. During these visits, Rev. and Mrs. Moon gave inspirational and spiritual guidance to the members. On other occasions either Rev. Moon or Mrs. Moon submitted their message to a broader audience of invited guests and friends of the Church. These public appearances were mostly held in suitable hotels.

On Nov. 12 of 1995 another event was planned in Frankfurt. The Rev. and Mrs. Moon were to come to Frankfurt and give a speech on the topic "The True Family and I",
 after having delivered the same message in Paris, Warsaw, Rome, Prague and Budapest. This speaking tour was part of a world-wide tour, which took the founding couple of the Unification Movement to the five continents of the earth.

While the German congregation was busily preparing for the event in Frankfurt, news suddenly came in by means of a short notice in the "Bild Zeitung" newspaper
 that Rev. Moon was barred from entering Germany by order of the Ministry of Interior. This happened on Nov. 9th, just 3 days before the event was to take place.

The decision by the Ministry of Interior (MoI) took the board and membership of the German UC totally by surprise. There had never been a problem before, whenever Rev. Moon, Mrs. Moon or both had visited Germany, neither with the government nor with society. At first, church leaders thought the news item in the "Bild Zeitung" newspaper was a hoax. When it was discovered to be the bitter truth, the board tried to have the ban lifted by asking the Administrative Court in Cologne to issue a temporary injunction.
 However to no avail: the court merely confirmed the right of the Ministry of Interior to deny entry onto German territory to any foreigner it wishes. Whether the reasons for such a decision were justified or not would have to be dealt with later.

Much later, more light was shed on the event. The Federal Ministry for Family, Senior Citizens, Women and Youth (MFSWY) (the government entity responsible for new religious movements, such as the UC) informed the MoI about the imminent arrival of Rev. Moon and requested his entry to be refused because, in the words of the Ministry, “Rev. Moon could possibly engage in mission work for his movement”. According to the MFSWY, Rev. Moon’s movement should be considered to be part of the so-called youth-sects and psycho-groups, whose activities entail possible dangers for the social relations and the development of the personality of young people. And, according to the thinking of the Ministry, the goal of all activities of the Moon movement is to obtain world dominion. The Ministry feared that a public appearance of Moon in the Federal Republic of Germany would lead to strong reactions among the public; his activities would endanger public security and order and significantly be against the interests of the Federal Republic of Germany.
 

The Federal Ministry of Interior, at that time under the leadership of Manfred Kanther, acted with surprising speed, ordering the border patrols to bar Rev. Moon from entering Germany, while simultaneously putting the religious leader on the Schengen List
 as "persona non grata", thus making it nearly impossible for Rev. Moon to enter any European country which is part of the Schengen Treaty. The “Schengen ‘black’ list” is part of a border treaty among European countries, which was created for the purpose of preventing known criminals and terrorists from entering member countries. 

The Ministry of Interior justified its decision by merely stating that the entry of Rev. Moon would impair the interests of Germany to a very substantial degree.

At about the same time, the Ministry of Interior extended the entry ban to Mrs. Hak Ja Han Moon, putting her on the Schengen List as well. 

When the Ministry of Interior requested the German Federal Bureau of Investigation (Bundeskriminalamt) to reveal its list of criminal acts committed by the Unification Church, the office could not mention even a single offence. Embarrassed by this lack of hard facts, the Federal Bureau replied to the Ministry of Interior that the Moon Movement was taking meticulous care not to get in touch with the criminal prosecution offices. Members who appeared liable to criminal prosecution through their activities for the Unification Movement were supposedly "exchanged" and sent back to their respective home countries. This, according to the Federal Bureau of Investigation, rendered subsequent questioning or other actions of investigation impossible. The persons responsible for the Unification Movement in Germany were being exchanged on a regular basis each half year, making investigation and the assessment of criminal responsibilities an almost impossible task. 

On the evening of Nov. 12th 1995, the event at the Mariott Hotel in Frankfurt went on as planned. The message which Rev. Moon was to deliver was read by the president of the board. The hall was filled with members of the UC, friends and guests, but there was the sad and heavy feeling that the government had reacted unreasonably harsh and had profoundly violated the basic right of a young church to meet its founder and spiritual head.

II. Subsequent Developments

By way of litigation the church then appealed to the Administrative Court of Cologne to revoke the decision by the Ministry of Interior. It was argued that religious terms such as "Establishing the Kingdom of Heaven" and "Kingdom of God" are well known expressions in all mainline religions and cannot be interpreted as meaning Rev. and Mrs. Moon are trying to establish "world dominion", thus posing a threat to the Federal Government of Germany.

The second assumption, that the UC is a "youth sect" harmful to the young people of Germany because of attempted "indoctrination", was countered with actual facts. The large majority of members are between 35 and 55 years of age living with their families fully integrated into society. In this regard, the UC is no different from other mainline churches.

The accusation that Rev. Moon fosters the break-up of families and the destruction of family values was dismantled as completely absurd. During the world tour of 1995, Rev. Moon was emphasizing the significance and importance of marriage and family in the very speech which he was not allowed to give. 

Following a request by the court, the German church furthermore presented a large number of newspaper articles from the USA which dealt favorably with church related events. It furthermore presented an expert opinion on the German UC compiled by the well-known protestant theologian Prof. Dr. theol. Jürgen Redhardt.

After two years of dealing with the case, the Administrative Court of Cologne suddenly decided that it was not the correct institution to deal with it and passed it on to the Administrative Court in Koblenz. An oral hearing took place on Nov.9th.98 in Koblenz, where members of the board of the German UC could present their case convincingly. Yet the court, which obviously felt uneasy with the line of arguments presented by the government, decided not to deal with the real contents of the case, by stating that the UC did not suffer damage to its free pursuit of religion. According to the verdict, the UC does not have the legal right to litigate the case. Rev. and Mrs. Moon should do it themselves, the court stated.

An appeal was filed with the Upper Administrative Court of Rhineland-Palatinate and was won by the UC in September 2000. The right of the German church to be the litigating party  was confirmed. In its verdict
 comprising some 23 pages, the Court furthermore affirmed the German Unification Church as a genuine religious community with all the rights specified by German Basic Law. It stated that “when making decisions on facilitating entry and residence to the religious head of a religious community or on refusing such, the interests of the members of a religious community living in the Federal Republic of Germany in spiritual guidance are also to be given consideration in the light of the significance of fundamental freedoms arising from Article 4 para 1 and 2 of the German Constitution”. 

An appeal was filed by the government with the Federal Administrative Court but rejected in July 2001.
 The case was passed back to the Upper Administrative Court for making a final decision. The verdict by the Upper Ad. Court fell short of our expectation. However the way was now clear to put the case in front of the Supreme Constitutional Court of Germany. Thus in October 2003 the UC filed the case with the Supreme Court, where it stays until it is dealt with (normal waiting time is not less than 3 years).

III. The Real Background of the German Decision

The big question, of course, concerned the source of information for the German government, upon which the decision to ban Rev. and Mrs. Moon from entering Germany was based. 

The line of argumentation put forward by both ministries concerned makes clear that the Federal Government based its decision on an opinion which was created and publicized by so-called sect-experts
 of the two dominant churches in Germany (the Roman Catholic church and the Protestant church) in the 70’s. The tactic of these “experts” is to discredit all new religious movements for fear of losing membership. By doing this, they follow the age old and well established church tradition of apologetics, which aims at praising the advantages of one’s own belief while discrediting the other faith. Historically, this church policy of dealing with other faiths employed means of purposely spreading defamatory and derogatory rumors as a prelude to substantial persecution by allying political powers to its cause. These tactics came to a historic climax in the form of the “Holy Inquisition”, when any form of perceived difference to established church doctrines were radically stamped out by physically eliminating the adherents of the other faith, either by the church itself or by using its political influence. The “Holy Inquisition” is a very sad chapter in European church history. The “sect experts” of the mainline churches are fighting New Religious Movements with the same spirit, albeit with other means. Instead of burning the perceived heretics on the stake, new spiritual movements are stigmatized and character-assassinated.

In the case of Rev. Moon’s entry ban, the information given by Pastor Dr. Wolfgang Behnk, “sect expert” for the Protestant Church of Bavaria in a press statement, which was also sent to the Ministry of Interior, is a good example of how the public (and the ministry) has been misled by half-truths, outright lies and slanderous labels. In this press release
, the UC, for example, is described as spreading “a fascist blood-mythology” and leading “a bitter battle against communism”. Members of the church, in the words of the pastor, were practicing a “secret blood ritual” and were all made “completely dependent materially, psychically and spiritually”. Pastor Behnk demanded that the Ministry of Interior should ban the entry of Rev. Moon.

Besides appealing to political authorities directly, the so-called sect experts of the two mainline churches devised another instrument with which to influence public opinion. After realizing that their voice had little impact beyond the confines of their religious communities, some had the clever idea to turn the church issue into an issue of public concern, thus mobilizing politicians and public funds to aid their cause. It was the late “sect-expert” of the Bavarian Protestant Church, Pastor Friedrich Haack, who established what he called a “group of concerned parents”, of which he himself was not only the founder but the president as well. The strategy was quite ingenious: with the help of such a group, the “sect-expert” from the church could voice his own opinion in a way which appeared to be the cry of desperate parents. Franc Usarski, a German scientist for comparative religions explains in a land mark study the dominant influence of the two main churches on the various “groups of concerned parents”.
 

Unfortunately, political organizations could not or did not want to recognize the long hand of the church affiliated sect-experts behind these groups. Instead, political parties and government organs allowed themselves to be used as allies and partners of the two big churches in their battle against new religious movements. This, of course, is a serious breach of the much declared and highly valued neutrality of the state in matters of religion and personal opinion.
 

The words and actions of Mrs. Rennebach, the spokeswoman on sect-related issues for the Social Democrats, amply illustrate to what degree some politicians have left their position of objectivity and neutrality and have in fact become agents of the “sect experts” of the two main churches. After the entry ban was published widely in the German press, Mrs. Rennebach issued a press release in which she claimed the full credit for the Ministry's decision to bar Rev. Moon from entering Germany. In the press statement she claimed that by deciding to refuse entry into the Federal Republic of Germany to the founder of the Unification Movement, Rev. Sun Myung Moon, “the Federal Minister of Interior, Manfred Kanther, had followed my request in a quick and non-bureaucratic manner”. She furthermore used this opportunity to attack the government for being grossly inactive in terms of combating sects. According to her statement, she was hoping that this entry ban “would serve as the shot of the starting pistol, leading to a more aggressive anti-sect policy of the Federal Government”.

IV. The Faults of the two German Ministries while Dealing with the Issue

a) Blind belief in the statements of the so-called sect experts 

The MoI and the MFSWY have both to be blamed for blindly believing the derogatory statements made by “sect experts” of the mainline churches and their political allies. It appears that whatever derogatory statements were given by them, they were all considered as factual and as truthful without further questioning. By doing so, the Federal Government violated its position of neutrality in religious matters, as stated in the Basic Law Article 3 and 4.

b) The Government never bothered to deal with Scientific and Objective Information

The German government never attempted to obtain information about Rev. Moon and the UC from the substantial amount of literature written by a host of objective and scientifically qualified authors, mostly scientists of comparative religion, who have studied and written about the UC extensively.
 

It completely ignored a study on "Causes and Reasons for social rebellion of young people, with special reference to 'youth religions'", compiled in 1981 by the European Center for Social Welfare and Research in Vienna, Austria and paid for by the Federal Ministry of Youth, Family and Health in Bonn. This scientific study, sometimes also referred to as the Vienna Study, comes to conclusions very different from the opinions of the “sect-experts”.

c) The Government seems to follow a Policy of Exclusion and Stigmatizing

Until the very day, the MFSWY refuses any direct contact with the very religious communities under its responsibility. All efforts exerted by the UC to establish a direct link of communication with the Ministry have miserably failed. If the Ministry replied at all, then with such arguments as “we don’t perceive any need of communication” or simply “we don’t have time”.

d) The Government misused the Schengen Treaty

According to para 96 of the Schengen treaty, an entry ban should only be applied to those people, who are known terrorists and international criminals. A ban in one country applies to all other countries in order to avoid entry by the terrorist through a third country. Architects of the Schengen treaty certainly do not aim at banning entry of a religious leader to Europe. By putting Rev. and Mrs. Moon on the Schengen list, the German government violated the original intention and spirit of the treaty.

e) The Government does not comply with the recommendations of the Enquete Commission on “So Called Sects and Psycho-Groups”

It appears as if the German government ignored important recommendations, put forth unanimously in 1998 by the members of the Enquete Commission on "So-called Sects and Psycho-Groups". In this final report, members of all political parties agreed to "renounce the use of such terms, as 'sect' or 'so called sect'. It should be avoided to place the entire spectrum of religious minorities in the shadow of general suspicion". The report also clearly states that “religious or ideological groups pose no danger to the state or to society”. It even concedes that "individual and social merit which members experience (in the new religious movements) should be duly considered".

V. What We Hope for the Future

The newly appointed Minister of Interior, Dr. Wolfgang Schäuble, not only correctly analyses our current society as being multi-ethnical and multi-religious (unlike 50 years ago, when the two mainline churches pretty much were able devide the entire field of faith and religion among themselves), but understands the positive forces of religion for modern society. In his landmark address at the Humboldt University of Berlin on “Religion as a challenge to politics”
 from October last year, he criticised the widely held view of the Prussian King Frederic the Great, who thought religion was merely the absence of enlightenment and has to be taken into consideration only, because people are attached to it. This view, in the words of Schäuble, “overlooks the fundamental, positive significance which religion permanently holds for political actions.” He closes his speech with the remarkable insight: “We have to make sure that the forces of motivation, character building and social structuring inherent in religion be mobilized for the solution of these problems. I am firmly convinced that this will be a decisive precondition for successful political actions.” – We, members from the Unification Movement, fully agree with these statements. As a matter of fact, our unique strength lies in our ability to bring representatives of all religions, be they new or traditional ones, to one table, discover our common heritage and values and formulate common strategies for employing our values  and principles for the sake of creating a harmoneous and peaceful society. In this sense, we are a natural ally partner to the Ministry of  Interior, which pursues exactly the same objective. 
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