CRI Connection
by Jill Martin Rische

In late 1997, Darlene Martin asked us to investigate allegations against Hank
Hanegraaff that had been brought to her attention by close friends and many other
concerned Christians. After an intensive two year investigation into the situation at
CRI, we are now able to publicly address this issue. In 1994, approximately thirty
employees of CRI formed The Group for CRI Accountability in an attempt to hold
Hank Hanegraaff accountable for his actions. He refused to meet with them
individually or as a group. Instead, Hank Hanegraaff's lawyer, Sealy Yates, sent
letters to members of the group which read in part:
"The kind of statements you have been making by way of your letter and
the handouts . . . are libelous under California law. You can be held liable for
the actual damages caused by your actions. In addition, you can also be held
liable for punitive damages if your conduct is malicious. Malice can be
established by proof that you acted willfully without any evidence that the
statements were in fact true....
If I learn of any future libelous conduct on your part with respect to Hank
Hanegraaff or CRI, I will have no choice but [to] advise my clients to take
appropriate legal action." --Sealy Yates (Letter dated May 24, 1994)
Robert Bowman, a member of the Group for CRI Accountability, responded to

Sealy Yates:
"The spirit in which we as a group approached the [CRI] Board--as
Christian brothers and sisters who are sincerely concerned for the integrity of
a ministry we hold dear--is ignored. Worse still, in your letter we are maligned
and threatened. We are accused of telling each other "lies" and "tales" and
then "recklessly" and "carelessly" spreading "rumors and accusations as
truth." You suggest that our accusations can be shown to have been made
with "actual malice". And you threaten to sue us (all of us?) by suggesting that
we will not make our complaints public unless we are prepared "to spend the
next three to five years in litigation and risk a judgment against [us] which
would not be dischargeable in bankruptcy...."
I believe you are attempting to intimidate us into silence by threatening
litigation because your clients cannot answer our charges. . . If Mr.
Hanegraaff is innocent of our most serious charges, disclose the information
that refutes them. I am a reasonable man. Show me that I am wrong, and I
will make a retraction. Show me that the charges of the Group for CRI
Accountability are wrong, and I will not only abandon the Group, I will take Mr.
Hanegraaff's side against it." --Robert Bowman (Letter dated July 11, 1994)
After talking with many reputable Christian leaders (who were never CRI
employees) about their personal experiences with Hank Hanegraaff and reviewing
the affidavits presented by the Group for CRI Accountability, we decided to contact-personally--as many people as possible in an effort to arrive at the truth. If Hank
was innocent, we wished to make that very clear to everyone. If he was seriously
compromised by the evidence, we felt an obligation, as the family of Walter Martin,
to say so. It is important to note here that the Group for CRI Accountability did not
initiate contact with us. We were referred to them by several highly respected
Christian leaders whose concern for CRI prompted them to call us and discuss the
situation.
The following serious questions about Hank include:

• Alleged plagiarism in both Hank's Memory Dynamics and Personal Witness
Training programs

• Alleged personal cruelty towards employees, i.e., yelling and swearing at
them while they worked at CRI

• Alleged use of foul language and crude remarks
• Alleged abuse of power: threats and intimidation if questioned

• Alleged wrongful termination of CRI employees who did ask questions
• Alleged use of CRI resources to further the sales of his "for profit" businesses
Memory Dynamics and Personal Witness Training
"No one speaks for the little sheep in the flock who have been wronged; only the
selfish and abusive shepherd gets heard. (Ezekiel 34)"
Again, these are SOME of the accusations. Several former employees also stated
that, "Working at CRI under Hank Hanegraaff was like being involved in a cult. We
never expected to encounter so much fear in a 'Christian' organization."
Darlene Martin was a strong supporter of Hank until a CRI Board meeting in 1996.
At that meeting, Hank behaved towards her in a way that can best be described as
offensive. It was a strange, hurtful encounter, and after experiencing this, Darlene
began to worry that there might be some truth to the above allegations. She was
shocked by this negative "side" of Hank and could not think of anything she had
done to offend him--or why he had not approached her privately instead of
embarrassing her in such a public way.
Still, even after this confrontation, Darlene found it difficult to believe the allegations
against Hank. For the next two years, at her request, we made hundreds of phone
calls and conducted face to face interviews with people who worked very closely
with Hank. We hoped for the best, but ended up with a very negative portrait of
Hank Hanegraaff--to our deep disappointment and dismay. We were shocked and
horrified when we realized the extent of the problems at CRI.
The evidence seemed to be overwhelmingly against Hank, and we felt--in the
interest of fairness--we had to listen to his side of the story. In October, 1999,
Darlene Martin and members of the Martin family went to Hank Hanegraaff and
asked him to answer some important questions. The following is an excerpt from
the letter sent by Darlene Martin to Hank Hanegraaff:
Mr. Hendrick Hanegraaff
CRI International
30162 Tomas
Rancho Santa Margarita, CA 92688
Dear Hank,
Over the past several months some troubling issues have been brought to

our attention and we would like to hear your response to our concerns. Our
reasons for writing are two-fold: first, we are continually questioned by people
regarding the following allegations and we would like to be able to answer
them; and second, as the family of Dr. Walter Martin, the founder and
President of Christian Research Institute and "The Bible Answer Man" radio
ministry, we have a serious interest in how his name is used and who is
associated with it. Please consider taking the time to answer these important
questions.
1. A side by side comparison of your course, Memory Dynamics , with Harry
Lorayne's book, The Memory Book , (1974) reveals many similarities. The
content of the Peg Chart in particular, a foundational part of both works,
appears almost identical. Our understanding is that Harry Lorayne's work was
published long before Memory Dynamics . Please explain why your course is
almost identical to The Memory Book .
2. A side by side comparison of your book, Personal Witness Training , with
Dr. D. James Kennedy's Evangelism Explosion , (third edition, 1982) reveals
many similarities. Again, we understand that Dr. Kennedy's work was
published before Personal Witness Training . Why are the two courses so
similar? In addition to this, Dr. Kennedy told us that he did not give you
permission to use Evangelism Explosion . We would sincerely like to hear
your side of this.
3. Hank, when Walter died, there were materials at CRI, which belonged to
him. These consisted of correspondence files, reel-to-reel tapes, scrapbooks,
and other miscellaneous articles. Has Paul Young been able to locate any of
these items? He had mentioned to Kevin that he would get back to us after a
few weeks of searching. Several people have told us they witnessed these
items being "thrown out" in the trash by CRI. Paul assured Kevin this was not
the case. Please let us know what has been found.
4. Many people have approached us with their personal experiences at CRI
over the years. Several have worked very closely with you on a day-to-day
basis. Unfortunately, according to them, these experiences were not positive.
It is extremely troubling to hear their stories of your personal behavior
towards them. They stated you were quite verbally abusive, that you used
foul language and caused "scenes" inappropriate for the Christian workplace.
Perhaps one person making accusations like this could be dismissed, but
many people voicing the same experiences cannot be ignored. As a Christian
"leader" who has publicly stated that the tongue must be controlled, how do
you answer these allegations?

Darlene, herself, experienced some of this firsthand, Hank, at her final
board meeting. She was surprised and hurt by your attitude towards her. You
seemed to be disturbed about something and she received what is best
described as the "cold shoulder" from a man she considered a friend. Why
didn't you approach her privately in accordance with Scripture if you were
offended by something you felt she had done instead of acting this way in
front of the CRI Board of Directors?"
Hank, this is not a course of action we have undertaken lightly. It was a
difficult and painful decision, reached after more than 18 months of intensive
examination of these allegations. We cannot emphasize enough how
important it is that we receive an immediate, written response from you. It
would be appreciated if you would direct your letter to Kevin and Jill,
managers of the ministry aspect of the estate of Walter Martin. We would like
you to make this a priority, Hank, and give us your response by November
15, 1999, as we consider this to be a most serious situation. Thank you for
taking the time to answer our questions.
Hank refused to answer our questions. Instead, he wrote Darlene Martin a short
note in which he said the problem she had with him was based on "her perception
and not reality." He then told us if we needed answers, we should talk to members
of his staff. We did not think this was either a biblical or respectful answer to the
widow and children of Walter Martin. Truth is always the best defense, and we
hoped Hank would simply tell us the truth.
Several months passed after this (we did not rush to make anything public) until the
morning of April 6, 2000. A reporter from the LA Times called our home and asked
me a direct question: "Is it true the Martin family is not happy with the leadership of
Hank Hanegraaff?" I could not lie--either directly or by omission. We did not go to
the LA Times, they came to us.
Walter Martin's Widow Calls For Hanegraaff Resignation
Los Angeles Times
April 15, 2000-(excerpted)
Relatives of the late Walter Martin, founder of the Rancho Santa Margarita-based
Christian Research Institute, contend that Hank Hanegraaff has departed from the
organization's mission of debunking unusual religious claims. They are demanding
his resignation.
"He's not the man we believed him to be," said Jill Martin Rische, Martin's eldest

daughter and executor of his estate. "We just want someone in charge who will
continue the clear vision my father had for CRI.
That vision, to be a leading think tank with a focus on evangelizing, has
floundered, according to Rische, 42, who lives in St. Paul, Minn.
Instead, she claims, Hanegraaff has used the nonprofit CRI as a platform to sell
his books and promote his two for-profit organizations. She also said Hanegraaff
hasn't returned some of her father's personal belongings and claims he has
mismanaged personnel at CRI.
"The Bible Answer Man needs to set a positive example for Biblical
accountability," said Rische. "This is not the case with Hank Hanegraaff, and CRI is
better off without the negative notoriety Hank generates."
Kurt Van Gorden, now mission director for Jude 3 Missions in Victorville, Calif.,
says the concern is greater than one of money or loyalty to Martin. Van Gorden was
one of those former employees who was there in 1989 when the mantle of
leadership moved from Martin to Hanegraaff.
Van Gorden said he's been very disheartened by Hanegraaff's direction and his
public scuffles with leading religious broadcasters.
"CRI today is going in a different direction than its original purpose," Van
Gorden said. "I wish that CRI or the Bible Answer Man program would do less
attacking of Christians and more examination and evangelization of the cults."
Behind the Scenes
When my father died in 1989, it was quite sudden and the effect on our family was
devastating. Anyone who has lost someone dear to them knows how terrible the
grief is, and how it impairs the decision-making process. Sometimes, it can take
years before people heal enough inside to function normally . . . some never
recover from it. My father died without naming any successor to Christian Research
Institute and "The Bible Answer Man" radio show, and contrary to what was said at
the time of his death, Hank Hanegraaff was never "handpicked" by Walter Martin.
Darlene Martin was a newly widowed woman, vulnerable and trusting, and there
were those around her who took full advantage of that trust. The following is
Darlene's full statement taken from the Los Angeles Times, April 30, 2000:
Hanegraaff Wasn't 'Handpicked'
*After reading your article "Casting Stones" (April 15), I am writing to clarify several

issues.
First, my husband, Walter Martin, never "handpicked" anyone to succeed him at
Christian Research Institute and "The Bible Answer Man" radio program.
This claim was handed to me by someone I thought I could trust as I approached
the lectern at my husband's memorial service.*
I read it for the first time--aloud--while standing in front of 1,500 people. It took me
completely by surprise and put me in a very awkward position. I wish to take this
opportunity now to apologize for allowing this statement to stand for so many years.
At the time of my husband's death, I believed Hank Hanegraaff was a man God
could mold into a strong Christian leader, one who could play a positive role in
leading CRI. I supported him loyally for six years before I came to see he was not
the man I believed him to be.
Secondly, one of our family's main objections to Hanegraaff's continued leadership
is his mistreatment of fellow Christians. He has left a trail of wounded people
behind him since the takeover of CRI in 1989. The testimonies against him include
those who are his "right-hand" people, people who worked closely with him.
Hanegraaff has called repeatedly for accountability in other Christian leaders and
should be held accountable himself.
DARLENE MARTIN
San Juan Capistrano
*(ed. note - This claim was added to Darlene Martin's speech while she was in the
library of the church--out of range of the video camera taping the service.)
The story behind the Memorial Service is a sad one, but for the sake of truth it
should be told. Hank Hanegraaff was a great help to Darlene Martin when my father
died. He made arrangements for the Memorial Service, sent word to the media, and
generally filled a need our family had for someone to coordinate things. Since my
father hired him for marketing purposes, he seemed the ideal person to deal with
the media. Darlene was grateful for his help and support at that time. In addition to
Hank's presence, Everett Jacobson, my uncle and a CRI Board Member, was
involved in orchestrating things "behind the scenes". What we did not find out until
years later was that Everett Jacobson and Hank Hanegraaff had a "closed door"
meeting at CRI within days after my father's death, and the result of that meeting-according to a CRI Board member at the time--was the naming of Hank Hanegraaff
as CEO of Christian Research Institute. We ask Hank now:

• Please provide the proof that Walter Martin chose you as his successor. He
never mentioned this to his wife, his children, his brother, his board or his
closest friends. He never announced this privately or publicly *before* his
death. It was only *after* Walter Martin was dead that this claim was made.
• Please provide the minutes of the CRI Board Meeting immediately following
my father's death in which the CEO position was discussed and voted upon.
Why is this question of succession so important? It has to do with integrity. If
Hank Hanegraaff's personal "work" is suspect, if his behavior is questioned by
many witnesses, than what of his claim to CRI? We believe that claim should also
be closely examined.
The night of my father's memorial service, as Darlene Martin approached the
lectern,* Everett Jacobson and Hank Hanegraaff intercepted her. It was suggested
that some additional things be added to her speech ". . . in order to make a smooth
transition." The words did not register at the time, as most things do not when you
have just buried a loved one twenty-four hours before. When Darlene came to the
end of her statements and began to read the new sentences, she was appalled.
There she stood, in front of 1500 people, stating Hank Hanegraaff was the new
man for CRI. All she could think as she read was, "Walt never said this."
*(ed. note - Darlene Martin's speech was "edited" while she was in the library of the
church--before she left to take part in the Memorial Service. It was done out of
range of the video camera taping the service.)
The following statements were added to the end of Darlene's address:
"Walt and I talked often about who would take over for him at CRI if the Lord
were to ever take him home. Since last October, Walter asked Hank Hanegraaff to
work with him and to be that man. Little did we know that it would come this soon.
But Hank is the man that Walter wanted to lead CRI, and I am eternally grateful for
this man, for the uplifting that he has done for me in these past few days. He is a
godsend, and I am grateful for him and his family.
I know that the Lord is going to bless CRI and that the ministry is going to flourish
under Hank's direction. I thank the Lord for him and for CRI and for all the staff who
are going to carry on, even in the midst of Walt's absence. And I just praise the
Lord for it. Thank you again."
Why did Darlene Martin allow this to stand for so many years? Why did she support
Hank? At the time, she believed he was a man of integrity, and she hoped (and

kept hoping) God could mold him into a strong leader. She trusted Everett
Jacobson and Hank Hanegraaff. She was grief-stricken, exhausted, and did not feel
able to decide such a weighty issue. She did not know about the "closed door"
meeting or the allegation that a full board vote for the CEO position of CRI had
never taken place, until years later. In addition to this, several men approached
Darlene and the CRI Board after my father's death, each stating that Walter Martin
picked them as his successor, and she was afraid of an all out public battle for CRI.
But was Hank the man of integrity that my father believed him to be, or did he come
to CRI under false pretenses? If Walter Martin had been presented with all the
evidence, would he have hired Hank?
False Pretenses?
Hank Hanegraaff and Walter Martin were never close friends. At best, they were
close acquaintances. My father was a warm, trusting person, and he often invited
people to his home. They first became acquainted when Hank asked him for advice
regarding his wife, Kathy, who was then involved in a cult. Hank is a charismatic
person with many good qualities, and my father always saw the good in people. He
was impressed with Hank's memory and what he considered to be the excellent
memory course Memory Dynamics Hank claimed he developed. He was also
interested in Hank's Personal Witness Training --again, something he thought Hank
developed. He told me he liked Hank and his work, and would be hiring him for
fund-raising purposes, i.e., marketing. He mentioned this several times to various
members of his family and close friends--never once saying anything about naming
him as his successor.
It wasn't until Hank was at CRI for more than a year after my father's death, that
rumors about Hank and his "work" began to surface. We ask Hank to answer now
what he refused to answer for us last year:

• Why is your Personal Witness Training course so similar to D. James
Kennedy's Evangelism Explosion?

• Why have you told people Dr. Kennedy gave you permission to use his work?
Dr. Kennedy told us you did not have permission to use his work.

• Why have you sold this work as your own for more than ten years?
• Why is your Memory Dynamics course so similar to Harry Lorayne's The
Memory Book memory course?

• Why have you sold this work as your own for more than ten years?
• Why did you refuse to answer reputable brothers and sisters in Christ who
came to you with these same questions?
The following examples illustrate our concerns regarding Hank's "work":

X. The Gospel Presentation
(Excerpted from Comparison by Robert M. Bowman, Jr., 1998 edition)
We now turn to the sample dialogues found in EE and in PWT as models for
presenting the gospel. Keep in mind that it has already been established that the
framework of both presentations is identical. This means that where the two books
use similar or identical wordings, that fact has greater significance than if the basic
structure of the presentations were different.

Evangelism Explosion vs. Personal Witness Training
EVANGELISM EXPLOSION
by D. James Kennedy
Kennedy goes on visitation to the
home of someone who visited his
church; he introduces himself, gives
his church name, and introduces his
two companions, a woman and a man
(EE, 24).
Kennedy breaks the ice by noticing a
painting (24). "We will... search the
room for some indication of his
interest. A... painting... trophies..."
(51).
"How did you happen to attend our
church?" (25).
"How did you like the service?" (25)
"How did you enjoy the service?" (52)
"The people seemed so friendly and
made us feel at home. The singing is
just wonderful." (25)
"You know, many people have
mentioned to me that they sense
something different about our
church...." (26)

PERSONAL WITNESS TRAINING
by Hank Hanegraaff
Hank goes on visitation to the home of
someone who visited his church; he
introduces himself and his two
companions (a woman and a man),
and gives his church name (PWT, 3).
"As we enter and are seated, we look
for items of interest, perhaps a portrait,
trophy, or an award." (3)
"Earl, how did you happen to visit our
church?" (4)
"How did you enjoy the service?" (4)
"The music was terrific and the people
made us feel really welcome." (4)
"Perhaps the reason you noticed
something special about the service
and the people at our church...." (4)

"Testimony" C either of the church, or
a personal testimony (26).
"They have hopes but they don't know
for sure that they would go to
heaven.... How about you, Mrs.
Tucker?" (26)
"Have you come to a place in your
spiritual life where you know for certain
that if you were to die today you would
go to heaven?" (26)
"Why, I don't think anyone can really
know." (26)
"I even learned that that was the
reason the Bible was written... 'that ye
may know that ye have eternal life'"
(26).
"Would you like for me to share with
you how I made that discovery and
how you can know it too?" "Yes,
please do." (27)
"Before I get into it, let me ask you
another question...." (27)
"Suppose that you were to die tonight
and stand before God and he were to
say to you, 'Why should I let you into
my heaven?' What would you say?"
(27)
"And I try to be as good as I know
how." (27)

"Testimony" C a personal testimony
(4).
"...my relationship with God makes me
sure that... I will live with Him in heaven
forever. How about you Earl...." (4)
"Does your relationship with God make
you sure you will go to heaven when
you die?" (5)
"Not really. I didn't think anyone could
be sure of that." (5)
"That is precisely why the Bible was
written. It was written so we would
know how to... be sure that we will live
with Him forever when we die" (5).
"May I share with you how I came to
have this assurance and how you can
have it as well?" "Please do." (5)
"Before I do that, I'd like to get your
insight on one more question if I may."
(5)
"I would be interested in what you think
the entrance requirements for anyone
to get into heaven are." (59) "What
would you say God's requirements are
for you to get into heaven?" (5)
"...I've tried to keep the Ten
Commandments" (18). "Well, I suppose
it takes living a good life, being a good
person, helping those in need, keeping
the ten commandments..." (5).

The Memory Book vs. Memory Dynamics The sad truth is that my father, who
despised plagiarism in any shape or form, ended up hiring a man whose "work"
was questionable. Walter Martin simply did not know about these troubling
similarities to other people's work--and if he had, would he have hired Hank
Hanegraaff? Again . . . this is a question of integrity. Either Hank "borrowed" from
other people's work or he did not. Given the intensive examination Hank's Personal
Witness Training and Memory Dynamics have undergone, this should be very easy
to prove or disprove.

We now ask Hank, yet again:

• Did you or did you not use other people's work to create your programs?
• How can you demand accountability of others when YOU refuse to be
accountable?

A Trail of Wounded People….
All of the following people have reputations of integrity. Many are still involved in
apologetic ministries throughout the United States.
Craig Nelson,
Former CRI Radio Department Head
To: The Board of Directors of the Christian Research Institute
I am compelled to write to you once again. As you may remember I was one of
the few people who wrote to you in June of 1990.
This letter is being written after many hours of interviews with people such as:
Ken Samples, Craig Hawkins, Rob Bowman, Dan Schlesinger, Tony Horpel, Bill
Seaver, Stuart Orr, Dennis Green, Brad Sparks, Mark Hoover, Lillian Stock, Robert
Velarde, Mike Stephens, among many others . . . Several of these people believed
they were called by God to serve at CRI. They've told me that they were willing to
make, and did make, many sacrifices in order to work there. And yet, Hank told me
these very same people were the "enemy" to his ministry. They were conceited,
puffed up, and thought more highly of themselves than they should. These
individuals were out to "destroy me" and refused his "God given authority".
A pattern began to take shape all the way back in 1989 and early 1990. I was
part of the re-direction that Hank had planned. At the NRB convention in January of
1990, (i) Tony Horpel and I were "sold" the dream of Hank's vision. To forever
"improve" the ministry of CRI by reshaping it into Hank's Dream. Hank said he was
furthering Dr. Martin's work. And in some ways he may have truly believed that.
(i) Tony Horpel confided in me that Hank had said that . . . "Dr. Martin was in the
way of his own vision . . . that CRI needed Me [Hank] as the New Visionary . . .".
Tony also told me that Hank felt he needed to step into or fill Dr. Martin's shoes, in
essence to become Dr. Martin, and that Tony tried to convince Hank that he didn't
need to do that. Instead, Hank should utilize all of the resources of the staff. But,
according to Tony, Hank never did respond to his suggestions. Instead, Hank told
Tony Horpel, Dennis Green and me that he would accomplish this reshaping by

'systematically forcing the resignations of all of the research staff over a relatively
short period of time." CRI was to become the ministry of one person.
As I stated in my letter of June 6, 1990, one of the worst displays of Hank's
hidden agenda came just after a Bible Answer Man broadcast in early February of
1990. Hank, Craig Hawkins and I were on the air that day together. Immediately
after the program concluded all three of us stood up to leave the studio. Hank
began praising Craig. He stated clearly that Craig was Dr. Martin's obvious
permanent replacement for the daily program. Hank expressed an overwhelming
awe of Craig's talents and gifts. Hank told him that he counted it God's providence
to have prepared Craig for this very important role as the new Bible Answer Man
and that he looked forward to working with Craig for many years to come. At that
point Hank and I left for his office for our regular post broadcast review.
As we reached the top of the stairs, with Craig Hawkins only 10 or 12 steps
behind us, Hank put his arm around my shoulders, leaned over to quietly explain . .
. 'Craig Hawkins is a wolf in sheep's clothing, he's power hungry . . . I'll be getting
rid of him as soon as I possibly can. You know, my wife Kathy has the gift of
discernment and she says Craig is out to destroy me and my ministry here. He
wants nothing more than to take over and force me out. He's got news coming . . .
He's outta here!!" I couldn't believe my ears . . . I was in shock! It suddenly
appeared as if Hank believed that by confiding in me he could create an alliance to
support his secret plans. He did exactly the same thing with Tony Horpel and
Dennis Green.
Tony, Dennis and I began questioning Hank and others about the conflict
between the research staff and Hank's administrative staff as well as the obvious
impropriety of advertising Hank's Personal Witness Training (PWT) / Memory
Dynamic seminars on the daily broadcast.
(i) Dennis Green became equally concerned about the full page ads Hank had
placed in the journal. (i) Dennis Green, Tony Horpel and I confronted J-- and then
Hank himself about Hank paying for the advertising of his "For-Profit" Memory
Dynamics company through CRI. After continued concerns were expressed by
others (including Tim Folkers - as is outlined in my letter of June 6, 1990), Hank
assured several of us that he would cease this abuse of his power as president.
And yet he has continued to do this repeatedly over the past four years. Including
the promotion of his book, Christianity in Crisis, which also appears to be a Memory
Dynamics product.
It was at that point that Hank suddenly began to distance himself from me.
Subsequently, I was pseudo . . . "released". I've never been fired or forced to leave
any job, let alone the way I was forced out of CRI.

Hank explained to me that he had been looking for someone to assist me in the
radio department. A need I had expressed more than once. As a matter of fact,
Hank had met with Mike Stephens who attended his Bible class and who'd been
working for KBRT radio. Hank explained to me that Mike would be hired to be my
assistant. He also explained that Mike would work full-time for very little money
which would allow me to upgrade the studio as was needed. And that Mike loved
the work of CRI and would be "very loyal" to Hank. Mike was then hired. Only . . .
Mike was told it would be under the pretense of replacing me.
The second most devastating experience I endured at the hands of Hank and
his staff would come just after Mike Stephens was hired, but before I was notified
that I was to be released. The management staff was informed that a photographer
was coming to work in order to take pictures of each of the department heads.
These photos were to be used in the new CRI multi-color brochure. We were
instructed to come to work dressed our best. I was really excited! With 8 or 9 staff
members watching, it came time to set up and shoot the radio department. Ron
Rhodes and I were told to sit down together as the photographer prepared the
appropriate lighting and our best positioning. Just as the photographer was ready to
shoot . . . Mike Stephens came in and told me that he had been informed that he
was to sit in my place. I was totally taken by surprise! I said something to the affect
of . . . "I'm certain Dennis wants the department head to be in this picture." Dennis
said "Yea, Craig is the right person." "No" said Mike, he was just told to take my
place. I looked around in amazement and said "what is going on here?" Suddenly
J-- spoke up and said . . . "Yes Craig, we want Mike in the photo." It was so
embarrassing, it was like a nightmare, my heart was pounding, I began to perspire,
I just couldn't believe the humiliation in front of 8 or 9 people from the staff. I know it
may not seem like a big deal, but I walked slowly down the hall to my office, sat
down alone at my desk and began to cry. I must have cried for twenty minutes. By
the time I got up the photo shoot was over, and I was heartbroken.
Within a day or two, Hank created a series of meetings where I was told by J-- that
CRI could no longer live up to Hank's promises of a full-time salary of around $50K
a year. (This is an amount that (i) Dennis Green-overheard Hank promise to me
directly. Hank also implied directly to Dennis Green that I would make around the
fifty thousand @ dollar range as well. (i) Tony Horpel was told that he could expect,
with video and seminar income, to earn between $70-80K a year.) I now believe
that Hank was making promises to Dennis, Tony and me, that he never intended to
keep! Promises that would buy our support.
Over the course of just a couple of days J-- would direct Mike Stephens to inform
me that I was being released through a "change of employment" agreement. This is
something that I never agreed to.

During one of the last of these meetings I was called into Hank's office. There sat J-, Mike and Hank. This meeting was the single most devastating of any of my
encounters with Hank. I was humiliated, berated and out-right lied to. In affect,
Hank was trying to enrage me in order for me to leave on my own. But it didn't
work. Therefore, Mike was forced to deliver the so called "change of employment"
form to me. I refused to sign such a form.
Based on my own direct experiences and the reports of many others, I was forced
to go through the following abuses and acts of vengeance over four years ago:
1. I was characterized as a money hungry disgruntled employee . . . but I let it
go.

2. Many lies were told about me and my motives . . . but I let it go.
3. I was slandered behind my back to two of my best friends injuring those
friendships . . . but I let it go.

4. I was forced out of CRI without notice or cause . . . I but I let it go.
5. I apologized to Hank for reacting in anger to his abuse, only to have it used
against me . . . but I let it go.

6. I wrote to you, the CRI board with my great concerns and yet was ignored . .
. but I let it go.

It was even implied that I may suffer from delusions because of having a sister
who is mentally ill . . . But, I even let that go!!!
I let a lot . . . GO . . . back in 1990. But after hearing the testimony of more than
20 people from different backgrounds tell their personal stories of abuse,
authoritarian rule, lying and distortions of truth as well as what appears to be
pathological behavior and manipulation by Mr. Hanegraaff, your president! It was
this that motivated me to, once again, contact you. This time, I will not simply . . .
"Let it Go!!!"
As was requested of me, I am totally committed to participate with the group for
accountability for CRI. I'm certain that you have all been informed as to the meeting
that Hank was invited to on April 17, 1994. As Chuck Smith has said many times,
when a small group of focused Christian men and women gather to pray and seek
God, miracles do happen!

The name of the Lord Jesus Christ has been dragged through the mud long
enough! It is time for the Board to take action! Your duplicity as the board of CRI
only serves to prove that you too are culpable. It is indefensible to cover up the
problem of Hank's leadership and personal agenda by using the name of Christ and
blaming Satan as foe which serves to provide Hank with a line of defense!
There is also some serious question as to what Dr. Martin's intended role for
Hank Hanegraaff was supposed to be upon his passing. Dr. Martin wanted to see
CRI expand into the future, that is certain. But many people have suggested that
Dr. Martin only wanted Hank to work in the area of development and administration.
Never to become the new "Bible Answer Man" nor the senior president over
research. Hank was never formally considered the acting president while Dr. Martin
was still alive. Did the board approve Hank's position before or after Hank assumed
this new and very significant role and title? Did the board elect Hank president or
Not?
So many people have come forward to testify to Hank's inappropriate and
suspect behavior, that there is no question . . . You must take action! The scripture
is very clear. Go to the brother who has offended you alone first. If he refuses to
hear you, take two or three witnesses. If he still refuses, take to him to the Church.
Still refusing we are to expose him Publicly 1 We are to treat him as a non-believer!
I do believe with all of my heart that I have followed the prescribed method as is
outlined in Matthew 18. 1 went to Hank alone. Met with Hank, J-- and Mike. Wrote
to you, the Board of CRI. I have waited for over four years before taking any further
action. And now, it's time to go to the Church at Large . . . Including CRI's
constituents. More than anything, I want to see the vision of Dr. Martin reestablished at the Christian Research Institute!
Let me tell you what most all of the people that I have interviewed have insisted
that Dr. Martin Did Not wish to see happen upon his passing.

• CRI to become a tool of Memory Dynamics, Inc. selling Personal Witness
Training seminars and materials through CRI for Hank's financial benefit.

• CRT to become a clearing house and marketing tool that would make Hank
wealthy, as he now is. Living a life of Luxury. Houses, Cars, Golf
Memberships . . . all on contributions using Donors' Money! I wonder how
donors will react when they are informed?

• A house in the single most exclusive residential community in Orange
County, Coto de Caza!!!

• Hank to use CRI volunteers who believed they were volunteering for CRI, but
were actually doing volunteer work for Hank's Memory Dynamics / Profit
based Company!!!

• An immediate and significant salary increase given to Hank, by Hank, within a
week of Dr. Martin's death.

• CRI to force Craig Hawkins out of the organization. The only person Dr.

Martin ever publicly endorsed and intended to carry on the "Bible Answer
Man" broadcast in his own place. A person theologically qualified and
groomed for that very position. It's no wonder Craig rejected Hank's selfappointed rule and position of control.

• CRI to "plot" to "get rid of" all the research staff that wouldn't blindly follow
Hank's wishes.

• CRI to regularly abuse, humiliate, financially ruin, and emotionally destroy it's
staff.

• CRI to become less and less concerned with research. Can you imagine Dr.
Martin saying, ". . . all of the primary research is now completed, all we need
to do is market it better. . . ." This was actually said by Hank to me personally,
and (just recently reported) said by Hank to others.
I can almost hear Dr. Martin saying 'What in heavens name has Hank done to
CRI?”
If Hank is a Christian, he must be called to an account for his many abuses of
authority. Technically, only you, The Board of Trustees can bring this about!!!
Please feel free to contact me individually if you wish. If you'd like me to meet with
you collectively, I would welcome such a request. I will be available after the May
9th meeting of the Board of Trustees of Simon Greenleaf University. Please call me
at the number listed below.
Sincerely Yours in Christ,
Craig Nelson

Dan R. Schlessinger,
Former CRI Research Department Coordinator
Dear CRI Board Members:
Some of you may remember me from my employment there at CRI between
1985 to 1989. I worked as the Building Campaign Manager, Research Consultant,
and finally as the Research Department Coordinator. My time and involvement,
while there at CRI, was the highlight of my ministerial experience. In fact, I believed
so strongly in the mission and ministry of Walter Martin, I had hoped to continue
there until my retirement.
Needless to say, things changed for me shortly after Hank Hanegraaff came to
CRI. My understanding regarding his coming on board CRI was that he would be
functioning in an executive administrative capacity. However, soon after Walter
Martin died, Hank assumed the role of president of CRI. At first there was little
discussion regarding Hank's new role, but questions regarding his position, agenda,
and qualifications began to be raised by a number of people not only from the
research department but other departments as well.
The following report details the evolution of the events surrounding my final twomonths at CRI, the eventual "trial" for my "crimes", and my forced resignation from
the ministry. What I am about to share actually happened. I'm not fabricating a story
because I am a disgruntled former employee. Neither do I seek revenge or
personal vindication in order to hurt Hank Hanegraaff or the ministry of CRI. I am
fully at peace with God regarding my sharing this information with you. So,
whatever happens as a result of this report, I am prepared to take full responsibility
before the Lord.
Please understand also, I share the following with you out of a deep sense of
love and compassion for the ministry of CRI- I'm concerned that you are aware of
what has happened in the past with regard to me (and many others), and more
importantly, what is happening presently within the walls of CRI. With that in mind, I
present to you, as a matter of record, the following report.
As I stated above, I held the position of Research Department Coordinator
previous to my departing CRI. Given the fact that I held a responsible position at
CRI, and not wanting to perpetuate rumor or misinformation regarding Hank's
position or agenda, I refrained from addressing questions or giving my own
personal opinions to those coming to me with concerns. However, questions kept
coming from individuals pulling me aside or coming to my office regarding Hank's
qualifications, etc. After several weeks of this, I began to see there was much
greater concern on all levels of ministry (never mind my own personal questions

and opinions) than I first suspected.
Eventually the number of individuals expressing their concerns rose to a point
where I knew I had to take what I heard and felt myself, to the Research
Department Executive Committee (which I chaired) to ask for their counsel and
direction.
The Executive Committee advised me to go directly to Hank and share with him
all that had happened the previous couple of weeks. I immediately went to Hank (J- was there also) and began to share the aforementioned concerns. Hank got very
upset, raising his voice at me, asking what right I had to question his credentials.
He then questioned my background and education (though at that time I had a
Master's degree), and insisted he could "debate with the best there was" on the
subject of Creation/Evolution and other issues, and that he "memorized all of
Walter Martin's tapes and read over sixteen books on the New Age Movement."
(When questioning his lack of a formal education, Hank responded by saying I was
arrogant and prideful to even bring up the subject.")
Hank then insisted that I name the individuals who raised questions regarding
his position and other concerns. I felt very uncomfortable in doing so and asked that
they remain unknown until a later date. Hank insisted again that I name names and
so I gave him an example regarding one individual, sharing briefly his concern. (I
realize now I probably should not have mentioned this person but, as was the case
in most instances, Hank had a rather forceful and manipulative way of getting what
he wanted.) After an hour or so, Hank asked me to leave and said that he would
call me back to his office later that morning.
About 11:30 that morning, Hank called me back to his office and I was told that I
had misrepresented people, was a divisive person, and that I had undermined his
position and authority by not going to him first or encouraging others to go directly
to him with their concerns. I agreed that I should have encouraged others to go to
him (though most people were in positions where they felt very uncomfortable
bringing these kind of concerns to him personally) but that I was definitely not guilty
of causing division or undermining him.
Once again about mid-afternoon of the same day I was called back into Hank's
office this time to be told that several individuals recommended dismissing me
because of my "attitude problems." Hank told me that he was told that I had a long
history of divisiveness and failed to submit to those whom I was accountable to. In
spite of all these allegations, Hank stated he was willing to "give me another
chance to make it work" and therefore allowed me to continue on with CRI.
About a week later I scheduled a Research Department meeting where most of

the research staff were present. One of the items on the agenda pertained to
questions regarding the upcoming Board meeting. (I was told explicitly in a previous
meeting with J--, to communicate to the research staff not to "pull board members
aside to discuss daily operations, problems or concerns regarding the ministry."
Moreover, J-- said Board members were coming expressly for the board meeting
only and that it was not proper protocol to involve them in the internal affairs of the
research department or any other department for that matter.) In our research
department meeting, I communicated to the staff exactly what I was supposed to
regarding board members. Someone responded by asking how many Board
members were presently with CRI and who were they. Someone stated "three or
four." I said that was correct and that there was another individual presently being
considered. I was asked whether I knew anything about him and I stated that I
knew only that he was a close friend of Hank's and that he had completed Hank's
memory training seminar. Following my statement several research staff made
flippant remarks including E-- who stated "God forbid that he be a theologian."
Immediately after the meeting R-- came to my office and stated that "I blew it
again." He accused me of undermining the leadership of CRI this time by
questioning the "credentials" of a potentially new board member and further by
questioning Hank's selection of this individual. I responded by saying that I
intimated no such thing and no one present at the meeting understood me that way.
Because I felt R-- was so off base, I went to every individual who attended the
meeting and asked them whether they misunderstood my comments regarding the
candidate for position of Board member. Without exception, not one staff member
said they understood my "comments" as undermining or questioning Hank's
selection of a new board member.
I went back to R-- and stated that I thought he overreacted and that I was fully
exonerated from these false charges. Apparently, R-- thought otherwise. He called
Hank over the weekend and communicated his "concerns" about me and the
remarks I made at the staff meeting.
Monday morning I was again called into Hank's office. With Hank were R-- and
J--. Hank confronted me with the things R-- had accused me of and within a few
minutes found myself in a heated discussion with Hank and a shouting match with
R--. Our meeting was interrupted because of the scheduled Monday morning
prayer time and so we were to meet again after lunch.
I was sickened at what I was accused of to the point where my stomach was in
knots. I went on my lunch break and just sat in my car, prayed, and tried to relax - I
couldn't eat I was so upset.
After about an hour or so, I went back to my office and waited for Hank to call

me back in to his office. After several hours Hank still had not buzzed me to come
to his office so I decided to ask his secretary if she knew whether Hank was
available to speak with. She stated that he was in a meeting with R--, J--, and E-and that they had been in there since returning from lunch.
I knocked on Hank's door and was told that they resumed the meeting without
me, to leave for a while, and that he (Hank) would call me back in as soon as they
were finished.
About 45 minutes later, Hank called me back to the meeting. From that time on
I was "hit" with every piece of so-called "dirty laundry" since I began with CRI. I was
told not only was I guilty of undermining the leadership of the ministry, but my
performance as research department coordinator was in question, and that my
communication skills were "sub-standard." I was told that I was basically a "square
peg in a round hole."
I argued vigorously that none of my performance evaluations (though not
perfect) reflected their opinions. If fact, Leona Ross (former Administrator of CRI)
gave me a performance evaluation based on both her's and the executive
Committee's evaluations which was clearly satisfactory and above in many areas!
Moreover, others in the research department not present at that meeting felt my
communication skills (written and oral) were good and had I been given proper help
(perhaps an assistant or secretary.) I would have been able to accomplish much
more!
Interestingly, a few day's prior to this meeting, R-- told me that he knew I loved
research and would be content to be put in a room to do research because I was an
"investigative type" and had an "ability to really pull out what others generally miss."
While I freely admitted my writing skills needed improvement, I was never given
the opportunity to improve while at CRI - I simply did not have the time to develop
them due to research and administrative burdens.
After a couple of hours or so, Hank was interrupted by a phone call regarding
his seminar tapes. He got up and left to take care of his business and finally came
back to the meeting. He immediately stated that it would be in the best interest of
CRI (and for me) to part company and go on my way. (I broke down and cried. ) He
said he would do anything he could to make my departure smooth and as painless
as possible and that he would be more than happy to write me a letter of
recommendation. I was also told that I could pick up my books and other
belongings later, not at that time. I left CRI that day devastated.
Having left CRI at such a quick notice left me somewhat baffled. I felt deeply

that I certainly had something yet to offer the ministry. It wasn't easy to put four
years of ministry at CRI and another fourteen years of counter-cult ministry prior to
CRI on the shelf. Because of my phone counseling abilities, breath of knowledge on
the cults, the occult and general apologetics (all of which had been praised by a
number of research staff), I felt that I could help develop or assist in developing
ways of expanding the department in areas needing more attention.
I put together a proposal and asked Hank if I could present it to him. He was
quite open to my suggestions and in fact seemed to be elated with the idea! We
met in his office a few days later where I shared my proposal. For the most part,
Hank was in agreement with what I wanted to do. He said he wanted to think some
things through and get back with me later.
As a result of this meeting, I was led to believe that there was a possibility of
returning to CRI. In my excitement I began to share what Hank and I talked about
with a few of my friends on the research staff asking them to pray with me in the
matter. After a week or so, I began to inquire about Hank's decision regarding the
proposal. Hank informed me that he would have to seek advise from B-- (then
candidate for the research coordinator position) and perhaps one other person as
well.
About that time Hank was preparing for a trip to Hawaii and would not be
returning until the following week. While he was away, I received a phone call from
J-- at my home in which she informed me that it was never Hank's intention to bring
me back on in any capacity then or in the near future. She also stated that I was in
jeopardy of loosing the second half of my severance pay due to my breaching our
agreement that I not "arouse or stir up things" with other staff regarding my leaving
CRI. J-- accused me of rallying individuals for personal support and stirring up
confusion among CRI staff regarding my departure and possible return. (However,
as I mentioned above, the only two people I shared my "vision" with was C--. and
R-- who, incidently, wholly favored my return.)
I argued that I was not wrong in confiding with my friends and I did not "breech"
our agreement. J-- backed off though she said she had grave reservations
regarding my actions.
At the end of the next week, I was finally able to make arrangements to pick up
my books, files, and other belongings. When I arrived, everything had been packed
for me in boxes. My instructions were to quietly pick my things up and leave as
quickly as possible so as not to "disturb anyone" or anything at CRI.
The following Tuesday I spoke with Hank once again regarding my proposal.
He stated that I was in error to think that he was going to bring me back on at that

time or in the near future. Once again we exchanged words. It was quite obvious
there would not be any ministry opportunities for me at CRI, this time, for good.
Once again, I left CRI with a deep sense of loss.
Needless to say, the whole ordeal from the outset was very disturbing and left
me in a state of depression and disillusionment. Because I confronted Hank with
real concerns - not imagined - I was brought before a kangaroo court where I was
"tried" or judged without due process; I was accused of being divisive; I was
shouted at and attacked personally by the president of CRI; I was told that I was
arrogant and prideful for raising questions regarding legitimate inquiries as to
Hank's credentials; I was treated like a criminal; I was wrongly accused of being
incompetent, insubordinate, and useless to the ministry of CRI.
My commitment to CRI and the things I accomplished while there (managing a
building campaign which brought in 1.6 million dollars in gifts and pledges, the
creation of "Table-talks" with Dr. Martin and the research staff, development of an
Internship program, writing personal letters for Dr. Martin, doing primary research
for Journal articles, writing book reviews and research papers, answering hundreds
of research calls, presenting lengthy reports to the CRI Board, etc.,) hardly speak of
a person without anything to offer to the ministry.
I am appalled that this kind of thing happened by Christians who were
apparently thinking of themselves only. Because I was forced to resign from CRI, I
(and my family) have had no unemployment benefits, no substantial income to
speak of; we had to sell our home in Oceanside because we couldn't pay our
mortgage payment; my wife had a miscarriage due to the stress and pressure
related to my leaving CRI; and I have not been able to find related ministry
employment other than those which expect us to raise our own financial support to
work with their organization.
From the first time I was made aware of Hank Hanegraaff's possible
involvement with CRI, I had personal reservations whether it would be in the best
interest of CRI to bring him on except in an executive administrative capacity. It had
been communicated to the research staff that he would function in this role.
However, after Hank shared his own objectives in a company meeting, it became
quite clear to me that he was going to "integrate" his own ministry (PWT) with CRI's
ministry. At first, it seemed there might be some merit to what he was saying.
However, in reality, what he was really saying was CRI would become his ministry.
Indeed, since Dr. Martin's untimely death, that's exactly what it has become!
Along with the above, I offer the following observations regarding my personal
concerns about the president of the largest and influential counter-cult ministry in
the world:

1. Hank has no formal education. One would think that a person holding the
position of president of an apologetic and counter-cult ministry would
possess at least a B.A. or M.A. degree in a field relevant to CRI's area of
ministry. Though many in the research department hold B.A. or M.A.
degrees, the credibility (both academic and spiritual) of CRI suffers when it's
own president and leader lacks any formal education. This leads me to my
second point.
2. Hank's depth of knowledge (to include his critical thinking abilities) on the
cults, the occult, apologetics, and theology is lacking. This is evidenced by
statements he has made to the research staff as well as the radio audience
on BAM.
3. Hank consistently demonstrates conduct unbecoming of Christian leadership.
When confronted by concerns, questions, or comments regarding his
credentials or decision making, Hank exhibits anger, verbal outbursts,
endless self-defense, manipulation of other's words and selfaggrandizement. These are not marks or characteristics of a sensitive,
humble, Christian leader.

Conclusion
The ministry and mission of Christian Research Institute needs to continue the
vision and mission of it's founder, the late Dr. Walter Martin. It should not be
integrated with the ministry (or business) of Hank Hanegraaff.
The research department needs to return to the development of first-rate research
department - a think-tank where researchers are free to write, publish, dialogue,
and produce materials on the lay and scholarly level for the furtherance of the
Gospel. Hank has, by-in-large, diluted or dissolved this objective by systematically
disposing of researchers who have the capability of bringing this about.
CRI's president and director should have ample qualifications for such a position.
He need's to be well-educated, have an extensive background (both practically and
professionally) in counter-cult studies, apologetics, and theology, a deep sense of
mission and calling to this kind of ministry, a mature walk with the Lord which
exhibits humility and servitude, and a man of prayer.
Hank Hanegraaff is not an apologist, theologian, nor an expert on the cults or the
occult. Hank Hanegraaff, in my opinion, is a lay evangelist pretending to be what he
is not. He should be exercising those gifts God has bestowed on him in his
respective field of ministry.

Hank Hanegraaff needs to be removed from the ministry of CRI. He should not be
allowed to "pontificate" on matters of faith or doctrine as he is clearly unqualified to
do so. Neither should he be allowed to perpetuate the wrongdoing he has brought
on many others since my departure.
I ask you, the board of CRI, to review the above in an attitude of prayer and
concern. I sincerely hope and pray you will look into these matters and take
appropriate action. The future life and ministry of the Christian Research Institute
demands that you take these matters seriously. I trust you will do what's best for
the memory and ministry of Walter Martin. Especially remember, it is the Lord's
ministry - He holds those of us in responsible positions directly accountable for the
decisions we make.
Always in the Service of Christ,
Dan R. Schlesinger
Eliseo Giron,
Former CRI Translator
Dear brother,
I pray that this letter finds you well and rejoicing in the Lord. I am writing you a
letter that I find most difficult to write. I'll start by saying that I have given CRI almost
six years of good, solid service, not only helping Rich Poll with library materials, but
also translating over 100 articles under your supervision. I have enjoyed every
minute of the literally thousands of hours that I have spent as a translator and I
believe that my work there has not been in vain because many Spanish speaking
people have been helped. I have also been a staunch supporter of CRI and CRI
Brazil although I am already retired and have limited resources. I am writing to you
with certain concerns that I feel need to be expressed. And I am writing to you
because I have known you all these years and have admired you and your untiring
work as CRI International Coordinator, and hope that you will understand what my
frustrations are. I have valued your friendship and consider you a dear brother in
Christ. I trust that you will take what I have to say with understanding and Christian
love.
I suppose it first began when Craig Hawkins was terminated at CRI. At the time,
although I was surprised and saddened, I took it as an internal problem at CRI.
However, when Robert Bowman was terminated, it really bothered me. I know it
bothered you because of your demeanor when I asked you about his leaving. But
again, I chose to overlook it as another internal problem. The resignation of
Kenneth Samples, though, was of particular concern for me. I have the highest

respect for Ken not only because he is an educator, a fellow teacher, a profession
that I held for over thirty years, but also because of his skill as a researcher. I
enjoyed translating his articles. His leaving CRI hurt me greatly. Even then, I chose
to consider his resignation as none of my business, because being only a volunteer
it really wasn't any of my business. All my frustrations and concerns, though, came
to a culminating point at the insensitive and unloving way that CRI dropped the
class at Newport Mesa Christian Center. It left me, along with hundreds of others
deeply hurt. One Sunday we had a teacher, then the following Sundays there was
no one to teach the class, The class was dropped much like a hot potato. It nearly
destroyed the class. I thank the Lord that he heard our prayers and Ken Samples
took the class over. Since then, though, Brad Sparks, Mary Cook, Rich Abanes and
others have been dismissed from CRI. There must be something terribly wrong at
CRI. I understand that there were some demonstrations at CRI on April 23 during
the Book Fair because a listener referred to the demonstrations on a call to the
BAM program.
I am completely bewildered and hurt. In view of the concerns which I have
expressed to you, I find it very difficult to continue to support CRI, something that I
never deemed possible, simply because of the legacy that Dr. Walter Martin left,
not only in the wonderful research staff that he gathered, but also in the Bible class
that meant so much to him. But when I see the research staff being dismantled, or
so it seems, I cannot support CRI any longer. However, I will continue to support
CRI Brazil because of your interest in the work there and the ministry of Paulo
Romeiro. I covet your prayers and your counsel. I know that I will remember CRI,
and you in particular in my prayers. May the Lord richly bless you and your family.
In Christ,
Eliseo

Anthony Horpel,
Former CRI Seminar Division / Video Department Head
To the CRI Board of Directors:
This letter is written by request from some twenty individuals who believe that
Hank Hanegraaff is not qualified to lead CRI. I feel that in light of what they have
testified combined with what I know to be true they appear to have a very good
case.
I was recruited into CRI by Hank in late 1989 to develop a seminar division and
a video department with equipment from my former business. The equipment was
purchased from me by CRI for about $40,000. I agreed to take on this challenge

contingent on a salary of $30,000 per year plus an opportunity to generate,
additional income through book and tape sales made from these seminars. I had
told Hank that I needed to earn around $70,000 a year. He indicated that that would
be no problem since he had already done very well with Personal Witness Training.
Hank said that I should be generating the income I needed in six to eight months.
The seminar themes were to be based on PWT with Hank and ultimately with a
team of outside speakers delivering them. Hank had no intention of using his CRI
research staff as part of his speaking team because he felt they would not make
good speakers. I saw almost immediately that there would be problems since the
research staff would have been offended if Hank had sought outside staffing for
CRI/PWT seminars. Because of this potential problem and the fact that Hank had
never developed PWT enough to make it transferable, nothing ever got off the
ground. This all became very apparent to me by April of '90.
I was never allowed to develop and schedule any seminars. The farthest I got
was creating time lines based on ICR's materials and following through with a
seminar previously scheduled in Wellsville, New York with Elliot Miller who was
specifically requested. That seminar was a success for Wellsville but a bomb for
CRI. CRI lost about $1500 in expenses. The blame shifted between Elliot Miller not
being prepared enough professionally as a speaker and poor judgment for seminar
location.
After the Wellsville fiasco, all seminar discussions stopped and Hank redirected
my focus to producing a video brochure. I began to realize that the income from
seminars would not materialize, at least at this point. Recognizing that, Hank
assured me that I could probably learn and teach PWT with him or at least earn
some income booking engagements for him. This never materialized either. It all
seemed to be just a lot of talk. When pressed for any real commitments, Hank
stalled and blamed the delays on Kathy.
Hank believed the researchers were conspiring against him. He commented
about Paul Carden, Ken Samples and Craig Hawkins. How they were either
useless or in the way and if they were gone he'd never miss them. On several
occasions Hank had confided that he thought Craig Hawkins was not a team
player. That he had an agenda of his own and was a threat. I recommended that he
confront Craig with his differences. He never did.
While Hank was introducing PWT to CRI, there was a growing concern about the
mixing of a for-profit operation (Memory Dynamics) with a non-profit organization
(CRI). It appeared that Hank was using CRI staff on CRI time to prepare PWT
materials. Promotions for PWT seminars were broadcast and printed on CRI time
with CRI staff. Hank defended himself by stating that Tim was working it all out and
that a solution was at hand. We were never privy to the "Solution". There was

definitely the appearance of a conflict of interest. Hank was also able to persuade
CRI staff to volunteer to man his book tables when he gave his for-profit PWT
seminars.
In May of '90 Hank had decided to travel to Brazil and evaluate CRI Brazil. His
original intention was to end the financial support or at least slowly diminish it. He
asked me to join him and gather up some video footage of Brazilian occultic and
cultic activity, which I did. While in Brazil Hank outwardly expressed much
compassion for the staff's effort. However, inwardly Hank had little compassion for
the poverty level of the CRI staff. While there, he expressed that he resented
buying lunch for the staff members after we had been out all morning visiting the
cults (with their cars and expensive gasoline). If it were not for them we would have
been completely helpless. Paulo Romeiro is a real trooper! He would do anything
for the truth. Needless to say, Hank did not stop support to CRI Brazil, but he did
begin to reduce support forcing Paulo to seek additional aid from aggressive
seminar marketing.
After we returned from Brazil, my time was spent finishing the video brochure
and creating another from the Brazilian footage. This program was used to help
raise support for Brazil. I had nothing to do with the promotions of that program. It
was shortly after we had returned from Brazil that the first "insurrection" to oust
Hank exploded. You all are quite aware of what happened there. Hank told us that
Craig Hawkins believed him to be possessed by demons. That seemed hard to
believe but Hank is very convincing and since we had no reason to doubt we gave
him the benefit. Besides he was the President. I stood by him through it all.
However, in observing Hank over the last four years and listening to the complaints
of mishandled employees, I began to wonder ;if the insurrection of 90 might really
have been justified.
The Bible Answer Man became the "Hank Hanegraaff Hour". His ego seemed
to run out of control. Although he relied on the expertise of Ron and the others, he
made numerous inexcusable blunders on the air. Hank is just not qualified for the
role of Bible Answer Man. If the format were changed, then perhaps he might be.
While his attacks on the Word Faith movement were justified, far too much time
was dedicated to it. The other issues (the cults etc.) with which CRI dealt paled into
insignificance. Hank was on a soapbox. The book, Christianity in Crisis was
promoted on the air in a sensationalistic fashion as if Hank had a lot to gain by the
sale of his book over the airwaves.
As the year drew to a close, Hank no longer seemed interested in me or in any
capacity I could hold on the CRI staff. The promises of a larger income had faded
away and $30,000 a year could not fulfill my financial obligations. On December 15,
1990 I gave Hank my notice. Hank said that he would subcontract me to do video

work when needed. Video work was subcontracted but not with me. To the best of
my knowledge, all the video gear still sits somewhere on the premises gathering
dust.
Since I left CRI, I met with Hank once for dinner and talked with him once or
twice on the phone. Every now and then I would drop by to say hello or use the
video gear for a small project. Hank was always too busy to talk.
Over the past four years, I heard many stories from individuals who had also left
CRI. Their observations of Hank and the way he ran CRI matched very closely to
mine. But their stories were much more harsh. The question of Memory Dynamics
and CRI as a conflict of interest seems to lie at the bottom of it all.
It is my opinion that Hank believes himself to be extremely honest and forthright.
That he sees himself as an individual who has taken CRI on an incredible journey
to prosperity. Because he has done this, and quite well I might add, he feels
justified in generating income through Memory Dynamics at CRI's expense. That
this somehow is the least CRI can do to pay him back. I don't think ethics has ever
really entered his mind. He doesn't view himself as part of CRI. I think he sees CRI
as a part of himself. He doesn't serve CRI; CRI serves him.
Sincerely,
Anthony Horpel

