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Abstract
This paper is about groups, their members, their policies, their interrelationships, their limits.  
The justification and acceptance of policy differs from its development.  Assessing policy is a principal topic.  

Difficulty can arise over part of the policy set.  Must the member agree with the full package?  

When conflicts occur the multiple personæ of the member need to be recognised.  Different personæ can find different actions appropriate.
___________

1.
Introduction

For many people personal and spiritual development involves groups.  This paper is about groups;  much of it is about assessing them and conflicts between their policies.  
People move in and out of groups.  These changes may be easy, imperceptible even;  or they can be traumatic.   Making a conscious decision about membership is a principal topic of this paper;  the discussion is not about drifting in and out.  
There may be options for membership.  One can be ‘partial membership’, going along with much, but not all, of what the group stands for while still being regarded as a member.    Is this possible, or is it necessary to buy the total package?  Does disagreement on one issue lead to exclusion?  What is exclusion?  Note that possibilities are determined by the rules of the group;  they may not include what the (potential) member seeks.      
The paper concentrates on groups where policy (or dogma) is important.  This includes religions, political associations, environmental groups.  Employment can provide linking (an example is defence personnel), as can industry sectors (charitable organisations).   
The reflective person can find one package of policies unsatisfying.   Demographic changes see liberal and conservative forces pitted against one another both inter- and intra-nationally.  Selecting a set of policies or beliefs from several sources is not yet here, but it is just over the horizon.  When it comes, evaluating what is on offer will be a skill worth having.  Even now assessment is part of being an intelligent group member.  
The next two sections look at characteristics of groups and their membership.   

2.
Multiple Personæ and Groups
One can be ‘born into a group’;  many of us get our culture and religion in this way.  In other cases there is a family tradition;  for example, the left/right orientation of children often follows the political affiliation of their parents.

Sometimes there is an incident, a sudden need, some narrow trigger, and a group appears to offer a solution.  The stimulation may be loss of a job – a union is considered;  a local development is proposed – an environmental group;  a bad winter – who is looking after the homeless.  

Typically the group is selected from the immediate need rather than a broad requirement.  There is a quick check to verify there is nothing too extreme in the program, but joining does not follow a broad assessment.  

Many of us live in societies that value the individual.  Walzer speaks of the U.S.:  

‘… personal freedom is not an unalloyed delight for many lack the power and means to do their own thing or even to find their own things.  Without resources individuals are hard pressed by economic dislocations, natural disasters, government failures etc.  They cannot count on significant familial or communal support. [Walzer 1997, p101]  Individuals are stronger, more savvy, when they are participants in a common life, when they are responsible to, and for other people.  [p104]  We need to sustain and enhance associational ties, …  ’ [p105]. 
The need to be with others is important when things go awry;  then we look to be with people like us. We become nervous about those who are different. [Radcliff 2006]  

Joining a group and continuing a membership are different processes.  Decision resources differ as do foregone opportunities and marginal utilities.  There will be a tendency to stay in a group once there has been a period of membership, provided that it is serving a useful role.  The longer the stay, the greater the influence of its views.  
One of Walzer’s associational ties is religion.  Even though the person might not  currently practise, influences persist.  Indeed this is one of its roles :  

‘It [religion] has a role in forming consciences, teaching discernment of the best choice in every situation, giving profound reasons for good actions. What is most useful is formation of the mind … to respect, and serve the dignity of the person, however, this is manifested.’  [Chiesa 2006] 
Immigrant and cultural minorities have associational ties.  Organisation is a key issue and different regimes – nation-states, immigrant societies – have strong views about the relationship of minorities and society.

Immigrants to France saw assimilation as being:   

‘tolerated only as individuals – men and women who attended a synagogue, say, or spoke Polish at home, or read Russian poetry.’  [Walzer 1977, p39].   

‘[They] never constituted themselves as organized … minorities.  …. [T]hey came together only for mutual comfort and support in the context of a highly pressurised assimilation into French politics and culture.’ [p38].

[emphasis added]

In such societies toleration of the individual does not extend to the group though there can be voluntary associations organised for mutual aid, private schools, cultural societies, etc.  Autonomous organisation is ‘not on’.  Minority religion, culture, and history are matters for the private collective. 

Groups help many minorities to cope but, over time, the need for them drops as pressures on their members diminish.  An example is the gay community;  Sullivan observes:

‘it is beginning to dawn on many that the very concept of gay culture may one day disappear altogether.  ….  The distinction between gay and straight culture will become so blurred … that it may become more helpful not to examine them separately at all.’  [Sullivan 2005]

Toleration has a spectrum.  Minorities may not need to convert and may be tolerated when they openly reveal their group membership.  But all face some demand for covering, for assimilation to majority norms.  The gay law professor is urged not to teach sexual-orientation law! [Nussbaum 2006]

We are all members of several groups and involved in a variety of associations.  Some relate to our beliefs and philosophies (religion, politics);  others are cultural;  and there are our passions (eg environment).  Until recently our groupings were proximate, but today we have electronic communities.  Those who are ‘like us’ are drawn more widely.  Being better able to select one’s colleagues means receiving fewer divergent views.  Communication with (physically) close neighbours gets more difficult.  Progress?
In each association we have a persona;  we all have multiple personæ.  There are two versions of each set of personæ – those the individual feels and those he is perceived to have.  They are not necessarily the same.

Some associations are transient;  others are important and long-standing.  The beliefs held by our different personæ can conflict.   The next section probes this.    

3.
Membership
This section explores three facets of group membership  [Hiller 2005]:

*
the view of membership by a group member – this includes personal 
acceptance of policy,

*
the view of outsiders looking at the actions of members,

*
the view projected in public statements of group leaders.   


The first of these is an insider’s view.  The latter two are external.  §3.1 looks around inside while §3.2 muses on perceived conflicts.  
3.1
Membership at a Personal Level
Individuals and their groups have a complementary relationship.  Members expect the group to meet some of their needs, and the group looks for certain things from its members.  Religious organisations have a moral code to follow.  Political parties need support and advocacy for their platforms.  Environmental groups have their issues.      
An important aspect of membership is alignment of members with the expectations groups have for them.  Are there issues where the member must conform?  Is it possible not to publicly oppose but to privately disagree?

Religions require conformity and can deny privileges to those who do not agree.  For example, some Catholic bishops exclude from communion those who do not agree with the Church’s policies on abortion and the like.  
The other side of conformity starts from the individual.  Is it possible to disagree while remaining a member?  If disagreement is over a moral issue, conscience comes in but it may not be accepted.  Even if primacy of individual conscience is supported, some limit on roles is typical.  Covering illustrates – see Yoshino 2006.

The importance given to a contentious policy or dogma is key to handling conformity.  If immediate needs are satisfied, the member may ‘go along’, or not publicly oppose, other policies.   Recall that group policy generally is more extensive than the individual’s special interests.        
If there can’t be agreement, there has to be a decision.    Options include: expulsion by the group, resignation by the individual, acceptance of the situation by both (possibly by turning a blind eye or two).  Costs are important given the high marginal moral cost of a loss.  
If the group has been important disillusionment is felt when leaving or having to accept a lower level of membership – Fullilove’s root shock. In religious problems dread can come from an upbringing that emphasised the dire.    Conscience may show one is right, but apprehension can remain.  Making religion less important in the short-term and possibly unimportant in the long-term, is a protective move.   
A related issue is the way the group helps those who are troubled.  Healing is needed when there is disagreement.  Issues and actions may need to be clarified;  this is more than ‘talking the member around’.   Will there be a welcome for one who follows a non-favoured lifestyle?  Gumbleton notes a reluctance to even approach the group.  [Gumbleton 2006]

3.1.1

Personal Disagreement

A member who looks to a group for moral guidance needs to be satisfied with its policies.  Some check is in order even if absolute obedience is required.      
Note the difference between deciding on a policy and cross-checking it.  Different people carry out these two actions with different resources and access to different information and expertise.  
Extensive analysis, consultation of experts, making use of information not publicly available, can precede the decision.  The ‘lay member’ cannot replicate such processes.  The member’s check is different – it looks to plausibility.  Will the results of the policy be appropriate?

Stoeger illustrated this for the religious scene.  He contrasted evidence for a faith with that used to prove a scientific theory.  He assessed faith from its fruitfulness and life-giving character.  He judged from the results of ‘doing it’. [Stoeger 2006]  This yardstick applies widely.   For example, if a war is associated with rendition, torture, rape, looting, and continuing high civilian casualties, something may be wrong.

Cross-checking occurs against the credibility of the decision-makers.  This is well recognised in politics but it applies also in religion.  Sexual abuse has undermined the position of some.  Low credibility in one dimension … .
’Tis worth recalling that a proof only lasts until a confounding exception is met.  Absolutism has problems.  In politics one can back-flip, but in religion, … .
So much for checking;  how does one learn of a policy?  It is announced with some justification and indication of consequences.  
There are two types of justification.  One looks at correctness of policy, while the other is about the explanation given to members.  The latter has to make it reasonable to go along with policy;  it need not mirror the bases of the decision.  

The second Iraq war illustrates the difference.  
Paul Wolfowitz spoke about the public justification of the invasion:


‘…. for reasons that have a lot to do with the U.S. government bureaucracy we settled on the one issue that everyone could agree on which was weapons of mass destruction as the core reason, …. .  There have always been three fundamental concerns. One is weapons of mass destruction, the second is support for terrorism, the third is the criminal treatment of the Iraqi people. Actually I guess you could say there's a fourth overriding one which is the connection between the first two.’  [Wolfowitz 2003, emphasis added]

The ‘public reason’ did not spell out the four aspects;  it focussed on W.M.D..  There were tangential comments, but there was no doubt about the principal [public] justification.  Prior to invasion W.M.D. offered a basis of reasonableness and plausibility.

If the action ‘works’, simplicity in the explanation survives.  When it does not, the difference between the two justifications can be a problem. [Weisman 2003]  We saw this for the W.M.D. statements on Iraq.  
Appreciating the relationship of decision and explanation helps to understand disquiet.  Members do not see what precedes actions they are to invited take or opinions they are to hold.  They form their views from the public explanation and their cross-checking.

3.2
External Perceptions
Actions can reveal beliefs but stereotype and inferencing assumptions can mislead.  Those responsible for groups try to avoid certain inferences.  This avoidance can itself cause distortion.  
Perception problems arise from reporting in the press – conflict makes for an interesting article!  Little space is available for subtleties and drawing out multiple perspectives.  The journalist may not have a long-standing interest in the topic.  Background of the reader is variable.  
The group publication does not have the same reader and space challenges but it does ‘push a line’.  In religious matters it is the ‘unauthorised view’ that tries to balance;  in politics one looks for the ‘independent comment’.  In both cases it is important to question where the article is coming from.
Leaders of some groups are concerned lest their positions be misconstrued.  They talk (or decline to talk) in ways that emphasise both a context and their policy.  The first part of the following illustrates a reluctance to speak while §3.2.2 is about the multiple personæ mentioned in §2.

3.2.1

Not Speaking – An Example 
Much has been said about use of condoms in relationships where one partner has AIDS.  This is a particular problem in Africa. [Mickens 2006]    Churches that do not approve of condoms face a difficulty.  [Tablet 2006]
One solution is based on the principle of the ‘lesser evil’.  A comment from a senior cleric on providing this advice is:
‘…  the question is … whether it is convenient that the religious authorities be the ones to promote such a means of defence, almost as if it were believed that the other morally sustainable means … should be put in second place, while the risk arises of promoting an irresponsible attitude.’  [Chiesa 2006]
The let’s not talk about this practice has been advocated by others.  Understandable – Yes.  Providing help to a person worrying how to act – No.    
A related approach does not even recognise the issue.  An authoritative discussion of AIDS in Africa and what can be done about it made no reference to condoms and the ‘lesser evil’.  In [Chiesa 2006a] Magister commented :

‘Not only does the article make no direct reference to condoms [in respect to AIDS], but it demonstrates that the Church’s activity … can be summed up in the word “chastity.” It maintains that the Church would do nothing but harm if its efforts in combating AIDS “seemed to support promiscuous, excessive, and destructive behavior.”’ [Chiesa 2006a]

If people join groups to get moral advice it is good to bring the desirable to their attention.  However, recognising fallibility is also important.  [Gumbleton 2006]  The need for help and the perception of ‘promoting irresponsibility’ are in conflict.    
Looked at differently the above sees two people – the member following the ideal, and the fallible human;  they act differently.  Now for some other instances of multiple personæ.  

3.2.2

Perception and Multiple Personæ
In a simple situation a person is a member of two groups with compatible policies.  A review of policy by one group leads to broadening in one area and thereby to conflict with the other set of policies.  This occurred recently when it was thought Amnesty International was adopting a pro-abortion policy.  Some churches responded by calling on their members to leave A.I.

Here the person is simultaneously a member of both organisations.  There is only one person.
A first step in resolving matters looks at what group membership requires.  For simplicity assume that membership of the church does not allow disagreement but the other organisation, say A.I., is not so demanding.

A person active and prominent in the contentious issue needs to sort out the preferred position and possibly to resign from one group.  Not to resign leaves a prominent member speaking publicly against the group.  ‘Not on.’   However, one without a public profile and not involved in the conflicted issue has no such problem and need not resign.   

Here there is an individual with a persona for each group.
Some parliamentarians have difficulty with their multiple roles.  Personal views may not square with what they find appropriate in a secular state.  There are two personæ but the persona who votes is the parliamentarian.  It is logically possible to vote against one’s personal position if the parliamentary persona assesses that the community’s will is being followed and the community will not be injured.   This is a conscience issue for the parliamentarian.  (The personal persona will inform the parliamentary persona.)  This conflict came up in the Kerry campaign for the US Presidency.  
There is similarity to the whistleblower.  A difference is that this person has not been elected to represent the community. Knowledge of events and inability to bring matters to a head in other ways dictates putting aside the personal persona to assume and act in the community persona.
The generals who criticised President Bush provide another instance. [Jaffe 2006]   When they spoke they had retired and had only a personal persona.  However, their previous military persona informed them.  
A final example comes from the law.  Discussion during confirmation of Chief Justice Roberts and Justice Alito brought up the moral vs legal issue.  Justice Scalia spoke about this in relation to death penalty decisions:


‘In my view, the choice for the judge who believes the death penalty could be immoral, is resignation rather than simply ignoring duly enacted constitutional laws and sabotaging the death penalty. He has, after all, taken an oath to apply those laws, and has been given no power to supplant them with rules of his own.’ [Baker 2005]

Sunstein’s comment on [Dworkin 2006] shows another facet of matters legal :
‘Dworkin agrees that judges generally must be faithful to existing legal materials, but he insists that they are not merely "following" something. The law is often unclear. Dworkin contends that when resolving real disputes, judges must select the principle that puts previous decisions in their most attractive light. For this reason, the task of interpretation requires judges to think seriously about what morality requires, and they might well end up moving the law in dramatic and novel directions.’ [Sunstein 2006]
A ‘deciding persona’ is advised by a ‘moral persona’ who may be influenced in part by personal morality.

The action of a decision maker can be understood from the role adopted and the personæ that inform.  We all have many personæ and we switch between them depending on who we are in particular situations.  
4.
Conclusion
At this point it is fitting to step away from the trees to see the forest and the terrain.  Sets allow an overview.  
The relationships between groups is one of overlapping sets.  There are a few cases where one set is a subset of another – generally there is a region of intersection and disjoint areas.  The sets may be of members, of policies, of actions and possibly of other entities.

Section 2 noted that people have multiple personæ and groups have multiple policy areas.  Much that was said there was about the relationship of the state or community to the group or the individual.  (Actually it was about the state and the part of the group that intersected the state.)  

These are unequal relationships – the state can dictate to the group/individual  through legislation – an instrument of the state.  The relation between the group and the member is similar though it operates on a lower plane.   Here too there are requirements and sanctions.  
In both cases there is a reverse influence but we don’t think about it much as it is short-term weak.

Section 3 discussed justification and distinguished the merit of a decision from the explanation given to members and their assessment of it.  Groups can direct, but they do far better with encouragement!

Conflict was a major part of §3.  What happens when there is disagreement?  A big topic, one that threatens!  A few buzzwords will do.  
People like Williams, Radcliff, Martini answer with words and phrases like dialogue,  conversation,  listening,  understanding the other position,  avoid deciding in haste and discussing at leisure.  [Williams 2006, Radcliffe 2006,  Chiesa 2006]  
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