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PREFACE

Professor B.J. van der Walt, the author of this book has become a very
good friend of mine in a matter of just a few years after our first
meeting. As I got to know more about him, I discovered that we have
many things in common. Our deep and engaging discussions, sharing
and exchange of ideas over the years have brought us closer together
theologically and philosophically. During these meetings of minds, I
observed that Professor van der Walt was deeply concerned about one
very important issue which is plaguing Christianity in Africa. It is the
crisis of a Christian worldview in Africa. This crisis is deeply rooted in
the social dynamics, processes and transformations of African societies
by various agents of change, such as Christianity and Colonialism.

The crisis of values and worldviews in Africa affects Christianity
deeply. This crisis requires that a comprehensive Christian worldview
be developed and formulated for Africa, hence the primary reason for
writing this book. The author preoccupied himself with the construction
of a comprehensive Christian worldview based upon his good
knowledge of theology, social philosophy and history, and the
Scriptures. :

Without going deeply into his background and deep roots in the
Reformed theology and philosophy, the author has succeeded in
establishing theology, social philosophy and history and the Scriptures
as foundations to our understanding and development of a Christian
worldview. The pitfalls of a Western dualistic theology, sécular
philosophy and ideologies are adequately defined and critiqued.
Similarly, on the other hand, the pitfalls of African communalism and
social philosophy are also defined and critiqued. The Holy Scriptures
and Reformational theology and philosophy form the basis of the
critique of both the Western and African legacies.

I took time out to read this fascinating book over many weeks. The
exercise was very rewarding and fulfilling. For many years, I have
developed a deep interest in studying and understanding a Christian
worldview. The author has succeeded in convincing me that this book
has a substantial contribution to make in this area.
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The transformation of Africa by the colonial powers and missionaries'
activities has generated and accelerated many socio-political, cultural
and religious changes and crises for Africans. The more I as a Christian
look at these crises on the African scene, the more I think of the
relevance of a comprehensive Christian worldview for Africa. African
Christians need a compass to guide them through the crises of values
and worldviews which are plaguing Africans today. In this state of
confusion, there is a need to have a well-defined and well- developed
Christian worldview to give guidance to Christians.

In order to achieve this noble goal and desire, the author uses his
wealth of experience and skills in theology, social philosophy and
history, social sciences and the Holy Scriptures to develop and
formulate a Christian worldview. He does this by moving from the
Western perspective to the African context. This contextual journey is
not an easy one and may appear complicated to ordinary Africans. Even
if this contextual movement is not well-understood or well-developed,
there is much that contemporary Africans can learn about the crisis of
Christianity in Africa.

This book serves as an introduction towards understanding the
Christian worldview within the African context. It is theologically
sound and systematic in its development.

Anyone who is interested in the study of social values and worldviews
in Africa will find it very valuable. I recommend this book highly to
theologians, philosophers and social scientists.

Dr. Yusufu Turaki

General Secretary

Evangelical Churches of West Africa
Jos, Nigeria






Chapter 1
VOICES CALLING FROM AFRICA

Africa is crying out for help. It is a cry coming from Christians from
all walks of life who are struggling to find answers to problems they
are confronted with in their daily lives. These brothers and sisters, like
some Christians in other parts of the world, are asking: how can the
Christian life be meaningful within my particular socio-cultural-political
context?

The following ten excerpts from letters written by people of different
ages and sexes from all over Africa will indicate just how relevant the ’
problem is that we wish to reflect on in this book.

* A final-year student at the University of Oxford, England

My father (who is illiterate) is still a full-blooded traditional African. I
smile into my beard about his primitive superstitions. My mother
belongs to the Shona Independent Church of Zimbabwe. If you ask me,
this 'church' is more pagan than Christian. Friends at Scripture Union
have guided me towards Christ. I have now been an active member of
the Methodist Church for two years.

Why do I still doubt who I am? Am I still a true African if I do not
believe in traditional culture and religion any longer? Have I perhaps
become a black Westerner - or a Westernized black man? Is my identity
determined by my Christian faith? Or am I perhaps not any of these
three ...7

* A young minister from South Africa

I am convinced that the task of the Christian is not merely to
evangelise, to show compassion to the sick, the poor and the
unemployed and to exhort people to lead a clean moral life. The Gospel
of Jesus Christ surely also has something to say about economics,
labour and politics. From this I deduce that we need not say goodbye to
the world if we wish to serve Him. I would like to serve the Lord in
the world and also as their minister offer guidance to my congregation
in the field of politics.



If I do dare, however, to say something about the political calling of
the Christian from the pulpit, I am accused of practising politics from
the side of either the rightist or the more enlightened people. Do help
me not to fall into the trap of spiritualist pietism, so that I only preach
to my congregation about their eternal salvation, while my people are
hating one another for political reasons, assaulting and killing one
another. What should I do?

* A female journalist from Malawi

Is the kingdom of the Lord as limited as the church? Do we have to
enclose ourselves within the walls of the church? May we, apart from
the Bible, read only elementary catechism books, sentimental
evangelising pamphlets and feeble ecclesiastical newsletters? Do we as
Christians have nothing to say about urbanisation, corruption, one-
party rule, social injustice, unemployment, art, education and many
other problems? I would like to write about these things for my
newspaper, but it seems as if Christians are hesitant of talking about
these things. Is there nobody who is willing to speak up? Or do people
simply not know that there are Christian alternatives - and what they
look like?

* A high-school student from Zaire

The Lord Jesus has commanded us to love Him not only with our
hearts but also with our minds. I would like to do this - because the
Lord has blessed me with a good brain. (I usually get the highest marks
in the class.) In my Biology handbook, however, I read nothing about
the Lord. Is He then not also the Creator and the Upholder of life? Will
I be able to serve Him as a biologist one day, or would it be better for
me to become a minister?

* A Christian political leader from Windhoek, Namibia

I am a member of the SWAPQ government of the newly independent
Namibia. I realize more and more every day that I do not really have
enough insight into my work. For example: What are the duties and the
responsibilities of subjects? And what exactly are the calling, rights and
limits of government? I have enquired all over to obtain a Christian
book which will make clear to me what the Bible has to say about this,
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but I was not able to find one. Please do help me to find such a book - I
am willing to pay for it.

* A female lecturer at a teachers' training college, Francistown,
Botswana

I teach at a secular state institution. There are many -para-church
organisations spreading the Gospel among the students on campus. I
have the feeling, however, that the students need something more,
something like a Christian intellectual framework, vision or perspective
on life. The students seem to me to be directionless - how would they
one day be able to help schoolchildren to keep to the right (Christian)
way? I do not really know what the solution is. I do hope that you
understand my problem and that you will be able to give me the right
advice.

* An economist from the University of Nigeria (Nsukka)

I know that the socialist economy has collapsed in Africa and also in
the East Bloc countries in Europe. But is materialist capitalism really
the only alternative? Can a Christian find a third way? Do you know
how many of my students have asked me: "What should we choose -
capitalism or socialism?" Could you help me with titles of good reading
matter which I can study in order to be able to answer them?

* An American development agent from the Ivory Coast

I have no idea where to turn any longer. What is development? How
does one develop? Why does one do these things - are people not
happier left alone to live as their forefathers did? Why is the process so
slow in taking off in spite of all the dollars which we have already
invested in it? Is neo-colonialism to blame? Is it merely a result of
Africa's climate? Or is there a basic cultural-religious cause? What I
mean is this: Would Africa not perhaps begin to modernise when
people have changed their worldview? Do you think that the Christian
lifeview contains elements which can unlock the African culture?



* A student in Religious Studies, Accra, Ghana

Is Christ truly the only Way? Our traditional faith, after all, also knew
a Creator God. Does Islam not also contain moments of truth? My
lecturer says that these three religions are only different paths up the
same mountain - at the top of the mountain (eternal life) they all
converge. What do you say? Is the Christian faith unique? How could I
be sure about this?

* A lecturer at an agricultural college in Kenya

I am worried about the ecological deterioration of our environment.
The over-grazing and soil erosion are becoming worse. Trees are cut
down for firewood - but nobody plants anything to replace the trees.
Would I be able to find guidelines in the Bible to motivate people
towards conservation? (Most people around here are Christians.) I do
know that the Lord gave the command in Genesis that we have to be
stewards of his creation in every sense of the word. I am, however, not
merely looking for scattered Bible texts, but am looking for a broad
perspective with which I can inspire my students. By the way, do you
not think that it is about time that our churches should become more
relevant and also preach about the sins against our precious
environment, rather than only inveighing all the time against smoking,

A o o
drinking and whoring? . xx

The basic need emerging from these ten cases is for an integral,
encompassing and powerful Christian worldview, a Christian
perspective on all the facets of man's life. Without such a vision Africa
will perish. Because without it we will not be able to offer really sound
responses to these voices calling out from Africa, or to all the hundreds
of others who have not been mentioned.

However, before we can develop what we regard as a solution for
Africa (in the form of a radical Clgristian worldview), we should have a
clear idea of the problem: What exactly has happened to this continent
that has resulted in the fact that many African gﬁristians are uncertain,
without direction and even have "divided souls"? Therefore, in our next
chapter, we shall investigate the crises in the transformation of Africa
during the past hundred years under the influence of (Western)
Christianity and (European) colonial administration.



Chapter 2

THE CRISIS IN THE TRANSFORMATION OF
AFRICA AND THE URGENT NEED FOR A
CHRISTIAN WORLDVIEW

What could the reason(s) be for the desperate cries from the different
people representing the whole of Africa that came to us in the previous
chapter? They are clearly experiencing a loss of religious unity in their
lives, a clash of values, a tension between different worldviews.

Has this always been the case in Africa? The answer is a decisive
"No". What then has happened? And when did it happen?

To be able to deal with this very important question, we will have to
spend some time on the history of Africa - especially the history of
approximately the last hundred years.

2.1 INTRODUCTION: WESTERN CHRISTIANITY AND
EUROPEAN COLONIALISM

During the last century Africa has been subjected to the influence of
especially two powers which changed the face of our continent in a
dramatic way: Western Christianity and European colonialism. When
distinguishing between these two factors in the following exposition, it
should be remembered, however, that they can never be fully
separated. This is already evident from the fact that it was a Western or
European type of Christianity transplanted on African soil. The type of
education Africans received during the colonial period is a good
example. Education grafted them into the whole Western system. They
had to read, write and think in Western categories of thought. At the
same time education served as a gateway through which the Christian
faith was brought to them. The Christian missionaries were also
members of the colonialising nations and acted - whether they were
aware of it or not - in favour of colonial rule.

To obtain a clear picture of the radical transformation of Africa in the

course of merely one century, this period will be divided into three
phases: a pre-colonial phase (until about 1880), the colonial phase
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(from about 1880 to plus-minus 1960) and the post-colonial phase (from
about 1960 to the present). It is important to at least mention something
about the pre-colonial phase because it is the traditional African to
whom Christianity and colonialism were transmitted, who became the
recipient. With regard to the colonial phase it will be necessary to
investigate who transmitted what, how it was done and what the effects
were on the people of Africa. Our discussion of the post-colonial phase
will concentrate on the African's reaction to Christianity - and
colonialism.

2.2 THE PRE-COLONIAL PHASE (UNTIL ABOUT 1880)

It is important to note that the African context exhibits a great variety
of peoples and cultures. Because it is impossible, and for the present
study, unnecessary to examine in detail these variations, attention will
be focussed on a few general traits of pre-colonial African culture. And
this will be done here only very briefly because they will be discussed
in more detail in subsequent chapters. (See for instance chapter 8 where
traditional African culture is compared with Western culture.)

Before we mention the characteristics of African culture, and try to
understand what happened during the subsequent phases (colonial and
post-colonial) we should firstly explain culture in more general terins.

Man was made from the dust of the earth, as the word Adam clearly
indicates. At the same time he was appointed over the earth. Because
God created man thus, he cannot but change his natural environment.
God has placed him in a beautiful "house", but he himself has to make
a "home" of it. The Creator has put enormous potential into creation,
but man has to actualize it.

Human culture is therefore something different from a spider which
spins a web, a bird which builds a nest or an animal which instinctively
feeds and protects its young. Insects, birds and animals do the same
thing generation after generation. Man is creative; from that which
exists he can create something new, something different.

The following elementary definition summarises what culture is:
Culture is the ways in which human beings shape their natural and
human environment.



The result of human cultural activity is a complex whole. If we use the
image of an onion which we start peeling, we find at least the following
eight layers: (1) habits; (2) behaviour; (3) customs; (4) material and
spiritual creations, like buildings, language and works of art; (5)
institutions, such as marriage and the state with its laws; (6) values and
norms; (7) a specific worldview, and (8) finally the religious
convictions of a specific group of people.

The following diagram explains these eight layers:

You will note that the outside cultural layers are visible. The deeper we
move to the centre, the less visible do the facets of a culture become. It
is therefore easier to describe a specific custom than 1t is to describe the
worldview of someone or of a group.

A subsequent characteristic of culture is that the outside layers also
change more easily than the core. Very few Africans, following
acculturation with the West, will still wear traditional African clothes.
Many of those who wear Western clothes, however, may still have
more or less the same worldview as their traditional ancestors.
Westernisation has not touched their essential being!

This tenacity of a worldview has a link with another trait of culture
which we have not mentioned yet. This is that the inner, deeper,
cultural layers determine and direct the outward layers. For instance:
Your marital and family life and the norms which you support cannot
be understood without an understanding of your worldview.
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Your worldview in turn is influenced in a decisive manner by even
more fundamental religious convictions or your ultimate commitment.
View of self, view of the world and vision of life are most
fundamentally determined by the one you give your heart to - it is
directed by your view of God. (This does not imply that circumstances
cannot have an influence on one's religious convictions. One cannot
simply say: a change in the hearts of people will automatically change
the socio-economic structures. This is not the full truth - just as the
opposite statement will also not be true.)

This analysis applies to each culture. What then is so unique about
traditional African culture?

In traditional African culture the deepest, innermost core which
determines all the other cultural layers, is the belief in a spirit world.
This spirit world can be divided into two categories, namely the non-
human spirits and the human spirits or the spirits of the ancestors. Non-
human spirits are arranged in hierarchical order according to type and
importance, depending on their power and the role they play in nature:
the Creator on top of the hierarchy is followed by the deities, object-
embodied spirits and other miscellaneous spirits comprising both good
or harmless spirits as well as bad or evil spirits.

The spirit world keeps everything in balance and permeates the entire
world or nature. The law of the spirit dominates the African worldview
in which man stands between the different spirits and nature. The
African concept of the world, society and the human being is defined,
moulded and conditioned by his faith - the reality of the spirit world
and the application of the law of the spirit as a means of explaining
social phenomena and all kinds of mysteries.

Traditional Africans did not separate the sacred from the profane. All
the authorities confirm that the well-known Western division between
religious and worldly, sacred and secular and supernatural and natural
simply does not occur. Before this Western dualism had been
transferred to African soil, their religion permeated the whole of their
daily lives. The religious awareness of the Africans was as much part
of their daily life as eating, drinking, sowing, harvesting, warring and
procreating. Their lives as such were religion!



Dr. Yusufu Turaki (1991:135) summarises the most prominent
characteristics of the traditional African worldview in the following
seven points:

1. Social and spiritual phenomena can be explained by the law of the
spirit.

2. The world/nature is held in balance by the spiritual laws and
therefore should not be tampered with.

3. The moral and spiritual obligation of man is to live in harmony with
and in obedience to spiritual forces in the human and the non-human
world.

4. The orientation is toward the glorious, perfect, primordial state of
the past and less to the unknown, uncertain future.

5. The world of the ancestors is always better, closer to the perfect
origin and therefore has more potency than the present or the future.
Thus, anything passed down from the ancestors, such as culture,
religion, technology, education, values, social institutions, etc., must
be maintained, preserved, protected and eventually passed on to the
next generations.

6. The moral obligation to conform to traditions and conventions
overrides any desire for change or non-conformity.

7. The conception is that the best in life lies in the past, the world of
ancestors and the origin.

As mentioned already, we will in the following chapters have the
opportunity to present an extensive exposition and analysis of
traditional African culture. The aim of the brief exposition here has
merely been to indicate that the traditional, pre-colonial African was
not a person without culture concentrated in a definite religion and
worldview. This is what - believe it or not - many Western colonialists
“thought. No, their traditional worldview was holistic, all-embracing, it
integrated their whole life and gave it clear direction. They did not
experience any "identity crisis". ‘



This, however, is what has happened in the process of
"Christianisation" and "modernisation" during the colonial period. The
introduction of Christianity, as well as of a Western education and
Western political and economic institutions have exerted a profound
influence upon African cultural values and structures.

2.3 THE COLONIAL PHASE (FROM ABOUT 1880 TO ABOUT
1960)

For ‘the sake of completeness, it should be mentioned that contact
between Africa and the rest of the world did not commence round about
1880. For more than four centuries (1450-1880) Arabs and Europeans
have explored and exploited the continent. Africa was not only robbed
of valuables like ivory and gold, but also of millions of its people. It is
estimated that a minimum of 10 million slaves ended up in the
Americas, the Atlantic islands and in Europe. An average of 20%
were, however, killed during the capturing operations or died between
the time of capture and embarkation or during the voyage. The
resultant figure could be many times the numbers which landed alive
outside of Africa. Some writers estimate the total at about 100 million!
(Cf. Rodney 1972:104.) We will, however, focus our attention on the
period lasting from about the end of the previous century up to the
liberation and independence of most of the African countries during the
sixties of the twentieth century.

During this phase when Africa was divided into separate colonies by
the large Western powers, the traditional way of life came under
increasing pressure. For the sake of "modernisation", Western
worldviews and values, which were often in direct conflict with the
traditional African values, were forced onto the continent's inhabitants.

The colonizers did not hide their Western sense of superiority. The
African worldview was considered childish and therefore had to be
corrected and brought to the same level as that of the West. Europe and
the USA regarded Africa as the symbol of barbarism and non-
civilization. They regarded the worldview of the African as primitive,
pre-logical and without intelligence.

The strategy which the Western powers and missionaries therefore
applied, was the negation of indigenous African culture and its
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replacement by the so-called superior Western culture. Let us first have
a brief look at colonial administration and then discuss in more detail
the role of Christian missions.

2.3.1 The role of colonial administration

The above-mentioned strategy of negation and replacement of African
culture in some cases resulted in facets of traditional culture being
ignored or even wiped out, but in most cases traditional African culture
was modified or transformed by the Western influence, sometimes
resulting in totally new cultural phenomena and institutions.

Examples of social structures imported more or less wholesale from
Europe are (apart from the church, which will be discussed under the
next point of Christian missions) schools, universities and Western
forms of government (with inter alia elected leaders and
bureaucracies). These migrated social institutions were regarded as.an
"improvement" by the Western rulers, but for the local people they
were a "mixed blessing".

Because of Western colonial rule pre-colonial institutions were
transformed also. An example here could be the influence of the
Western idea of a nuclear family (the family consisting only of father,
mother and children) on the traditional African idea of a much more
- extended family life.

But apart from importations and modifications the encounter between
traditional African culture and Western colonial administration also
resulted in totally new creations - institutions and phenomena which
previously neither existed in Africa nor in the West. Examples, for
instance, are urbanization and ideologies like African socialism.

Cormack (1983:xx) uses the following ideal-type characterisation of the
traditional rural community in contrast with the modern urban society
in Africa. This model is useful for purposes of comparison and for
determining the extent of change. However, as is the case with every
abstract model, few empirical cases will correspond exactly to the
abstractions.
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Traditional/rural Modern/urban
Small Large
Homogeneous Heterogeneous
Collective Individual
Sacred Secular
Unspecialised Specialised
Organised Disorganised
Personal Impersonal
Kinship Non-kinship
Stable Unstable
Religious Scientific
Self-sufficient Dependent
Tradition Change

Local Cosmopolitan
Simplicity Complexity
Isolation Contact
Co-operation Competition

Status ascribed

Subsistence economy

Status achieved
Cash economy

Non-literate Literate
Uncritical Critical
Non-legislative Legislative
Non-experimental Experimental
Non-intellectual Intellectual

2.3.2 The role of Christian missions

There were three major phases in Christian contact with Africa. The
first one was between the first and sixth century, mainly confined to
North Africa, which was finally overrun by Islam in the seventh
century. The second was the Portuguese missions between the fifteenth
and eighteenth century, but its influence was limited to the coastline of
Africa, the Congo, Angola, Mozambique and East Africa. The third
phase brings us to the modern European missions that came to Africa
during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. It is the work of
Christian missionaries during this period that are of special importance
to us.

Before we start criticising the work of Christian missions in Africa, let
me state categorically that this critique in no way whatsoever suggests
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that the Christianity brought to Africa was useless. In spite of certain
failures, Christianity has made immense contributions to our continent.
The thousands of schools and hospitals established by the missions are
proof enough.

In the first place we will have to look at the way in which Christianity
was introduced into Africa and secondly at the type of Christianity that
has been transplanted to our continent. We do hope that it will become
clear that it was not only Western colonial rule which disturbed the
earlier, pre-colonial culture and worldview of the peoples of Africa.
The gun was accompanied by the cross! The way in which the Christian
faith was presented and the dualist fype of Christianity resulted in a real
crisis for Africa. ‘

2.3.2.1 The way in which Christianity was introduced

Christianity - or any other religion - never exists in a cultural vacuum.
One experiences one's religion in and not outside one's own culture.
This should be kept in mind especially in transcultural communication
of the Gospel.

Transcultural communication of the Gospel is not something new. It
already occurred during the time of the New Testament when John and
Paul brought the Gospel from its Hebrew origins into the world of
Greek thought, used Greek words but filled them with a new meaning.
The message in its new form filled the Greek cultural and religious
concepts with a biblical substance and so "revolutionised" them.

In our case the messenger was a Western missionary. Therefore the
Gospel transmitted by the missionaries was coloured by Western
culture and worldview, it was brought to Africa in Western "clothes".
Someone has used the example of the Gospel flower in the flower pot.
The flower pot symbolises the cultural values of the missionary. The
flower, that is the Gospel, should not stay in the Western pot and be
confused with "real Christianity", but should as soon as possible be
transplanted in African soil.

The recipients were traditional Africans, who grew up in a totally

different cultural environment. Their perception and interpretation of
the Gospel was therefore determined by their own worldview. Every
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form of Christianity is contextualised - whether one is aware of the fact
or not. Each individual Christian experiences and expresses his/her
faith in a specific cultural context.

The problem was, however, that neither the missionaries nor the
recipients of their message were aware, or at least aware enough, of the
difference between the Gospel and its cultural "clothés". The result was
that the missionaries viewed the cultural form in which they presented
the Gospel as a real part of the Gospel. And the Africans thought that
they should accept Western cultural forms to enable them to be genuine
Christians!

The situation was aggravated by the fact that the Western missionaries -
like the colonial rulers - regarded not only Christianity, but also their
culture as superior to that of the indigenous people of Africa. We have
already mentioned their attitude of negation and replacement.

As Christians today we are much more critical towards Western
culture. We do now realize that no culture should serve as a criterion
for the Christian. No culture is per se good or bad. By the grace of
God every culture contains good elements. But because of human
sinfulness it also contains less acceptable or totally unacceptable
elements that are against God's Word.

In spite of the fact that Western culture was strongly influenced by
Christian faith for nearly two thousand years it has, especially during
the past three hundred years, become increasingly secularized.
Unbiblical ideologies like individualism, materialism, scientism and
technicism (an overestimation of the value of scientific and
technological development) have overshadowed and finally eliminated
the Christian faith. The Western missionaries did not realize how
deeply the Gospel they brought to Africa was contaminated by secular
Western culture. They definitely had no ground to regard their culture
as superior, the criterion according to which African culture could be
measured.

Let us have a brief look at the methods a missionary usually applied in

spreading the Gospel. He would build a house for himself and his
family - not in the local village but at some distance.
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Then he would learn the language, make a few disciples who can assist
him and, when he has enough converts, build a church and also a
school. (For Africans there was not much difference between the two
because at both you were taught new things.) In some cases the
missionary station would also get involved in health care, agriculture,
provision of water, roads etc. In all these ways the traditional people
were pulled out of their traditional village milieu and culture. The
missionary did not enter the African context, but he invited them out of
their context to the Western one!

Apart from Christianity ignoring their own cultural environment, the
Africans also got the impression that Christianity was something
separate from ordinary life. (This idea was strengthened by the dualist
type of Christianity which will soon be discussed.)

The ways of worshipping were also totally foreign to the indigenous
people: the music and the songs - also sung in London, Paris, Rome -
as well as the sermons and prayers. Add this to the translation of the
Bible in the vernacular languages. In all these ways of communication
the worldview plays a very prominent role. The same applies to the
content or doctrine communicated. What was transmitted about God,
creation, sin, salvation etc. was done in Western thought patterns.

Could we blame many black Christians who concluded that, in order to
be a good Christian, one had to become a white man and thus leave
behind one's own customs, clothes, language and values? For many
Africans the above-mentioned Western ecclesiastical forms became
sacrosanct. For example: to be a genuine Christian one has to stand in
front of a group and be able to deliver a monologue called a sermon!

Due to the same confusion (between the cultural forms and the Biblical
norms) others, who realized that their cultural heritage was endangered,
rejected Christianity as a religion of the white man.

What happened in most cases, however, was that the outer, more
visible layers of traditional African culture were exchanged in favour of
the outer layers (habits, behaviour, customs, institutions and values) of
Western culture. The inner core of traditional culture (its worldview
and religious convictions), however, remained more or less intact. As
we have already indicated above, these outer and more visible cultural
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layers tend to change easier and faster. We have, however, also
indicated that culture as a whole (from its inner religious and
worldviewish core to its outer layers) constitutes a unity. It cannot be a
mixture containing foreign elements. If one therefore has a traditional
African core (religion and worldview) and the rest (values, material and
spiritual creations, customs etc.) is largely Westernised, tension is
inevitable. An identity crisis will be the result: Am I (still) an African,
(already) a Westerner or (only) a Christian or perhaps all of them in
one?

To summarise: the crisis of African Christianity is basically a
worldview crisis. And what is the basic reason for this? The reason is
that most Western missionaries - and also some Africans who embraced
Christianity - did not take the worldview and the religion of the African
people seriously, because they regarded it as ridiculous, primitive
superstition. If they took it seriously, they reasoned, it would weaken
the Gospel. But it is precisely because they did not take it seriously that
the impact of Christianity on the African was weakened!

Because the Gospel was not brought as a new, total, encompassing
worldview, which had to take the place of an equally encompassing
traditional worldview, the deepest. core of African culture remained
untouched. Christian faith only influenced and changed the outer layers
of African culture such as, for example, customs and behaviour. For
this reason it often led to superficial Christianity - totally at variance
with the nature of the Christian faith, which is a total, all-embracing
religion, influencing the whole of life from a reborn heart - in the same
way that a heart pumps life-giving blood to every part of the body.

The average African convert did not experience the Gospel as adequate
for his whole life, and especially not when it came to the most complex
issues of life. For that reason we discover all over Africa today that
Christians, in times of existential need and crisis, as in danger, illness
and death, revert to their traditional faith and view of life. The Gospel
has no real impact in those areas where it really matters!

This results in many Christians in Africa living in two worlds: the

older or traditional one, and the new or Christian one. They try to
straddle both positions. This can only lead to frustration and
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upcertainty, especially for the African, who has traditionally functioned
within a holistic, integral religion and worldview.

Because a worldview determines personal identity, a crisis in one's
worldview also implies an identity crisis. One has difficulty to find
oneself! One does not know where to look for solutions for one's
problems, be they of a physical, psychological, ethical, social or of
whatever nature.

One could use illness as an example: Should one pay a visit to the
medical doctor or the witchdoctor?

Saayman and Kriel (1992:31-53) contrast the traditional African and
Western views of sickness, health and healing. The reality in Africa
today is the simultaneous existence of two medical systems: the
traditional African and the Western biomedical system.

In the traditional African view, healing is a thoroughly religious
phenomenon. People usually want to know the cause of illness - the
exact diagnosis of the disease is not so important. The cause could be
failure to communicate with the ancestors or the patient neglecting or
even maltreating them.

Secondly, according to the African view, a person can only be healthy
if he belongs to a healthy community. The social dimension is very
important. A person gets ill when the social balance and harmony is
disturbed. This may happen because of wrong behaviour, e.g.
committing adultery or because of witchcraft.

When a member of a community falls ill, the medicine man or woman
will determine why (the cause) and also prescribe the correct treatment
which could be prayers, sacrifices and/or traditional medicine. Because
the main aim of the treatment is reconciliation with God, the ancestors
and the community, the whole clan usually participates - healing cannot
take place if the individual is separated from his community.

Western medicine, by contrast, views man as a biological organism or
even a "machine" with different parts. The emphasis is not on the
spiritual cause as is the case in Africa, but on the bodily or physical
facts, the diagnosis of the specific part which is malfunctioning. The
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task of the doctor is to repair the individual "machine" by way of
chemical or surgical intervention. (The religious aspect is ignored.) The
treatment can also take place outside the community in an impersonal
but functional clinic or hospital. (The social aspect of healing is not
acknowledged.)

Let me tell a fable which so beautifully illustrates the identity crisis of
the African. The king of the birds sent his tax collector to collect taxes
from the birds. The fruit bat maintained that he would not pay because
he was not a bird - I mean, have you ever seen a bird which brought
his babies into the world live and suckled them? Shortly afterwards the
king of the animals sent his representative to remind the animals of
their tax duties. When he came to the fruit bat, he was told that the bats
would not pay - after all, the bats could fly, and thus were not
mammals. When the king of the animals held a feast for the animals,
the bat was not invited. The same happened when the king of the birds
held a feast. The poor bat - neither animal nor bird - was accepted
nowhere. In this way many Africans today live in two worlds: the
traditional and the Christian world (in Western guise). Without a
worldview in which he feels totally at home, he experiences an identity
crisis. His worldview is not in accordance with reality any longer. This
results in a deep-seated existential uprooting. (In the following chapter
more attention will be paid to what such a crisis of worldview really
involves.) ‘

Not only was the way Christianity was introduced to Africa
detrimental; the fype of Christianity imported to this continent also
aggravated the situation.

2.3.2.2 The type of Christianity introduced to Africa

We will have to discuss this vital issue in more detail. A survey of the
road which Western Christianity has trodden is important, because to a
great degree African Christianity has - unfortunately! - followed Europe
on foot. For the sake of clarity we shall simplify a bit and divide the
spiritual history of the West in three phases: the Biblical, the dualist
and the secular.
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* The original Biblical vision.: everything is spiritual-religious

The Biblical message is that the whole of life is religion. The religious
direction of the heart of man (positive in obedience to God, or negative
in disobedience away from God, directed toward a series of idols)
determines his whole life, everything that he does or says. The whole of
life (not only prayer, reading the Bible and going to church) is religion,
service of God, or, obversely, idolatry. The Gospel is not only
something spiritual (for Sundays only), but it is a Jull, complete
Gospel. It touches the fields of labour, commerce, political and social
relations - everything that man does. The Gospel of Jesus Christ has
power to change and renew the whole of life. Biblical spirituality
encompasses the whole of life.

Allow me to represent this Biblical vision as a circle with no divisions
in it, to indicate that man's whole life is undivided, integral, total and
radical service to God. In this circle we place an arrow facing upwards
in order to indicate that this spirituality is determined by the true God
of Scripture and is directed towards Him. The diagram thus looks like |
this:

* Dualist Christianity: the limitation of the spiritual-religious

The true Biblical vision of life was only briefly - if at all - given shape
by Christians. Already early in the history of Western Christendom,
religion came to be seen as an addendum, a plus factor, additional to
the ordinary secular concerns of life. It was not the whole of life that
was spiritual or religious, but only the "upper part". This upper part of
man's existence was called the sacred or holy part, over against the
lower or secular part, which would then include such things as science,
economics, politics, commerce, labour, social life, etc. The all-
embracing word for the lower sphere was "nature”, as against the
higher "supernatural” part, the sphere of grace.

In this case we can once again draw a circle, but a horizontal line
should be drawn through it in order to represent the higher and lower
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parts of the two-spheres doctrine. In the upper part there is an arrow
pointing upwards and in the lower part there is no arrow, in order to
symbolize the fact that this is a so-called neutral sphere or terrain.

The vision of man and his task in the world is no longer radical, total
and integral. Man's religious life (which should be all-encompassing) is
now limited to things such as praying, reading the Bible, going to
church and doing theology - the so-called spiritual things - and perhaps
also leading a good moral life. Religion, instead of being all-
encompassing service to God, becomes a private issue that no longer
has an influence on the social, political and economic spheres. It is
clear, however, that this vision on spiritual matters is something totally
different from the Biblical perspective, which sees the whole of life as
spiritual, that is, determined and directed by God or an idol.

The two-spheres doctrine is not simply slightly wrong. It is totally
unbiblical. This is clear inter alia from the fact that the Bible nowhere
makes a distinction between nature and grace. The correct Biblical
distinction is between grace and sin. The awful fact is that this
incorrect view has been held by Christians for almost 2 000 years, and
is still widely accepted. This means that we have a half-hearted,
impotent Christendom, because the influence of the Gospel is reduced
to a small part of life, for instance to Sundays, that is, to one-seventh
of the week!

It was exactly this kind of pietist, world-negating Christianity that
missionaries mostly brought to Africa.

The process of secularisation - of which we can see the bitter fruits so
clearly in our own times - therefore started early in the history of
_Christianity. It is not the "world" which is guilty of this in the first
place. Christianity itself sowed the seeds. Modern secularism is simply
the harvest which has been yielded by the infected seeds.
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* Modern secularism - rejection of the spiritual-religious

We can represent secularism diagrammatically, this time by the
remaining lower section of the circle. Secularism entirely rejects the
upper (spiritual) section. It refuses to have anything to do with religion.
Life has to be divorced from the church. And because God and religion
were limited to the upper or spiritual section (church life), man's life is
also stripped of God. Man now has to live as though God does not
exist. The supernatural has fallen away. All that remains is the natural,
the visible life, here and now. The diagram thus looks like this:

While in the two-spheres doctrine there was still a little influence from
the spiritual-religious sphere on the secular sphere, the world has now
become wholly and totally secular, and has nothing more to do with
service either to God or to idols.

We should not, however, deceive ourselves into thinking that the
“secular" sphere is wholly neutral. Many Christians have capitulated to
secularism (as they previously had to the two-spheres doctrine) by
accepting the idea that there are things and areas in life which have (or
should have) nothing to do with their religion.

Man, however, cannot live "neutrally" or secularly. The truth is that
man will, having scrapped one God (formerly placed in the
supernatural sphere), simply replace Him with another god. Should the
true God be rejected, His place would be taken by idols, because man
is an inherently religious being who cannot live if he does not live for
something or somebody. Today we are able to see how a large variety
of neo-pagan cults and superstitions have sprung up on the dungheap of
secularism.

How did these worldviews influence African Christianity? Africa has

followed Europe on foot. We find today that Africa holds both the
dualist and the secular views.
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* Dualist African Christianity

In following most Western churches, life in Africa is divided into
"spiritual" and "secular" spheres. There is a wide range of opinions
concerning the relationship between these spheres, how they influence
each other and which should enjoy preference. The more conservative
Evangelicals of Africa allocate priority to the spiritual, the church and
redemption. The "vertical" (the relationship to God) is the most
important for them and all stress is therefore placed on evangelisation
(the gaining of souls for Christ).

The Ecumenicals in Africa (the more liberal Christians), tend to think
more "horizontally". Good relations between people at the natural level
are more important and they therefore strive for a more humanitarian
society.

The Evangelicals believe that new (reborn) people will gradually,
through their individual testimony, change society with all its societal
structures, such as state, industry and education. They are very naive,
however, because they do not see the depth and breadth of human
lostness. The tragic fact is that reborn Christians, even where they are
the majority in a society, do not necessarily renew social structures, but
have in fact perpetuated oppression. They narrow the Gospel down to
its "vertical" dimensions - with at most some implications for the social
involvement of individual Christians. They are very aggressive about
"winning souls", but are mostly fairly passive when it comes to social
renewal.

In contrast to this the Ecumenials believe that evil is situated in the first
place not in man but in his environment. For this reason the renewal of
social structures and the overturning of the oppressive "establishments"
will change the world. Reconciliation between people is more important
than reconciliation with God. They too are naive because they do not
see that the Gospel should call man first of all out of the darkness of
sin, out of a Godless life. They limit the Gospel to its "horizontal"
dimensions. Although they are aggressive in social reform they are
satisfied with a more or less passive Christian "presence” as a means to
evangelisation. (For a detailed discussion of the Evangelicals and
Ecumenicals see chapter 11, section 11.2 and 11.3 as well as chapter
13, section 13.6.1 and 13.6.2.)
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Both these groups of Christians in Africa fail at the same point, viz. in
their faulty (dualist) worldview. They simply put the stress at different
poles. Neither of them truly realizes that Christ is the King of heaven
and earth, soul and body, individual and society. The solution for us is
not to try and combine the Evangelical and the Ecumenical visions.
Their dualistic worldview has to be replaced by the full Gospel of
God's kingship in every sphere of life.

* Secularism in Africa

People in African societies, who become modernized without obedience
to the full Gospel, will become secular - as has also happened in the
West. This has already happened in many African countries with the
absorption of secular Western ideologies, such as socialism, mixed with
traditional African communalism or even more radical Marxism.

And once these ideologies begin to lose their popularity, as is
happening now, what remains? We can already see clear examples of
naked, empty secularism in which neither the traditional nor the
Christian worldview plays a role. (Secularism as an ideology is
discussed in more detail in chapter 12, section 12.4.)

Secularism provides a fertile breeding ground for an endless variety of
worldviews. Because 1 view them negatively, I prefer calling them
ideologies. In modern Africa we have authoritarianism or
totalitarianism (not only the head of state, but also the civil servant
wants to exercise power!), tribalism, nepotism, sectarianism and many
more. What is causing the greatest havoc in contemporary Africa, is
materialist individualism - or individualist materialism. Allow me to
explain.

In many African countries we today have the situation where nobody
cares about the state any more. If one aspires for a political position, it
will simply be to enrich oneself. Government is only a tool for
enhancing the welfare of the individual or certain social classes like the
politicians, retired army generals etc. The task of the state is no longer
viewed as being the public good, government to the benefit of all the
citizens. Even the cry for democracy is sometimes merely the voices of
selfish individuals, because once they gain positions in government,
they will amass wealth for themselves, build beautiful villas in Europe
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and the USA, have incredibly large bank accounts in Switzerland, etc.
Even an ordinary civil servant would enrich himself with state funds
without any sympathy for his brother and sister who may be starving!

This tendency is totally different from the traditional African
worldview according to which people shared and cared for each other.
But it is at the same time also related to traditional African practices.
One could overpower another tribe and one would be regarded as a
hero - as long as it is not done to members of one's own tribe. In the
same way the government is regarded as enemy territory. One may loot
the state for personal gain. There is nothing wrong with corruption - as
long as one shares it with one's own tribe or class, for instance, if one
uses some of the money to build a hospital, church or mosque for one's
people! In many cases it will not even help to criticise such
malpractices because nobody will listen. When put in jail such a person
will be a hero - the one responsible for his imprisonment will be the
culprit!

This is a terrible situation, but it has become an accepted and dominant
way of life in many parts of Africa. This is the way in which people
look at things, understand and interpret reality, feel, make important
choices and conduct their whole way of life - their new worldview.

This attitude is usually accompanied by a consumerist tendency.
Everything that is produced in the West and is expensive is desired,
because it provides one with a higher status than ordinary people have!

The tragic fact is that some of these thieves still regard themselves as
Christians. How on earth could this be possible? It is possible because
- the West did not provide them with an integral, holistic Christian
worldview, but with a dualist Christian worldview. One is at the same
time an ordinary human being who can do as one likes and a Christian
who has to obey God's commands. Accordingly one may be a Christian
at home and on Sundays, but during the week one may rob the
government. And there is nothing wrong with it as long as one uses a
small amount of one's assets to build a church!
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* A third possibility for Africa

The correct choice for African Christianity is, of course, a return to the
original Biblical worldview. Such a worldview is a prescientific attitude
to life, which determines the spiritual direction of man's life. It is thus
not the product of science (theology or philosophy), but lies at the basis
of man's scientific thought.

In this Biblical viewpoint the concept of the kingdom of God is central.
This perspective includes three coherent ideas: God's kingship, the
sphere of His dominion (creation), and the fruits (or blessings) of his
sovereignty. It is therefore nothing less than the basic Christian
confession that Christ is King and that we have to recognise and give
substance to his kingship in all spheres of life.

Although the church fulfils an important role in God's kingdom, his
kingdom is much wider and broader than the church. It touches on all
spheres of life: commerce (Acts 4:32-35), justice (1 Corinthians 6:1-6),
the relationship between master and slave (1 Peter 2:18), the
relationship between husband and wife (Ephesians 5:21-32) and many
more - even the food and drink we ingest (1 Corinthians 10:31).

A real Christian worldview based on the Word of God is a total,
integral and radical worldview. It is the real medicine for the sickness
of African Christianity! '

I once again want to emphasise the following: The crisis brought about
by the transformation of Africa is basically a worldview crisis. The
identity crisis of many Africans is simply a result of this deeper
worldview crisis.

However, it is about time to move on to the next main part of this
chapter.

2.4 THE POST-COLONIAL PHASE (FROM ABOUT 1960
ONWARDS)

This period could be described as the phase of liberation (from colonial
rule) and modernisation. The crisis mentioned above, however, did not
subside during this period; in fact it deepened and widened. The crisis
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was not only a political or economical one, but also included the social,
cultural, the educational, the ethical and the religious.

During the sixties colonial administration as a policy was something of
the past for most African countries, but the effects of colonialism were
not. The tension between traditional culture and modernisation resulted
in what Vaughan has called a "divided soul".

2.4.1 The "divided soul"

As indicated above, many Africans have maintained their traditional
religions and worldviews. This constitutes the one half of their souls. It
is traditionally inclined and resists change. The other half, however,
wanted modernisation and development - a typically Western product.

This also emerged very clearly in the political and social areas. During
the post-colonial independence era the politicians tried to get rid of
every trace of the old imperialism. Nevertheless they wanted the
benefits of another aspect of Western culture, viz. modernisation.

Unless, however, modernisation is supported by the culture of a
country, and unless it is rooted in the national culture, it remains an
artificial importation and no real development will occur. And radical
cultural change can only occur as a result of a change in the
consciousness of people themselves. A real change in the ways people
live, behave and develop is the result of voluntary change within
themselves - in their worldview - which produces new attitudes and
modifications in their way of life. Development and modernisation are
not the result of the application of foreign, imported money, models,
methods, assumptions, institutions, innovations and values imposed
upon them from outside.

The compatability or incompatability, as well as the conflict of values
between modern, Western institutions on the one hand, and African
indigenous institutions based on African values on the other hand, has
not been carefully studied. This has resulted in conﬂlct crisis and
finally failure ..

Development failed and modernisation switched into reverse gear. If
one takes stock of development in Africa today, one sees the opposite:
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decline of productivity, creativity, initiative, lack of a sense of
direction, purpose, goals and ideas, the absence of viable and stable
political systems, a state of national confusion and chaos.

I do not intend to blame only colonialism or the consequences of
colonial rule. Neither am I inclined to blame only the African peoples.
To be fair, I do think that both parties are responsible for the mess.
And I am also convinced that the deepest cause for the phenomenon of
a divided soul is the lack of a new, coherent and consistent worldview
which could again guide and inspire the African people.

[ am also critical concerning some of the solutions offered to the
problems of Africa. It was to be expected that Africans would react
against colonialism and Christianity. I do understand and even
sympathise with such reactions, but I doubt whether a reactionary
tendency should be the final answer or could offer a real and lasting
solution.

But in order to be fair, let us have a brief look at these reactions, first
against Western colonialism and then against Western Christianity.

2.4.2 Reactions against colonialism

Western stereotyping and treatment of Africans was unacceptable. The
African personality was treated as one without dignity, equality, worth,
rights or freedom. Africans were viewed as primitive in their culture,
savage and without history or civilisation with only elementary forms
of religion and societal organisation.

The people who lead the reaction aimed at proving the following: (1)
that Africans have dignity, worth and honour, (2) that Africans have a
history, a civilised culture, societal structures and (3) that Africans are
capable of becoming scientists, scholars, administrators, etc. '

We could divide the people fighting for an own African identity in
three main groups or categories:

* Africans in diaspora in the West Indies and North America exerted a

powerful influence on the continent of Africa, especially in stimulating
racial solidarity and shared blackness. This movement had a great
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influence also upon African nationalist movements and African literary
works.

* Nationalist and Pan-African movements fought for the political and
cultural liberation and unification of Africa. Liberation was usually
couched in ideological terms such as African personality (Blyden),
negritude (Senghor), black consciousness (Nkrumah), ujamaa
(Nyerere,) uhuru (Kenyatta), African humanism or socialism (Kaunda)
and others.

"% African scholars and writers tried to convince the West that the
African had a dignified personality, a civilised culture, a history and
religion and that he is also capable of good scholarship.

In general it could be said that all these new pioneers of Africa were
searching for a typical African personality, an African religion,
worldview, philosophy and culture. They agreed that both the African
identity and the African worldview experienced an identity crisis. But
many of them doubted whether such a unique African personality and
lifeview could be found in a varied and changing African context.
Doubt had also been cast upon the idea of a collective African
worldview. However, in spite of this, African scholarship seemed to
emphasise the need of taking seriously the African traditional
worldviews. They regarded these as significant to the development of
new African thinking. Contemporary African systems could - at least
partly - be built on the foundations of traditional worldviews. In doing
so an attempt was made to elevate the pervading crises on African soil.

In my opinion one has to be careful to simply revive tradition and then
assume that one has solved today's problems. It is impossible to turn
the clock back to the past. One could, however, critically take from
traditional Africa what is good and beautiful and use it as building
blocks in erecting a new future.

2.4.3 Reactions against Western Christianity
We have already indicated that the missionary approach towards Africa
was that the African culture and way of life were downplayed and even

negated . There was therefore no interest - at least not in the beginning
- in developing an indigenous African Christianity and African
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Theology. African Christians have reacted against this attitude in
various ways, and have tried to make Christianity relevant to the
African mind. Four of these ways will briefly be discussed.

* Indigenisation of Christianity

Western theologians first came with the idea of indigenising
Christianity, giving it roots in Africa, removing its foreign aspects.
This was the earlier indigenisation "philosophy" of the "three selves".
African churches had to become self-governing, self-supporting and
self-propagating institutions - while they were often ill-equipped and ill-
prepared for such a task.

Africans regarded this strategy as paternalistic because the European
churches were still regarded as "fathers" and the indigenous churches
as the "children". Furthermore it was clear that the three selves were
Western concepts - another Western model for the church was simply
transplanted to Africa!

In the early 1960's Africans (like Bolaji Idowu of Nigeria) reacted
against this earlier Western form of indigenisation by introducing their
own, more radical idea. The primary idea was to strip and rid
Christianity in Africa of all its foreign Western additions and coverings
and to replace it with that which was really African. If Western culture
was to be replaced by African culture, the African would understand
Christianity better. Therefore Western categories of thought, forms and
places of worship, prayers, music etc. should be replaced by African
ones. Christianity should be defined from the perspective of the
African. -

The question concerning this approach is: has Christianity indeed
became African or is it just a new tag? And what about an African
Christian who is already more or less Westernised - does he want this
kind of Christianity? More conservative Christians, who wanted to be
faithful to the Bible, also want to know: is African culture
accommodated to the Bible, or is the Bible accommodated to African
culture?
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* Africanisation of Christianity

According to the proponents of this principle, the need is not only to
strip Christianity of its Western form, but also to control its destiny.
Africans must be in charge of church and mission policies. More
personnel must therefore be trained to take over the work from the
missionaries. Where indigenisation emphasised cultural independence,
Africanisation was concerned with organisational independence - even
to the extent of a moratorium on all Western missionaries to Africa!

* Developing an African theology

During the late sixties and the seventies a new shift in emphasis
occurred. This time it was to a more scholarly level: the search for a
theologia Africana. 1t was an attempt to understand the essence of
Christianity and to interpret that understanding in terms of the African
situation. Africa has to develop its own theology - just as the West
developed its own. John S. Mbiti and others contributed immensely
towards elevating African religions and philosophy. African worldview,
philosophy and culture were seen as prolegomena or preparations for a
real African theology. An African theology of marriage, worship, God,
the church, the ancestors, etc. was advocated.

* Contextualising theology

The most recent trend goes beyond the previous attempts and puts the
emphasis on theological relevance. Christianity has to be made relevant
for the African situation or context. An ongoing reciprocation between
the text (Scripture) and the context (African culture) should take place.

The context thoroughly influences the understanding ot the text. All
theologies are contextualised, whether they are aware of it or not. If we
ignore the context a real danger is that we regard our understanding of
the Gospel as the Gospel itself - as happened in the case of Western
theology. To be relevant one has to be true to the context. But the other
side of the coin is.just as important: to be Biblical, one has to be true to
the Text!

The problem is that some African theologians tend to overemphasise
the context (traditional African religions, worldview, culture etc.) in
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such a way that it endangers the purity of what is being contextualised
(the Gospel). Others again overemphasise the Text to the exclusion of
the African context. The Gospel should, however, be transmitted both
accurately and relevantly. Contextualisation is therefore a complicated
process with both pitfalls and promises.

D.J. Bosch (1990:149,150) recently summarised the whole issue of
contextualisation in an excellent way. Permit me therefore the following
unusually long quotation from his article:

"It seems to me that one of the major 'discoveries' of recent decades is
that every living theology is by nature a contextual theology. Early
Christians sensed that the Gospel had to have meaning within the
context of a particular situation, and they theologised accordingly. Our
four Gospels are, to no small degree, four different attempts at
contextualising the Gospel for different situations and readers. In the
subsequent centuries, however, the Christian community began to lose
sight of the intrinsically contextual nature of the Christian faith. Ideas
and principles were deemed to be primary, eternal, and unchanging;
their 'application' was merely secondary. Deviations from what was
held to be 'orthodox' were declared to be 'heterodox', creeds were
designed to encapsulate the 'eternal truth' and were used as shibboleths
to determine the difference between acceptable and unacceptable views.
This pattern persisted for many centuries in all branches of
Christianity.

A breakthrough came only recently, with the discovery that not only
was all theology contextual but also that this was the only way in which
theology can be meaningful. J.L. Segundo expressed the new
"epistemological break' as taking the form of a 'hermeneutical circle’ in
which praxis has the primacy and reflection becomes a second (not
secondary) act of theology. Thought is not to be conceived as prior to
being, nor reason to action; rather, they stand and fall together.

Contextualisation means the end of any universal theology and suggests
the experimental and contingent nature of all theology. This does not
mean that the context is to be taken as the sole authority for theological
reflection. In fact, where this happens, we do not have
contextualisation, but contextualism (where 'God' is reduced to and
identified with the historical process)...
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Blind to' the fact that its theology was culturally conditioned, the
Western church in modern times exported its assumed supra-cultural
and universally valid theology with little compunction to the non-
Western world. In order to expedite the conversion process, however,
some adjustments had to be made. In Catholic missions this strategy
was usually called 'accommodation’ or 'adaptation’; in Protestantism it
was referred to as 'indigenisation'. These terms were, of course not
applied to the church in the West: there the church was already fully 'at
home'. What had long ago been completed in the West had, however,
still to take place in the Third World ...

Protestant mission agencies pursued the ideal of the 'Three-Selves', for
'their' younger churches: the latter were expected to become self-
governing, self-supporting, and self-expanding churches. A fourth
'self’, self-theologising, is only now being added. For a long time any
form of self-theologising almost automatically meant a schism from the
mother body and the formation of an 'independent' church. Now,
however, self-theologising is taking place also within the traditional
'mission' churches, Catholic and Protestant. The 1977 Apostolic
Exhortation, Catechesi Tradendae, as well as various Protestant
documents and publications, state quite frankly that the Christian faith
has to be rethought, reformulated, and lived anew in each human
culture. This approach breaks once and for all with the idea of faith as
'kernel' and of culture as the 'husk'. A more appropriate metaphor
would be that of the ﬂowermg of a seed implanted into the soil of a
particular culture ..

In a very real sense, then, the Gospel is foreign to every culture and,
likewise, inculturation is never a completed process. We should not,
strictly speaking, use the past participle 'inculturated'. This is so not
only because culture is not static, but also because the church may be
led into previously unknown mysteries of the faith. Theology is always
theology in the making, in the process of being contextualised and
inculturated.

In our present situation yet another dimension has to be added: just as
we have always taken it for granted that the church in the Third World
needs the church in the West, we are now discovering that the obverse
is equally true. We all need each other; we influence, challenge, enrich
and invigorate each other. What we should be involved in, then, is not
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just 'inculturation' but 'interculturation'. A 'homogeneous unit' church
may become so in-grown that it believes its perspective on the Gospel
to be the only legitimate one. The church must be a place to feel at
home, but if only we feel at home in it, something has gone wrong.
Local incarnations of the faith should not be foo local. While acting
locally, we have to think globally, in terms of the whole church.”

2.4.4 The need for a Christian worldview

All four above-mentioned attempts - whether they succeeded or not -
have had one aim in common: to solve the crisis of the relevancy of
Christianity for the whole life of the African, including his culture and
even his personal identity. African Christians do not want a Gospel
"high in the sky when you die", but are looking for a faith that will
give them new direction, help them gain new perspectives and even
offer solutions to the many vexing problems confronting them day by
day.

The four efforts, however, also have in common that they lack a
worldview perspective. In which way is the Christian worldview
approach an improvement? It is an improvement because it penetrates
deeper and also offers a wider perspective. In doing so it can really
relate Christian faith to life. It is able to adequately and effectively
address the African situation. Some of the reasons are the following:

= In the first place it offers a coherent perspective on life. It solves the
problem which the prominent Nigerian writer, Chinua Achebe,
formulated in the title of his well-known novel: Things fall apart. From
the perspective of a real Biblical worldview (not a dualist Christian
one) we are again able to see the unity of life.

= In the second place, closely related to the previous, a Christian
worldview is a way of seeing, understanding, interpreting and
approaching the rotality of human life from a Biblical perspective. It is
an all-encompassing view. There is no vacuum or neutral area that
cannot be touched by the Gospel. Every choice and every deed is
subjected to God-given norms. As a businessman one has to practice
responsible stewardship, as a politician one has to be a servant leader,
as a husband/wife one has to be faithful, as a parent caring etc.

33



= In the third place it also solves the problem of negating, rejecting
and replacing indigenous culture. It also does not have to indigenise,
accommodate or Africanise from the outside, because it renews and
transforms from within.

= In the fourth place, because of the above-mentioned reasons, it can
also solve the problem of the African identity. According to a Christian
worldview we do not define our identity in terms of something which
we own or that we can produce, but in terms of the fact that we are
created in God's image, that we live in a close relationship of
obedience to Him and his laws. Such an identity - given to us by God -
restores human beings to real dignity.

This is the reason why this book has the title The liberating message. A
radical, integral Christian worldview can really liberate Africa!

2.5 NEW HOPE FOR A BLEEDING CONTINENT

We should not conclude this chapter on a too pessimistic note. Quite a
number of positive signs could be discerned during the last two years. I
personally experienced some of these at a Pan-African Conference
which I organized a few months ago (27 April - 1 May 1992) at
Potchefstroom and which was attended by prominent Christian leaders
from all over the continent. I would like to very briefly mention only
eight of these hopeful signs to indicate that we are not really inhabitants
of a "lost continent", as many would like to describe Africa.

* A second liberation

Africa has now gone through the following phases: the pre-colonial, the
colonial, the post-colonial liberation and independence, a period of
(mainly) one-party government, and at present some countries are
already in or moving towards a phase of democratisation or so-called
second liberation. Most African countries realize today that, although
they might have been released from one form of oppression
(colonialism) they were never really liberated politically (because of
oppression by their own people), and in any case not economically.
"Liberation" should take place on different levels. It is also not merely
a negative concept (free from), but should in the first place have a
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positive connotation (for example, free towards development). There
are signs that we have now reached this new, positive stage.

* End of wars between East and West

Because the East and the West have ceased their ideological war, and
especially their efforts to fight it out on the African continent, our
continent will now experience the necessary peace to pay attention to
more constructive matters than war - should it be able to avoid its own
ethnic clashes. Perhaps the East-West struggle did teach Africa not to
expect its salvation from outside its own borders. And Africa has also
learned the lesson that ideologies are destructive and cannot give peace,
provide jobs or feed hungry people.

This brings me to the following point:
* Democratisation only a means towards a better future

The realization has also come (probably not among all the people) that
democracy is merely a means to an end (such as a more just society),
and not an end in itself. It is not a magic concept which will solve all -
Africa's problems in the wink of an eye - injustice can still be
committed, even in the name of democracy.

* New private initiative

This goes hand in hand with a growing realization that the so-called
state culture was not able to offer a real solution. Too much has been
expected of governments, viz. to create and order the whole of society,
to have direct control over all facets of life and to provide in every
need. The whole of life has been politicised, because the principle of
sovereignty in its own sphere of societal relationships has not been
respected.

A fundamental depoliticisation of society is therefore urgently needed.
This is presently happening in Africa - not necessarily as a result of a
correct societal philosophy, but simply because governments have
dumped their countries in chaos - and in more than simply economic
chaos. Private initiative in various fields as against earlier state
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absolutism is therefore becoming not only a possibility, but an absolute
necessity for survival.

* Self-reliance as the solution

The people of Africa do not have illusions any more about help from
the East, the West or the North in order to help Africa out of the mire.
During the conference it was repeated like a refrain that (1) the so-
called new World Order should not invoke false hope in Africa, and
that (2) we have to help ourselves, for if we should not do that, we will
surely go under - finally.

This brings us to the next sign of hope for the bleeding continent:
* Openness towards self-criticism

At international conferences in the past we often heard - ad nauseam -
how Africans piled all the guilt for the terrible conditions in Africa
squarely on the shoulders of either colonialism (of at least 30 years
ago) or neo-colonialism (especially the multi-nationals). Of course they
were not 100% wrong. I have, however, over the past two years
noticed a healthy change, a greater openness towards self-criticism,
instead of always accusing others. Somebody, for example, said at the
conference: "There are outside factors, e.g. international. But most of
our problems are our own creations - the results of bad leadership."
And other speakers did not hesitate to expose the exact conditions of
life in Africa publicly - even though they were criticised by other
participants from Africa as not being loyal and fitting. Their response
to such criticism of co-Africans was that we can only make progress if
we are willing to face up squarely to realities.

* A new spirit of reconciliation

In conjunction with the previous comments, it is clear that Africa is
exhausted and impoverished by all the struggles and wars. A new spirit
of reconciliation =-even towards white South Africans - has settled on
people. "One does not kill a human being when one differs from him.
One reconciles with him", one of the conferees said pertinently.
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The last sign of hope, which is very encouraging for me as a Christian,
is the following:

* Awakening of a more radical and encompassing Christianity

Christianity and the churches are one of the facets showing signs of
awakening at present. The earlier tendency towards pietism is being
exchanged for a greater reformational involvement in the fields of
politics, society and economics. Christians, for example, are raising
their voices against injustice in politics, and Christian actions are being
organized across denominational borders. As a result of the respect
which most people in Africa still have towards Christianity, it is
possible to shut a politician's mouth, but not a prominent Christian
leader's. One of the conference participants from Africa correctly stated
that "Christians do make a difference in Africa. And I am proud to be
one of them". Two examples which emerged during the conference can
be cited to illustrate this: Through the private initiative of the churches
in Kenya there will soon be no less than six Christian colleges.
Because: "Our universities in Africa are killed by our own leaders - for
political reasons." In Zaire, after the medical faculty of the University
of Kinshasa closed down, different churches jointly started to establish
their own (Christian) medical university!

2.6 CONCLUSION

In this chapter we have followed the fundamental and rapid
transformations which Africa experienced from its pre-colonial to its
post-colonial periods. Tremendous spiritual changes, for instance the
development from a pre-Christian to a Christian and finally to a post-
Christian phase, which took the Western world two thousand years to
complete, happened in Africa in the brief span of only one century! We
have tried to plumb the inevitable crisis which resulted from such deep
and vast transformations. And we have come to realize that
contemporary Africa is at the cross-roads. Unless we develop,
disseminate and start living according to a consistent Christian
worldview - not a dualist or secularist one - it would not be long before
we enter an era of post-Christianity and total secularism also in Africa -
Africa which is the continent with the fastest growing number of
Christians and therefore holds out the promise of becoming the
Christian continent of the future!
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In this book we try to provide in this urgent need. It has many
limitations. The author, for instance, is able to write about a Christian
worldview for Africa. But, because of his predominantly Western
background, he will not be able to give an African Christian
worldview. He, however, willingly and gladly shares with his fellow
Africans what he knows and believes.

L

But before we can give an exposition of what a Christian worldview
entails, we firstly have to explain the nature, structure and functions of
a worldview in general in the next chapter.
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Chapter 3

THE NATURE, STRUCTURE AND FUNCTIONS OF A
WORLDVIEW

The previous chapter identified the crisis that Africa experiences as
essentially a worldview crisis. But what exactly is a worldview? If we
do not have a clear idea of what a worldview entails, we will not really
be able to plumb the crisis of our continent. The aim of this chapter is
to provide an answer to this important question.

3.1 INTRODUCTION: WORD AND DEFINITION

Ideas give birth to deeds. Conversely, we may say that deeds have
"fathers". Thoughts or ideas or convictions precede actions. How we
think, determines what we do and how we live. For that reason it is
important to know what a person or a group is thinking. This will
enable us to understand their deeds more fully.

Apart from the content (what a group or person might think), it is also
important to know how the thought process works: what can be said
about the nature, the structure, the functions of the framework of ideas
which have such a decisive influence our actions.

Many words have been used to describe such a framework: life
perspective, confessional vision, life convictions, lifeview, world-and-
life view, worldview, philosophy of life, philosophy, system of values,
the whole of a person's ideas and principles or (in the case of Marxism)
ideology. Personally I prefer the word worldview.

There are about as many definitions of what a worldview is as there are
philosophers. I am not going to pay attention to all of them. Instead, by
way of introduction, I will offer my own preliminary description of a
worldview: :

A worldview is an integrated, interpretive set of confessional

perspectives on reality which underlies, shapes, motivates and gives
direction and meaning to human activity.
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Let us now look at the nature (traits), structure and functions (role) of a
worldview.

3.2 THE NATURE OF A WORLDVIEW
The ten most important characteristics are the following:

* It is all-encompassing. The term worldview implies that it
encompasses the whole of man's life. An appropriate word to describe
it therefore is cosmoscope.

Although the word worldview does not make this clear explicitly, a
worldview always includes a specific concept of a god and some
conception concerning normativity. This may be the true God and his
ordinances, or something in creation that is idolised, which then gives
rise to normativity. The totality perspective of a worldview therefore
includes three main elements: a concept of God (or another absolute), a
view of creation and a perspective on the guidelines for human action
in the world.

* It is a mode of looking or seeing. Think of the very word worldview.
It is a mode of looking at the world, a perspective, a viewpoint. The
primary concern, of course, is not with what is seen, but with the result
of the viewing. In terms of an image, then, a worldview is the lens, the
spectacles, the window through which we view reality. The glasses can
be variously tinted: there are a large variety of worldviews, for nobody
looks at reality "neutrally”.

* It guides and orients us in our understanding of the world. A
worldview does not create the world of reality, but only directs us in
our understanding of it and our life in it. (This distinction is important,
as will emerge later, because it saves us from relativism: so many
worldviews, so many worlds!) In order to clarify this guiding and
orientating function of a worldview, we can compare it with a road
map: a worldview is a "map" which helps us to determine where we
find ourselves, and how we should determine our route through life.

* It reveals a unity. This means that a worldview is not simply a

random collection of ideas. It is a framework or a system of convictions
which cohere in an orderly fashion in a pattern, and which reveal an
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inner interdependence and consistency. (We can, of course, distinguish
different "levels" in a worldview, and some elements of a worldview
are more central and important than others.)

* It is both descriptive and prescriptive. A worldview is not only an
image of the world (and life in it), it is also a blueprint for life in the
world. It not only (descriptively) tells us what the world is (what you
can see), but also (prescriptively) tells us how the world should be
(what you should see). A worldview therefore has both a factual and a
normative side. It also provides standards according to which a
distinction can be made between good and evil, right and wrong, ugly
and beautiful, order and disorder. In this regard one could compare a
worldview with the compass or rudder of a ship, because it indicates
direction.

* It requires full commitment. If a person or a community is unable to
give full commitment to a worldview, this worldview, even if it is very
healthy, cannot take on shape and form in a concrete way of life. In
contrast to this, total surrender means satisfaction, inner joy and peace.
Surrender in this sense means more than merely emotional
commitment.

* It is typically human. All people have a worldview, a view of life.
Not that all people are aware of it. Most people live instinctively, from
an intuitive frame of reference or frame of mind. In times of crisis this
fact emerges more clearly. It also goes without saying that not even all
individuals who are aware of their preconceptions hold to an equally
clearly worked-out and systematised worldview. (Especially
philosophers are people who reflect consciously and systematically
about worldviews.) It should also be mentioned that a specific
worldview is adhered to individually, but more often collectively. As a
rule worldviews come into being within specific communities.

* It is pre-scientific. This trait is linked to the previous one, viz. that it
is typically human. Not all human beings are scientists or scholars.
Worldviews should therefore not be confused with sciences or
disciplines such as Philosophy or Theology, something which does
indeed sometimes happen, seeing that they are pre-theoretical. Pre-
scientific does not mean unscientific. Worldview and science are two
ways of knowing. Each has its own right to existence. Worldview is
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common sense, and not academic knowledge. (See chapter 15, section
15.2 for a detailed discussion of the difference between scientific and
pre-scientific knowledge.)

The pre-scientific nature of such a worldview also means that the
validity, truth or falsity, goodness or weakness of a worldview cannot
be proven by way of logical or scientific argumentation. The opposite
is rather true: The religious convictions of a worldview influence and
even determine one's scientific arguments. Stated differently: one
argues from the basis of a worldview, and not rowards it.

* It is a deeply-rooted source of action. We have already seen that a
worldview is not only descriptive but also prescriptive. A worldview is
also a vision of how the world should be changed. It therefore contains
transformative power. It stresses man's calling in the world, his
responsibility. For this reason I prefer the word worldview [wéreldvisie
in Afrikaans] to reflection on the world [Afrikaans: wéreldbeskouing).
Reflection makes one think too much of a kind of speculative
contemplation - which does not fit in with the pre-theoretical character
of a worldview. In worldviews the emphasis falls rather on active
persuasion.

* It is a definitive image of reality, and yet fallible. For the adherents
of a worldview it is the truth. And yet it has to remain open as a result
of all the errors of human subjectivity. We are dealing here with a
seeming contradiction: On the one hand we are obliged to confess the
truth of our vision of reality, and to live accordingly. On the other
hand we cannot canonise it as the only truth, because it is a human
construct, full of weaknesses. It should therefore continually be refined,
revised and further developed.

This discussion of the nature of a worldview brings us to the structure
of a worldview, a point which we will explore further under the next
heading. What has been said so far about these ten traits has hopefully
enabled us to obtain a better grip on the sometimes slippery
phenomenon which we call worldview.
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3.3 THE STRUCTURE OF A WORLDVIEW

In dealing with this issue, we have to keep in mind that in reality a
worldview is far more complex than our description of it. We
distinguish and separate facets of a worldview, and then put them
together again in accordance with our own "model” - while in reality it
never exists in such abstracted and dismantled form.

Somebody could say, for example, that our way of looking at a
worldview still does not escape the age-old dualism of "doctrine and
life", "faith and action". And for that reason we still lack a solution for
the familiar struggle between orthodoxy (believing in the right things)
and orthopraxis (doing the right things).

To my mind this is a false dilemma: doctrine and life, orthodoxy and
orthopraxis, are indivisibly linked. For that reason it is wrong to put
the emphasis on the one at the expense of the other. (Earlier there was
greater emphasis on orthodoxy; today it has shifted to orthopraxis.)
Worldview and one's actions in the world are in reality indivisibly
linked. In this chapter, however, we are involved in a study of the
structure of a worldview, which should make it obvious that we cannot
here look extensively at man's actions in the world - the result of his
worldview.

The following five facets of a woridview will now be discussed: its
formation, position, authority, criteria and crises.

* A large number of factors play a role in the formation of a
worldview.

By way of introduction it should be stated that a worldview is born not
only of religious convictions. (Note that all people believe - it is only
the direction of their faith that differs.) A large number of factors play
a role in its development.

The formation of a worldview occurs through factors other than merely
faith situated within the adherent of such a view, such as his/her
emotional life, personality type, intellectual development, sex, etc.
Factors outside the adherent of such a view also play a role, such as
education by parents, school, college, etc., influence of friends and
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peers, the prevailing socio-politico-economic-cultural conditions and so
forth. One should therefore take into account a multi-dimensional
network of influences in looking at the formation of a worldview.

* A worldview is the bridge or link between faith and man's life in the
world.

In anyone's life (whether he believes in the true God or in a surrogate
idol) faith plays an important role. Faith has a directional force. It aims
to be concretized in one's life. As I see it, worldview is the link or
channel between the deepest religious convictions of a person and his
life in day to day reality.

In this regard the image of the lens as medium between man's faith and
the actual conduct of his life mentioned earlier, could be used again.
Perhaps a more applicable image would be that of a prism which breaks
up the white light of faith into all the colours of the rainbow: the
deepest religious convictions are broadened, spelled out clearly, made
applicable and relevant in various spheres of life.

The primary direction is therefore from faith towards life in practice.
Man forms a worldview (4) in keeping with his faith (3) and then seeks
to shape the world (5) in accordance with his worldview. It is a vision
of faith for life.

There is also, however, a second, inverse direction. Man also forms his
worldview (4) dccording to his life experiences (5) and then shapes his
faith (3) according to this worldview. In this case one can then speak of
a vision of life for faith.
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Explanation of diagram

1 = God 2 = Revelation 3 = Faith
4 = Worldview 5 = Reality

This second direction (from 5 to 4 to 3) and the resultant interaction is
very important, though it is often overlooked or even denied. A
worldview (4) is not only the bridge between faith (3) and the wider
life (5), it is simultaneously the medium through which our daily
experience (5) can either confirm our faith (3) or question and correct
it. The bridge therefore carries two-way traffic!

* Both absolutism and relativism give a twisted image of what a
worldview is

We have already mentioned that a worldview is at one and the same
time a definite and yet a fallible image of reality. This problem now
calls for further attention in conjunction with the bridging character of
a worldview discussed above.

Some people (especially the older, more rationalistically inclined) tend
to fall into absolutism (or dogmatism). They tend to canonise their
worldviews. Others (especially the present, more . irrationalistically
oriented ones) tend to fall prey to relativism (or pluralism) because they
tend towards minimising the phenomenon of a worldview.

The first group believe that their worldview is definite, infallible, the
final blueprint. Is it not true, after all, that it is based on (in the case of
a Christian worldview) God's infallible revelation (2)? The second
group, in contrast, stress the subjective-human character, the contextual
situation and ongoing change in the course of the history of a specific
worldview. In extreme form they adhere to the idea of "so many views,
so many worlds".

Thus: absolute certainty - or no certainty!
This, however, is a false dilemma. The one tends to look at worldviews
only from the security of faith (3) and therefore absolutises it. The

other takes the point of view of the varying concrete life situations (5)
and seeks to relativise worldviews.
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Both views, however, reveal aspects of the truth, We have to agree
with the absolutists that a worldview has no value if people are not
convinced of its truth. And we have to agree with the relativists that a
worldview can be very dangerous when it is over-estimated.
Absolutisation leads to difficulties in a changing world - especially one
which develops as rapidly as the world of the twentieth century. A
healthy, balanced worldview will always be an open worldview - one
which is amenable to testing, questioning, refining and even
overturning by the concrete circumstances of life. Absolutisation
implies, on the contrary, stagnation and fossilisation.

Keepmg in mind the two-way traffic’' outlined above, we will realize
that in the case of a fossilised worldview it is not only growing insight
into reality which is blocked but also growth of faith. In such a case we
cannot say that the worldview is any longer playing the role of
transparent glasses, but that the glasses have become opaque or painted.

In such a case a worldview has degenerated into an ideology. An
ideology is a petrified, hardened worldview which has no interest any
longer in reality or what it looks like, but only wishes to impose its
preconceived ideas on reality. (Cf. chapter 12, section 12.3.) The two-
way traffic which is so important when dealing with a worldview has
thus been replaced by a one-way traffic moving only from faith towards
reality. By means of all kinds of rationalisations such an ideology can
keep on existing for a long time until the realities of life become so
overwhelming that the opposite road from reality (5) to faith (3)
violently forces its way through.

With this we have arrived at the following two facets: in the first place
what the criterion is for a good or true worldview, and in the second
place how a worldview is thrust mto a crisis, and how this crisis can be
resolved.

* Criteria for a reliable worldview
Living in a world replete with contradictory worldviews and

worldviews which have degenerated into ideologies, how can we know
which one is true and reliable?
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I believe that this issue cannot be resolved at the level of logic, reason
or science (cf. what has already been said in this regard earlier). The
following ideas are therefore not final rational criteria but simply aids
or pointers.

8 In the first place the already-mentioned reciprocation is important.
Does reality (5) accord with the way my faith (3) and therefore
worldview (4) views it? And the converse: are my faith and worldview
in accord with the realities in which I live? Do they make sense? Are
they in conflict? Although this may seem like a circular argument, it is
a touchstone.

= In the second place the directions in which various worldviews are
inclined to steer life, tend to be different. We cannot escape the fact,
however, that although we may interpret the realities of life differently,
we all have to make do with the same structures of reality, and we are
all bound to them.

God's law orders, structures and maintains creation. Inversely, creation
is a response to this order. The worldviews which we accept are in turn
responses to this response. That is, they have a second degree
normativity. One's worldview is a result of the ongoing testing of the
explicatory potential of one's convictions or accepted norms. As a
result of its grounding in the creational order, a worldview is neither
rationalistic nor irrationalistic. Order is not merely a reasonable or
unreasonable matter. Orderliness and reasonableness are indeed related.
But they are also very different. The order of creation includes more
than rationality! )

To the extent that a worldview succeeds in correctly understanding this
universal order, it will render to its adherents a sense of security and
safety. In spite of what is said by modern irrationalist relativism,
worldviews are not the product of mere imagination or subjective
whimsy. Each worldview ties in to something beyond subjectivity,
historicity and relativity. In spite of all the possible distortions of the
mirror (worldview) there is still a life order which it tries to reflect.
(This does not mean that we accept the opposite viewpoint of the
absolutists, viz. that a worldview can perfectly reflect God's order, so
that we can consider God's laws and our understanding of them to be
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on the same level.) The test for each worldview is therefore: does it
reflect this order correctly and fully?

On the basis of this we can say to the rationalist: There is no rational
way to finally convince someone who holds to a different worldview.
And over against the irrationalist we maintain that we are not delivered
into the hands of the relativity of subjective human choices. Neither of
the two positions is true.

s In the third place we can apply the criterion of utility or value.
Utility as a criterion is not wrong as such, but it is wrong when - as in
modern pragmatism - it becomes the highest criterion. We may
therefore ask questions such as the following: Is it a positive
worldview? Does it promote man's life or does it suppress it or even
destroy it? (Even if it is only the lives of some, as was the case under
an apartheid regime!) Does it bring healing, wholeness, freedom, and
peace?

® A final, fourth indication of the correctness of a worldview is the
following. So far all the questions have been addressed from one
viewpoint: the realities of life (no. 5 in the above diagram). In the final
instance, however, one must fall back on one's faith (3), which in turn
is based on revelation from outside oneself (2). In the case of the
Christian faith the Source of the revelation is extra-cosmic. It is God
(1), Who reveals his will for our lives in creation, in Scripture and in
Christ.

At this point you will understand that I myself must make a choice. For
me all unbiblical faiths are of necessity false and all other revelations
nothing other than pseudo-revelations. Yet I cannot deny their existence
or the right of some to trust in them.

Surrender is not an option but a given. Our choice is therefore not
between having a worldview or not having one. Religious surrender -
therefore also commitment to a worldview - is simply part of
everyone's existence. Some people may refuse to acknowledge this
openly. They think it impinges upon their dignity and freedom. But that
does not change the way things are.

* The relationship between a Christian worldview and the Bible
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It is important to realise that in the reciprocation between faith (3) and
revelation (2), worldview (4) is not to be eliminated. Modern
hermeneutics, in which attention is diverted from the text towards the
interpreter of the text, has indicated very clearly that presuppositionless
or "neutral” exegesis is not possible. One does not read or listen in a
“pure" or "innocent" way.

This is true of the ordinary believer and to an even greater extent of the
scientific theologian. It is not difficult to indicate how different
exegetes and theologians have, throughout history, read the Scriptures
in accordance with specific philosophical categories- which were
fashionable in their day. Thomas Aquinas used Aristotle, Bultmann
preferred Heidegger, and the so-called pure, presuppositionless
approach to Scripture clearly reveals the influence of the rabula rasa
philosophy of John Locke and his followers.

The question is therefore not whether certain presuppositions (in the
case of scholarly exegesis the prescientific worldview presuppositions
acquire the character of scientific philosophy) may play a role in our
exegesis, but rather what kind of presuppositions. In the case of
Christian theology we will therefore prefer Christian (that is, Bible-
Jriendly instead of Biblically alien) philosophical categories.

The reader is therefore creatively involved in the reading process. We
always use some kind of glasses through which we read the Bible.
History offers many such "spectacles”: dogmatist, moralist, political,
psychological, historico-critical and many more.

Should one not simply want to read one's own presuppositions into the
text (eisegesis) and then again extract them from the text (exegesis), one
has to try and find one's presuppositions (worldview) from Scripture
itself. Stated in terms of an image: your reading glasses have to be
polished by Scripture.

This of course implies a circle: You continually attempt to understand
Scripture better in the light of your pre-understanding of Scripture!
However, no-one can escape from this. The issue is not whether we
wish to be taken up into this hermeneutic circle, but within what
hermeneutic circle we will work: one in which we use Biblically-alien
spectacles, or one which uses Biblically-faithful ones? For that reason
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one could rather use the image of a spiral than of a (vicious) circle:
there has to be progress in the dialogue between worldview (4) and
revelation (2) via faith (3). The believer questions God's revelation.
The Bible responds to this. The answers are of such a nature that they
question faith, change it, renew it. In the subsequent round of dialogue
the questions from the believer directed at the Bible text will therefore
be slightly different and so too the answers given by the text. In the
ongoing dialogue faith (3) and worldview (4) are constantly renewed
and brought closer to God's will for mankind.

Reliable exegesis therefore does not take place when we try to hide our
pre-understanding or worldview, but precisely when we are aware of it.
Then only is it possible to have an open and frank "discussion" rather
than a pretended discussion between one's faith and the Bible.

The Christian worldview should therefore not only be subjected to
scrutiny through the daily reality in which we live (5), but especially
through the Bible (2). The route which we should therefore travel is
from our worldview (4) back to Scripture (2) and from Scripture back
to a more purified and even clearer worldview.

We should be very careful, however, and listen long enough to God's
revelation before too quickly grabbing at a system. Do not
misunderstand me. A doctrine or a system, such as the Christian
worldview is not wrong, but a closed dogma can be very dangerous. A
human system may never be closed off, but should always remain open
to correction. The Bible may not be simply a midwife to the birth of a
worldview while it further functions and matures independently. No,
there should be living, ongoing dialogue with God through his Word.

If this does not happen, then we may think all too easily that our type
of Christian worldview, philosophy or theology is not simply an
embodiment of Christianity, but the Christian system, the purest, least
contaminated and most powerful revelation of Christianity! In such a
case the danger is great that our worldview will become the norm
instead of Scripture serving as its norm. Then a worldview (4) becomes
an idol standing between the believer (3) and God (1) and his revelation

Q).
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Here we again encounter the danger of absolutism or dogmatism. In
this case the Bible becomes the prisoner of man's worldview-
engendered prejudices. By rejecting this I do not plead for some or
other form of relativist pluralism. Because that too is determined by a
worldview (the only thing that is fixed, is that nothing is fixed or
certain - except my presupposition that nothing is firm and certain!) the
same lot affects the Bible: it becomes the prisoner of subjective human
presuppositions.

God's Word and his Spirit continually have to remove the blinkers
from our eyes and wash the wax from our ears, so that we can see and
hear what we have to see and hear, and not what we want ro see and
hear!

* Crises and their solutions

In chapter 2 we have extensively dealt with the worldview crisis in
Africa. We will therefore not mention other examples of worldview
crises again - as long as we keep in mind that such crises are not only
characteristic of Africa. The important question at the moment is when
does a worldview get into a crisis, or what are the reasons for such a
crisis? There are mainly three reasons and all of them are also
applicable to the African situation.

A worldview ends in crisis when it is (1) threatened by another,
stronger worldview (stronger because of money, technology, weapons,
etc.); (2) if the worldview that is held does not accord any longer with
the changed realities of life. These are in actual fact the two most
important reasons: a worldview hostile towards one's own worldview,
or a changed socio-politico-economic environment. In both cases one's
worldview becomes obsolete or irrelevant due to one's environment. (3)
A third reason is situated in the adherents of a worldview themselves
(which in itself might of course also be a result of the first two
reasons), namely half-hearted allegiance instead of full surrender and
commitment to their worldview.

When a worldview is in a crisis, there are only two possible reactions:
either one sticks to one's worldview, or one changes it.
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In the case of the first response, the adherents sink ever more deeply
into the beaten track of their worldview and accordingly refuse to
acknowledge the facts of reality which are in conflict with it. (A clear
example of this is to be found in certain conservative rightwing white
groups in South Africa who even today want to retain the old apartheid
ideology.) This, of course, creates enormous tension, as already
indicated earlier with regard to Africa. If the traffic across the bridge
(cf. diagram above) cannot flow any longer, man becomes vulnerable.
No man can keep on living in uncertainty. If one's spiritual home
(worldview) threatens to collapse, it causes existential anxiety which
can assume vast proportions. Life becomes very difficult once its firm
foundations are gone. It should be kept in mind that (cf. explanation
above again) a worldview crisis also implies a crisis of faith: one's faith
ceases to make sense in one's everyday life.

The normal run of events in such a case is that the messages emanating
from the realities of life become so overpowering that the road across
the bridge is simply forced open - and the old worldview is rejected.
(An example of this in South Africa can be seen among the more
"verligte" whites who since 2 February 1990 started to reject their old
apartheid ideology.)

Once the old worldview is called into question, certain steps follow: (1)
The lens of the worldview is directed anew towards the realities of the
environment, so that the worldview may try once again to make sense
of it. The old worldview is then (2) either revised, or (3) a wholly new
worldview is accepted which can interpret the circumstances more
fully.

The moral of the story is therefore that it is far better to hold an open
worldview right from the beginning, rather than a closed one, which
can only be broken and forced open by a crisis in order to bring a
person to new insights.

Closed worldviews are usually strongly traditionalist, do not show an
awareness of alternatives, believe in the sacredness of their convictions,
and have an abnormal fear of threats to their viewpoints. In contrast, an
open worldview is characterised by less stress on tradition, a greater
awareness and acknowledgement of other possibilities. Its adherents do
not enshrine their own insights (a healthy awareness of relativity) and
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also are not so negatively obsessed with everything that is considered
foreign or alien.

This section on crises in worldview started with a reference to Africa.
What is the case in the West? It does not look any better there. For
many the changes have been so extensive, so fundamental and so fast
that their worldviews could not keep pace. They were lost along the
way, as they could no longer make sense of a rapidly changing life. For
this reason many contemporary Westerners do not wish any longer to
take a stand.

Such an attitude of seeming to hold to no worldview evokes as much
uncertainty as when a worldview has become outdated. It means
indecisiveness, passivity, spiritual paralysis and even chaos. Often it is
propagated, however, under the false cover of "tolerance". »

Rather then going into the question of how one lives without a
worldview (which is probably impossible - one or the other concealed
worldview always sneaks in by way of the back door), let us in
conclusion try to indicate what the person who does adhere to one
looks like.

3.4 THE FUNCTIONS OF A WORLDVIEW

This section is in a certain sense the result of the preceding, and is
therefore a brief resumé. For this reason some measure of repetition
cannot be eliminated, and it will therefore be brief.

We can look at the role or meaning of a worldview from the
perspective of the two poles outlined in the above diagram, viz. faith
(3) and the conduct of lite (5). We do this very briefly to concentrate
on the meaning of a worldview for its adherents. In chapter 2 we
suggested that there is a link between worldview and human identity.
Now we can explain what we had in mind.

Seen from the perspective of faith (3) a worldview fulfils the following

function: it offers a foundation for life in a final certainty (God or an
idol, something of creation elevated to a final certainty).
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Seen from the perspective of the realities of life (5), it has the following
role: it invites and insists on purposeful "incarnation" or concretisation
in everyday life. It makes our confession of a final certainty meaningful
or relevant for everyday life in its multifarious variety.

For its proponents a worldview which is adhered to with commitment
means the following:

It provides interpretive keys to an understanding of reality and
of man himself.

It integrates (makes a unity of) and structures, human
experience.

In this way it gives meaning to human existence.

As a normative framework it enables man to make choices
based on principle and to act according to a specific pattern.

As active conviction it motivates man towards an awareness of
a calling (vocation) and a responsibility to make a better place
of the world.

It is very important in the formation of a personal identity and
integrity.

It releases deep emotions in people and also offers great
stablhty, because it supplies a sense of security, satisfaction,
inner peace and joy.

It is usually embodied in symbols which have a motivating,
inspiring and cohesive force for a specific group or commumty

It has diagnostic value in the sense that it dlstlngulshes frlend
from enemy. Especially in threatening situations the "enemy"
plays an important role.

Should a worldview get into a crisis its proponents are shaken
to the depths of their beings.
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From these ten points it emerges clearly that a positive worldview plays
a cardinal role in the moulding of individuals and societies. But a
faulty, negative (anti-this and anti-that), unbalanced, life-denying and
destructive worldview breaks man down. The former promotes and the
latter hinders spiritual growth.

A few examples to illustrate this statement would be the following. A
materialist worldview can never promote human dignity, because man
is more than his body and his possessions. A healthy human society can
also not be built on an individualist worldview according to which the
individual and his needs has the absolute priority. Neither can it be
built on a totalitarian worldview when the state acts as a giant octopus
dominating within its bureaucratic tentacles every sphere of life.

Because a Christian worldview regards man as the image of God, it can
contribute immensely towards human dignity. A Christian worldview
also emphasises love and brotherhood between human beings. It
furthermore believes that societal relationships like marriage and family
life are not the inventions of man so that he may fashion them
according to his own whims and wishes, but they are institutions of
God Himself. A Christian worldview also asks for the careful
management of natural resources - the basis for the survival of future
generations.

*
*
*

We have explained now what a worldview looks like. The next step
should be to give an exposition of a Christian worldview. A brief
definition of a Christian worldview could be that it is a worldview
based upon or founded in God's revelation. Before we arrive at the
chapter on a Christian worldview, we therefore need a chapter on
revelation. What exactly is divine revelation? Is it only the Bible or
does it include more? How can we understand it correctly and how
should we apply it in our thinking and acting? These are a few of the
important questions to be answered in the next chapter.
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Chapter 4

GOD'S REVELATION: THE FOUNDATION OF A
CHRISTIAN WORLDVIEW

One of the biggest problems that we as secularised modern people
struggle with is that we do not any longer experience God as being
close and his revelation as being real. We as Christians also did not
escape the vortex of modern man's secularisation of the world. We
often live in a closed-off, dumb creation.

Do we really realize how truly wonderful our God, the God of the
Bible is? He is not a hidden God. He is not a silent God. He is with us.
He reveals Himself - in the whole of creation. He speaks to us, each
and every moment. We do not live in a silent, speechless creation!

But what exactly is God's revelation? What does He reveal to us? How
can we understand His revelation correctly? The answers to these
questions are of the utmost importance to all Christians, but especially
to those who wish to build the whole of their worldview on the
revelation of God. Truly one of the most fundamental issues for the
whole of Christian life and for each individual Christian is at stake
here!

4.1 INTRODUCTION: FUNDAMENTAL QUESTIONS

Examples of basic questions which will be asked include the following:

= What is the exact nature of the relationship between God and
His creation? (If we do not have clarity on this point, it will
also be impossible to talk meaningfully about God's revelation

in and through His creation.)

| What exactly is revelation? Why is it so crucial that God should
reveal Himself to us?

u Can we speak of different "kinds" of revelation, for example, a
general and a special revelation?
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In what does God reveal Himself?
What does God reveal to us?
What is the response of sinful man to God's revelation?

Is it possible to know God's revelation correctly?

I would like to offer my ideas in the form of twelve theses with a fairly
detailed explanation of each thesis. The following diagram may also be
helptul in explaining my viewpoint.

Revealer: God Triune
l . Activity of revelation

Result of revelatory activity

— " Response to revelation

That through which God reveals
and the receiver of revelation:
creation with man as the apex

(2,3 and 4 should be distinguished
but not separated)

4.2 TWELVE THESES ABOUT GOD"S REVELATION

Each thesis contains first a negative side which rejects a current idea
about God's revelation, and second a positive side, in which my own
view emerges. I want to emphasise that these theses are provisional and
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are aimed at eliciting discussion. I am searching for greater clarity! My
own pilgrimage developed from (1) the older concept of a two-fold
revelation (general and special) to (2) the idea of a three-fold revelation
(in creation, in Scripture, and in Christ) and finally (3) the view which
will be presented in the following theses.

4.2.1 If we want to understand God's revelation properly, we have
to reject the unbiblical concept of a distant, hidden God and accept
as a starting point the Biblical perspective of a God who is close to
His creation, revealing Himself through creation

A worldview that sees God as a far away, transcendent Being (as is the
case in traditional African religion and also in some Western
philosophies and even theologies) will have difficulty to accept Him as
a revealing God.

Of course this does not mean that we do not distinguish between God
and his creation. God and creation should neither be confused nor
separated! Tt is possible to distinguish between God and creation, but it
is not permitted to separate them. (See chapter 6, section 6.3.) In the
light of this we should also be careful how we speak about God's
revelation. It is not creation itself which reveals God, but God who
reveals Himself through creation. To put this in a different way: Only
because God reveals Himself through and in creation, can creation be
revelation of God, and not because creation itself is God or divine (as
in pantheism).

This thesis, however, wants to draw attention especially to the fact that
God is close to his creation. Theologians would call it God's
immanence. However, I do not like the word very much, because it is
closely related to a very unfruitful debate: Is God immanent (in his
creation) or transcendent (above creation) or perhaps simultaneously
immanent and transcendent? Could we not simply say: God is God (not
a creature) and at the same time close to his creation? His difference
from creation does not imply a distance trom creation!

We do tend so easily to think of God as Somebody far away. The
teacher enters the class-room affer talking to God. The sportsman/-
woman runs onto the field after praying to God - instead of inviting
God to the classroom itself and welcoming Him onto the track. The
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old farmer who used to say "We (meaning himself and God) are going
to plough today" lived much closer to his God.

After the fall we have been consistently building barricades behind
which we can hide ourselves - from God and our fellow men. This
began in paradise, when God had to "look for" Adam and Eve (Genesis
3:8,9). We try to project this hide-and-seek game onto God - He is now
the hidden one. God, however, does not hide Himself. We have to
learn, day by day, to open ourselves up to each other, so that we can
also be open to God's revelation.

Man has refined this hiding so well that he has even begun to use the
sciences (such as theology) and concepts (even the idea of revelation) as
barricades between himself and God. The Biblical way is very simple,
however: "Lord, here I am, please talk to me!"

In the final thesis (12) more extensive attention is paid to how man tries
to repress and replace God's revelation.

4.2.2 We cannot know God in Himself, but only in or through His
creation

Although God cannot be detached from His creation, or creation from
its God, theologians and philosophers have through the centuries
thought that they could know God as such, in His essence, detached
from creation. It is because of this that theology was often defined as
“(sacred) knowledge about God"! The result usually was some kind of
theo-ontology which held to the arrogant assumption that God's
"essence” can be plumbed.

God does not, however, reveal Himself outside His creation (in the
case of Scripture it is done by way of creaturely language and in the
case of Christ by way of becoming a human being), and we can
therefore never know God separately from, but only in and through, his
creation. For this reason we have to take God's creation seriously. If
we turn our backs on creation as is done in some schools of Christian
thought, then we are also turning our backs on God! As we have to
serve God in this world, and not outside it, so we also have to get to
know Him in this world. We need not - and also cannot - rise above it
in order to know Him.
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All creation is revelation - an eloquent, clear, unmistakable and visible
witness to God.

We therefore also do not need to relinquish the ordinary, natural means
through which we know, such as our intellect, senses and emotions (in
order to know God in some mystical dimension). The uniqueness of the -
God of the Bible is that He "enters into" His creation in order to be -
known. We as creatures do not need to climb up or out of our context.
He comes to us!

Actually it is wrong to maintain that God steps down to us. He is with
us. He does not need to come "down" just as we do not need to go
"up". God is, after all, not spatially bound (or bound in any other
way), as we creatures are. It is only because of the fact that we
creatures cannot think in any other way than spatially - also about God
- that we speak of God as being "up there" or "down here”. However
incredible it might seem to our intellect, God is omnipresent.

Usually Christians do not have a problem understanding how God
reveals Himself in nature, in Scripture and in Christ. But how is He
present in human culture and history? To help us in understanding that,
the following examples are given.

God's creational order might be taunted for a long time, but cannot be
set aside or destroyed. Slowly but surely, hardly noticeably but
irrevocably, it appears that His creational order cannot be negated or
repressed any longer. Those who have tried to do it are forced, by
God's destruction of the false order they have established, to change it.

Two recent examples of this are the downfall of the Soviet Union and
the elimination of the apartheid policy of South Africa. They could no
longer continue.

Communism had to go bankrupt and could not be sustained, because as
a totalitarian regime it mocked God's legal order in different spheres of
life. The apartheid ideology likewise was a totalitarian system which
sought to control every sphere of life to the exclusive advantage of a
small group (the whites). This suffocated all of life and dehumanised
people. Such systems and nations call down God's judgment on them
(cf. Jeremiah 2:19 and 6:19).
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Of course there are also all sorts of "direct" causes for the failure and
disintegration of communism and apartheid (for example, a rebellious
population, money-absorbing armament, economic boycotts, suffocating
regimentation of all aspects of life and many more), but in the final
instance it was God's creational order which won. His order therefore
exerts a protective, corrective and law-restorative force in history. It is
because of this that the powers of evil can never wholly and
permanently take over the world. In His own time God destroys the old
and renews the face of the earth (Psalm 104:30) - not only of nature,
but also of culture and of history.

In order to prevent misunderstandings, a few remarks have to be added
to these examples.

God's works (of which we have given some examples here) are not the
same as his revelation (the topic we are busy with) - although God does
reveal Himself through His works. Events such as these, therefore,
have to be interpreted very carefully.

The example of the collapse of communism in the USSR does not
necessarily imply that capitalism is good. Western secular capitalism is
just as bad. Actually we should ask the question why it has not also -
like communism - collapsed, because capitalism as little acknowledges
God's norms for the politico-economic sphere as does communism. It is
clear from the selfishness, corruption, crime, violence and moral
decline that God's wrath also rests on the whole of the Western world.
The West is already deeply in trouble and in an advanced state of
decadence. The fact that in one field (the economic) it is still
flourishing to some extent - at least in comparison with parts of the
world adhering to other ideologies - should not make us think that
everything is fine.

The fall of communism also does not necessarily imply that the
situation in the erstwhile USSR has improved - on the contrary! (Just as
the fact that the evil of apartheid is disappearing in South Africa does
not mean that there will be more justice in a future South Africa.) The
real tragedy of this situation is that the erstwhile communists are simply
exchanging one ideology (communism) for another (capitalism) and are
still not obeying God's creational order. They have, as it were, left one
sinking ship to clamber onto another about to founder on the rocks!
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4.2.3 God's revelation should not be divided into various
revelations, but it is a single, indivisible unity

In the Christian tradition theologians used to speak of two and even
three forms of revelation by God. Some divided God's revelation into a
"natural" revelation (in creation) and a "supernatural” revelation (in
Scripture). The first was supposed to be understood through "natural
reason", but the second only through grace (cf. next thesis). These two
revelations were regarded as more or less independent in spite of the
fact that the second one builds on the first.

Revelation, however, is a single, indivisible unity: the one revelation of
one God.

Does this not lead to a diminishing of the authority of Scripture? No,
because it is only from the teaching of Scripture that we see "nature” as
creation of God and therefore creation as revelation of God. Without
Scripture we will not be able to see the meaning of creation as
revelation. Scripture is therefore absolutely indispensable for our
understanding of the meaning of creation.

Because of the indivisible unity of God's revelation the obverse is also
true. Scripture is not only indispensable for our understanding of
creation, but Scripture can only be understood properly within the
context of creation. Scripture is not sent by God in a revelational
vacuum. We therefore have to read Scriptural revelation in the light of
creational revelation.

It is, however, not Scriptural and creational revelation which have to
correct each other. They are equally true and authoritative - the one,
unequivocal revelation of the one, unequivocal God. It is our
interpretation of Scripture that needs to be corrected through creational
revelation, and our interpretation of creational revelation that has to be
corrected by Scripture.

But, if our interpretation of Scripture depends on something outside
Scripture, does this not relativise Scripture? Is God's revelation not
subjected to another authority and therefore not authoritative any more?
This would be the case if creational revelation was a separate "natural”
revelation the meaning of which is accessible to the "natural" reason of
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fallen man. But according to the viewpoint of God's revelation as a
unity which is only understood in faith, exactly the opposite is the case:
it guards Scripture against all attempts to relativise its absolute, divine
authority.

It is a simple fact that we cannot understand Scripture in isolation from
our experience of ourselves and the world around us. Scripture
communicates through human words that are only intelligible through
their reference to the created order. When in Scripture we read about
various minerals, plants and animals, kings and slaves, men and
women, we know what these words mean. Not because Scripture
provides careful definitions of them all, but because they relate to our
experience of things in the reality to which we belong. For this reason,
if Scripture is read by people who lack the experience of some of these
things (Eskimo's will, for instance, not know all the plants and animals
mentioned in the Bible) they will only be able to understand it if their
experience is expanded, or if the words used by Scripture are explained
in detail.

Because there is such a close, inescapable reliance between the
experience of our world and our understanding of Scripture, it is of
crucial importance how we view creation.

If it is regarded as a self-sufficient world understood by autonomous
human reason, then our understanding of Scripture (in so far as it
depends on our experience of the world) is subject to the shifting,
uncertain interpretations and perceptions of man. When, however, we
recognise that our world is a creation of God, and as creation is His
revelation, we can base our understanding of Scripture on the firm
foundation of God's all-encompassing revelation. Of course we will
have to be open to be corrected by that revelation, but we know that
our faith rests on the sure revelation of God.

The indivisible unity of God's revelation becomes even clearer if we
also keep God's incarnated revelation in Christ in mind. The Word by
which creation came into being and is maintained, and the Word given
in Scripture, find their coherence in the one living Word who was in
the beginning with God and was God, and who became flesh and dwelt
with us (John 1:1,14). In the revelation of Himself in his Son, God
enlightens us about ourselves and our world, because nothing has
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meaning other than in the Son. In Him everything is created and
through Him all things are redeemed (Colossians 1:15-20). God's
revelation has its centre and focus in His Son, Jesus Christ.

But if we can know God only in and through His creation, if all
revelation (including that of Scripture - in human language, and Christ -
as a human being) is through creation (cf. thesis 2 above), if the whole
of creation is revelation, in which way is Scripture different, what
makes it unique?

Scriptural revelation, viewed in the context of revelation in general, is
indeed "special". Its uniqueness is to be found in (1) the character of its
message and (2) its unique function.

The reason why the Bible is unique is not because it is verbal and
written communication. The uniqueness of Scripture lies in the fact that
the contents of its communication (or its message) come from God. The
Bible is not merely a written record of words that God spoke, but it is
inspired by God Himself. This applies to all that the Scripture says and
not merely to its record of God's spoken words.

Scripture is also unique, in the second place, because of its special
function. It is the Word of God's covenant with mankind. It
communicates to us that human beings, already from before the fall,
have had a special covenant relationship with God. After the fall, it
becomes a covenant of grace and salvation. This we only know through
Scripture.

It is exactly for this reason that creational revelation will always be
insufficient without Scripture. Without God's covenant Word that tells
us who we are (His image, in His service), we would be lost and
wander through creation not knowing who we are, what the world is or
where we are going. This is the reason why God's creational revelation
has never been given without His word of covenant spoken to man. In
the very moment of His creation God spoke to man about His covenant
with man (Genesis 1:28; 2:16,17).

It is therefore wrong - a sin - to try tearing the unity of God's

revelation apart in order to turn creation into a self-sufficient revelation
from the covenant Word (Scripture). Scripture is indispensable, not
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merely for leading us to salvation in a life to’ come, but also for
understanding ourselves and this present world as the creation of God
reconciled in Christ. Without its teaching God's covenant with us, we
would not know ourselves as God's covenant partners in this world.

It is, however, an equally serious violation of the unity of God's
revelation to try and tear the Bible apart from its given context in
creation as reveiation. It is not possible to read it correctly in isolation
from the revelational context of creation in general.

4.2.4 The earlier distinction between "general" and "special" should
not be made applicable to God's revelation, because God's so-called
general revelation is also special or specific

As 1 have already indicated I used to accept the distinction between
God's general revelation (in nature and in history) as against His
special revelation (in the Bible). The word "general" was used in an
attempt to indicate the scope of creational revelation as against that of
Scripture limited to Israel in the Old Testament and the believers after
them.

= Apart from the fact that the word "special” indicates that Scripture
was directed at a specific group of people (the question naturally arises
as to whether Scripture is not today intended for all people), it also
indicates that it is a special revelation which makes use, for example,
of other means (for example, human language, prophecies, legal
prescriptions, etc.).

In reality the dual manner in which God reveals Himself does not
differ. In both cases He uses creation. Scripture as a Book is, after all,
a part of creation.

= My next problem with this earlier view is that the word "general"
creates the impression that God's creational revelation is rather vague
and not directed at specific people. Revelation, however, is never
general in this sense. It is always intimately personal, because one
Person is addressing another person. The voice of God comes to me
and to you! God involves Himself with each individual human being.
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The above-mentioned clearly emerges from the Bible, as can be seen
from the personal relationship which existed between God and biblical
figures. He spoke to them and they replied. In their reaction to His
revelation they praised Him, begged Him, even argued with Him.

But this also emerges from the many beautiful things which we are
discovering in cultures which did not know the Bible, for example,
traditional African culture - God has always been actively involved in
the lives of these people. They knew and adhered to certain basic
norms of life!

= A more important reason why I cannot accept this distinction is
because it is rooted in the unbiblical two-spheres doctrine, which
divides the whole of creation (even God's revelation) into a natural
(general) and supernatural (special) part (see next chapter). For this
reason a distinction is often made between natural revelation (in
creation) and supernatural revelation (in Scripture). However, God's
revelation in nature (or creation) is not something natural but divine.
Obversely, God's revelation in Scripture is also not supernatural but
natural, a part of creation, because it occurred in human language, was
put into writing and printed to become, as a book, part of our everyday
existence, to be read by everybody.

®= My subsequent point of criticism is this: the fact that God's
revelation was regarded in terms of the nature-grace (or natural-
supernatural) scheme led to the fact that the unity of His dual mode of
revelation was seldom respected in history.

More conservative (supranaturalistic) Christians tended to put all
emphasis on the "supernatural” Scriptural revelation, with the result
that the "natural” revelation in creation became practically superfluous.
It is a well-known fact that within reformed and evangelical circles
God's creational revelation has remained no more than an article in a
confession of faith (for example, in the Westminster Confession, the
Canons of Dordt and the Confessio Belgica). 1t was never (like the
doctrine on Scripture) worked out in more detail - except erroneously
in the form of a natural theology! (Could the reason for this be the
16th-century Reformation's one-sided emphasis on sola Scriptura?) The
result of this under-estimation of God's creational revelation has been
an over-estimation of His Scriptural revelation. Because they retained
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more or less only the Bible, they began to expect foo much of it, ana
regarded it as a sort of encyclopedia which had to provide answers to
practically any question.

Obversely (in contrast to the so-called fundamentalists) liberal
theologians so over-emphasised "general" revelation (or what they
understood it to be) that they began to question, relativise and even
make redundant Scriptural revelation. :

It is against such viewpoints that we should understand the reaction of
more conservative Christians to which we have just drawn attention.
However, because they started from the wrong presupposition of two
separate revelations (the one ‘"natural” and accessible to the
unregenerated, and the other "supernatural” and accessible only by faith
through grace), they could not solve the problem correctly. In their
attempt to safeguard the authority of Scripture, they had no other
option but to weaken the significance of "general" revelation. "Word of
God" becomes almost exclusively equated with Scripture and in the end
creational revelation is left with no significance except as a basis for
condemning the unbeliever! Their confession of the authority of
Scripture was thus preserved - at least in a formal sense - but it was at
a high cost: that of severing Scripture from the revelational context
within which God gave it.

We may distinguish between the different ways in which God reveals
Himself, but we are not allowed to separate them. A well-known
"nature Psalm", such as Psalm 19, also does not do this. It deals not
only with God's revelation in nature, but also with His teaching and
commandments (forah) and moves from the one to the other
effortlessly!

Therefore no one of the ways in which God reveals Himself is more
important than another. We cannot, for example, know His will by
only studying the Bible. Neither can we know it by studying creation
alone.

67



4.2.5 The more recent distinction between a three-fold revelation
(creational revelation, Scriptural revelation and incarnational
revelation in Christ) is not really useful, because in all three cases
God reveals Himself in creation

Initially (call this my second phase) I was very impressed with this
vision. Firstly, one has the worldless (non-lingual) creational
revelation; then the more easily understandable revelation in human
language (the Bible); and finally it becomes even more concrete in a
Man, a Person, Somebody who lived as we should really live (Christ).
Creational revelation would then be primary, while this original
revelation is, following the fall, "republished" in the Bible to enable us
to understand it better. With the aid of the "spectacles” of Scripture, we
are now capable of reading again the original creational revelation. We
can once again hear it clearly with the "hearing aid" of Scripture.

Upon closer reflection, this does not appear to be such a meaningful
suggestion, however.

® In the first place, we have already said that God always reveals
Himself in and never outside of creation. There is therefore practically
no sense in typifying revelation more closely as creational revelation,
as it can be nothing but creational! Scripture is part of creation, and the
incarnated Word was also part of creation.

= In the second place the danger exists that we (even though it might
not be our intention) can again fall back on the distinction of a
revelation which is creational and another revelation (that in Scripture
and in Christ) which is not, in other words, which is "supernatural”.
The unbiblical distinction of "natural-supernatural” is peering around
the corner again!

= In the third place a three-fold revelation dissects that which should
not be taken apart. The three ways of revelation are simply parts of the
whole of God's one activity of making Himself known to us.

It would therefore appear to me that it may be better to regard God's
revelation as one book with different chapters. Each chapter has a
specific place in the book and we cannot at will tear out one of the
chapters and regard it as a separate book. God's revelation in Scripture
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and in Christ are simply specific moments of His total revelation in ana
through his creation. In this way God's creational revelation is not
denied, but Scripture and incarnation become simply special moments
instead of separate revelations.

We are therefore neither allowed to isolate Scripture from creation
ordered through God's Word (as if Scripture is speaking in a vacuum);
nor isolate God's creational Word from Scripture (as it the meaning of
creation could be understood in isolation from Scripture); nor isolate
the (through the incarnated Word) redeemed believers as if the Spirit of
God which is in them would guide them in isolation from His creational
and Scriptural Word. It is only in this dynamic interaction that we can
really know God's revelation.

The image of water which is available in three forms - gas, liquid and
solid matter - is helpful to explain that, although the Word assumes
different forms, it is always the same Word of the same God.

& In the fourth place, in the a three-fold distinction of revelation the
impression is created that creational revelation would be more original
than Scriptural revelation. This is erroneous, because Scriptural
revelation did not begin the moment it was written down. Its special
character is that it is oral revelation. According to Genesis God first
speaks about His creatures and once man had been created, also with
man. He describes His relationship with man as a covenantal
relationship. (After the fall it became a covenant of grace, and His
Word became a redemptive Word.) Many parts of the Bible were
transmitted orally for a long time before being written down. The
Scriptural revelation is therefore as original as the creational revelation.

= In the fifth place a distinction into a three-fold revelation also creates
the impression that the Scriptural revelation would be clearer than the
creational revelation, because it has been given in words, as against the
wordless nature of God's creational revelation. This sounds very
rationalistic, however. There are many things in life which can be very
clear such as, for example, love or the message of a work of art, but
which are difficult to express in words! Furthermore, our fall into sin
does not only affect our understanding of God's revelation in creation,
but also of His Scriptural revelation. What is true, however, is that
God's Word (either in creation, or in Scripture) cannot be understood
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without the enlightenment of the Holy Spirit. Without the Spirit the
Word is hollow, empty and without strength. But without the Word our
lives are without direction. The reformed tradition tends to over-
emphasise Scripture and even to fall into Bibliolatry (idolatry of the
Bible) - at the expense of illumination by the Spirit. Charismatic groups
do the reverse: the Spirit is over-emphasised to the extent that it
becomes zealotry - at the expense of the Word.

= My final (sixth) remark only re-emphasises what I have already
mentioned in the previous two theses: We do have to read God's
creational revelation through the spectacles of Scripture. But the
obverse (which is mostly not mentioned) is that we also have to
understand God's Scriptural revelation in the light of creation.
Scripture, after all, is not a supernatural, super-creational book. It is
directed at us, as creatures in creation. How could it be possible to
understand it if we do not understand creation?

4.2.6 God's Revelation is not something static from the past, but is
dynamic and also occurs today

We tend too much to see God's revelation only as a record of historical
events. The reason is perhaps to be found in our one-sided association
of revelation with a book (the Bible). Revelation, however, not only
occurs in the past, and was not finalised 2 000 years ago with
Revelation 22:21. God still reveals Himself to every generation, to each
person - even today. Today we can still open the Bible, read it
prayerfully and - in spite of the totally different culture and language
within which it came into being - God can still speak to us clearly.

Because we associate revelation, especially in Scripture, with a specific
text or set of events written down in the past, we tend to see God's
revelation as something static. We identify His revelational activity
with the result of His revelation. Scripture itself, however, is a clear
example of how dynamic God's revelation has grown and developed
from Genesis to Revelation.

This thesis should not be misunderstood: We do not reject the doctrine

of a closed canon, in other words, that Scripture was completed with
Revelation 22:21. ’
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4.2.7 God does not reveal Himself only in special places, at certain
times and on special occasions, but in and through the whole of his
creation

We tend so much to think that we are closer to God - and God closer to
us - in special places and at certain times. This is also the reason why
we assume that His voice will be clearer in such places and on such
occasions than elsewhere. Examples of general misunderstandings in
this regard are: clearer at the communion table than at an ordinary
meal; clearer in a place of prayer than in a political meeting; clearer in
a cathedral than in the noise and hubbub of a city or factory; clearer on
a lonely mountain peak or beside a quiet stream than in a skyscraper or
a busy street; clearer in the green of Natal than in the harsh and dry
Karoo.

It is wrong to assume that one necessarily has to withdraw oneself from
everyday life or flee tp a quiet place, that God cannot be experienced in
the ordinary round of every day. Perhaps it would be possible to have a
quieter interaction with God in your bedroom, but it does not
necessarily mean that you are closer to God or God closer to you. This
view that God is closer to us or speaks to us more intimately in certain
places often goes along with an incorrect dualism between nature and
culture and a concomitant idealisation or romanticisation of nature, as
against culture. Culture as such is then regarded as evil. This very
popular view that we should be able to know God better in
"untrammeled nature" than in the "godless city" (culture) is, however,
totally wrong, revealing naivety and a very selective outlook.

One cannot only choose to see God in the beauty of a flower and shut
one's eyes to the droughts and other natural disasters, cruelty of
animals, etc. - things in nature which destroy nature. Nature also
threatens man - who is part of nature. We further have to keep in mind
that the majority of people today live in cities. Could they only be
happy once a year should they be fortunate enough to have a holiday in
nature? Is it not possible that God can speak to them among the
concrete canyons of the city or in the shacks of a squatter camp?

God Himself does not seem to regard a city negatively. Bear in mind

that His creation does begin in a garden (Eden) but ends in a city (the
new Jerusalem)!
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Of course God does not reveal Himself in the same way all over. In a
beautiful garden He probably reveals Himself in the wonderful care that
He accords creation. In a poor squatter camp with dirty, hungry
children He reveals Himself as the compassionate, caring God.
(Perhaps God has, subsequent to the fall, become even more intimately
connected with His creation than before. He mourns with the mourners,
suffers with those who suffer.) While studying one knows Him as the
One who illuminates one's mind, and at a party as Someone who shares
one's joy.

It is therefore also important that we should know God at different
times and in different places, otherwise our knowledge of Him will be
intolerably limited. Just as we ourselves do not know ourselves fully if
we have not yet experienced inspiration, joy, heartbreak, pain,
suffering and compassion, so we cannot know God it we have not met
Him in a variety of places and circumstances. A student who only sees
his lecturer in the classroom and not also on a hiking trip in the
mountains or with his family, does not know him at all!

4.2.8 God does not reveal Himself only in the good and the
beautiful, but also in the bad and the ugly

This thesis ties in with and extends the previous one. God also reveals
Himself where man has destroyed and spoilt and twisted creation. God
does not retreat from the ugly face of fallen creation.

What about God can we see in the ugly? I think we here have to
distinguish between God's curse and God's judgment.

God's curse on creation (Genesis 3:17-19) is valid for all our human
activities. Following the fall we cannot properly fulfil our cultural
mandate - even should we act in obedience - without the negative as a
result of God's curse also emerging. Instead of fertility we find
infertility. There will always be thorns, weeds, destruction,
exploitation, pollution, plagues, diseases, etc. This is to be expected!

As against His curse, God's judgments are sudden, unpredictable,
unexpected. Examples are wars and natural disasters. Such judgments
(the present drought in South Africa or the wave of violence) should
not be interpreted, however, as if the special group, nation or country
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affected should be more sinful than others. Luke 13:1-5 warns us
specifically against that. God's judgments are only signs - signs to the
whole world - to warn us that, should we not be converted, God's final
judgment will affect all of us.

The wonderful part of it, however is, that in God's judgments it is not
the judgments itself but the redemptive intention which is the primary
consideration. Even the intention of the final day of judgment is the
salvation of man, and this is true of all judgments. It is also true in the
case of individuals: Job is stripped of everything and is nearly
destroyed, to enable him to really know God. Paul receives a thorn in
the flesh which is essential for his salvation.

We are confronted here with very ditficult questions. For instance:
How do we know when something is God's judgment and when is it
simply the work of the devil - or even the result of our own sinfulness?
Can we not too easily read our own preconceived ideas into an event? I
may see the downfall of apartheid as God's judgement, but a member
of the white Conservative Party may regard it as the work of the devil!
To safeguard our interpretation of the Bible against such arbitrariness,
more or less generally accepted hermeneutic rules are available. Should
we have something similar to guide our interpretation of creational
revelation? Or is the only rule that we should always read God's
creational revelation in the light of the Scripture?

How does Satan fit into this picture? Unlike God, he cannot create
something new. He can only twist, abuse and destroy that which
already exists in creation. He succeeds in this in two ways: through
imitation and through concealment.

Contrary to God who reveals Himself, the devil is essentially somebody
who conceals himself. In the paradise already he disguised himself as a
snake. He can, of course, also appear in the guise of somebody very
attractive - such as a beautiful prostitute or the charming wife or
husband of “your neighbour. The Bible maintains that he can even
disguise himself as an angel! The devil prefers us not to recognise him,
such as when we go looking for him only in satanist cults or in the
New Age Movement and not in our own secular culture or even
church. He definitely does not present himself in the traditional horns
and ears!
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In the second place, and this goes with his concealment, Satan is a very
good imitator - of God as well - as Scripture testifies in many places.

As somebody in disguise, and as an imitator, the devil will most
definitely also simulate revelation. Together with his many spirits he
will attempt to seduce man. Even Christians will have to ask
themselves: "Am I now doing what God wants me to do, or am I
perhaps under the influence of Satan, obeying my own sinful
impulses?”

4.2.9 God does not only reveal Himself, but also important facts
concerning His creation as well as His relationship with creation

According to Romans 1:20 we can clearly see from God's works that
His power is eternal and that He is truly God. That He is truly God is
His most important revelation. Paul only mentions His power, but God
also reveals His justice, compassion, glory and many more.

The most important revelation about Himself is that He is truly God.
His most important revelation about creation is that it is fully creation:
at a given time it was called into existence by Him, it is upheld and
governed by Him. It is therefore totally dependent on Him. And He
guides it with a firm hand to the final destination of a re-creation.

From this emerges (as already indicated above) that God is not a God
who wishes to be seen in isolation from His creation - He is personally
involved in it - or obversely, that creation can exist independently of its
relationship with God.

It is sometimes suggested that creational revelation is of little practical
value because it is a revelation of the person of God and therefore tells
us nothing about creation itself or how we ought to live in creation.
The world in which we live is, however, so inseparably bound with
God that it cannot be known apart from Him. Knowing our world as
the revelation of God, is fundamental to knowing that world itself.
Creational revelation is not something added on to the natural meaning
of the cosmos or a mere dimension of our world. It is the very
fundamental meaning of that world.
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Thus far we have dealt more with God's revelation as such and have
not yet looked in depth at the question as to how man responds to it, or
how we can know God's revelation. The subsequent theses deal with
this issue.

The first important thesis is:

4.2.10 God's revelation and our knowledge of His revelation should
not be confused, but should be clearly distinguished

God's action is to reveal and our action is to know this revelation. The
former is divine and clear, and the latter is human and fallible. Divine
revelation is therefore not merely a question of human knowledge. And
human knowledge can never be absolute, that is, divine. Philosophers
perhaps tend to make the first mistake and theologians the latter.

Many Christians have not yet seriously questioned the assumption,
namely that human reason is unimpaired in its functioning. Therefore it
is presumed that, provided it works with the correct source of
information, reason will inevitably arrive at the correct conclusions.
The result is that human formulations arrived at by a rational
systematisation of Scripture becomes invested with the infallibility of
Scripture itself - since the source employed in arriving at these
formulations is undoubtedly infallible! Serious questioning of the
correctness of these (theological) formulations is ruled out. To do so is
seen as questioning the infallible Word itself. In spite of the intention to
honour the divine authority of Scripture in this way, it results in a
weakening of its authority because of the blurring of the distinction
between God's Word and our response or interpretation of it. If we
want to maintain in practice as well as in theory the full authority of
God's revelation, it is vital that we make a clear distinction between
Scripture which is from God, and interpretations of Scripture, which
are human. We should refuse to canonise any human interpretation!

Of course we have to use our senses in order to know God's revelation.

God's revelation, however, breaks info our senses, it is something
above, something more than our senses.
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The idea that we could fully master God's revelation or fully possess it,
therefore speaks of as much arrogance as if we should think that we
could fully plumb God.

The reasons why this is not possible are not to be sought in God's
revelation (for example, that it should be less than clear), but (1)
because God is not a human being and is therefore incomprehensible;
and (2) because our senses and intellect have also been affected by the
fall into sin.

4.2.11 God's revelation is not something abstract (like scientific
knowledge), but is concrete. Therefore his revelation is not in the
first place known in a cool-reasonable, abstract-intellectual way, but
the whole human being is involved

An example to illustrate this is Isaiah 28:23-29, in which it is told how
God gave the simple farmer the knowledge about when and how to
plough, when and what to sow, and how and when to harvest his crop.
The whole of the Book of Proverbs is filled with such practical
wisdom. And because God's revelation is directed at all people, we also
find this in the proverbs of all nations - also in those who had never
known Scripture.

In the Western tradition a strong tendency throughout the ages has been
to associate knowledge one-sidedly with theoretical and scientifically
abstract knowledge. It has therefore been regarded as the only means to
understand God's revelation. But worse: God's Scriptural revelation
itself was regarded, in the light of this, as a scientific textbook
consisting of logical propositions. One therefore had to deduce
intellectually certain rational principles from Scripture. However, if
Paul says that man can see (N.I.V.) God's divinity and power from His
works, he uses an unusual word combination in Greek which indicates
both mental perception (nooumena) and visual perception (kataratai).

There is a real danger that we view God's revelation, especially in
Scripture, as something directed primarily or even exclusively to the
intellect. According to Scripture, however, God's revelation is
addressed to us as human beings and not merely to one dimension or
function of our humanity. To reduce Scripture to a primarily
intellectual communication, is to limit Scripture in a way that Scripture
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itself does not authorise. Scripture is even more than communication: it
is the power (energeia) of God! (Hebrews 4:12).

The knowing ability by means of which we can understand God's
revelation is therefore more than just intellectual. It is a kind of
spiritual (in)sight. In order to be able to understand God's revelation,
one has to have the necessary sensitivity. Should we consider other
Scriptural passages here, the following emerge: Hebrews 5:14: insight
and experience, Colossians 1:10: insight and wisdom given by the
Spirit, Ephesians 1:18: illuminated spiritual eyes and Romans 12:2: a
renewed intellect.

Could we say that the prerequisite for knowing revelation is an open,
believing heart? An intimate experience - involving the whole of one's
being? I think that God's revelation addresses man fundamentally in the
core of his existence, his heart. And from this centre the whole of man
is involved - his intellect and his senses.

Perhaps intuition plays a role here as it does in many other fields, even
in science. Intuitive knowledge is immediate knowledge, it is not
knowledge obtained through a long and intricate process of reasoning.
One simply knows that it is so.

4.2.12 Human beings do not only respond positively, in obedience,
to God's revelation, but also negatively, in disobedience

In the Bible we find many examples of how people respond positively
in obedience to God's revelation. All these responses - even though
they are positive - are of secondary importance, however. God's
revelation is of primary importance. The most important thing is not to
ask (to mention an example): What can we learn from the history of
Abraham or Joseph, or how can they be examples to us? The most
important question is: What was God doing in the lives of Abraham
and Joseph and what does He want to tell us through that today?

We would, however, like to direct attention to what happens when one
responds negatively to God's revelation. Romans 1:18 says that such
people repress or push aside God's revelation. And in verse 25 it is
further said that the unbelievers exchange God's truth or replace it with
a lie.
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Scripture leaves no doubt that the common failure to perceive God's
creational revelation is the result of human sin and is not due to any
lack of clarity or sufficiency in God's revelation in creation.

This does not, of course, mean that unbelievers do not know anything,
or that we cannot learn anything from them. Should we go more
thoroughly into what repression and replacement entail, it would
become clear that God, in spite of their disobedience, keeps on talking
to such people - and not in vain, either.

* Repression

Pushing aside means to repress God's revelation, to thrust it out of
one's consciousness. According to psychologists repression is
something that occurs frequently in man, but it is such a rapid and
effective process that one is practically unaware of it. At the same
moment that man sees, he does not see any more. Because man now
veils in obscurity the truth about God, he never really comes to full
knowledge. This does not, however, absolve him of responsibility, for
in doing this he is committing unrighteousness and thus sin.

The enormous implication of this action of man is manifested in the
following three characteristics:

= Although this revelation remains repressed, man experiences a
certain lack of quietude, he remains tense and anxious. At the deepest
level he realizes that he is playing hide and seek with God, and that he
is not being honest with himself - even though he will never openly
acknowledge this. He does know, but does not want to know!

® The process of repression occurs ditferently in different people. For
some people it would appear as though they have been perfectly
successful in wholly repressing God's revelation, while for others it
would be much more difficult, or they would fail completely. They are
simply not capable of shifting the all-powerful force of God's revelation
from them, and therefore they remain tense and anxious.

®= What has been repressed has - remarkably - not disappeared

completely. It has not been destroyed or rooted out, but has only been
repressed.. However hard man tries to hide God's revelation in the
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deepest recesses of his consciousness, it remains alive. Much against
the will of man it remains vibrant, and it is not possible for man to get
rid of it effectively. Man, so to speak, goes around with a wound that
will not heal properly. He will never be able to shake off the
"crucified" truth. In an unguarded moment this truth leaps out of the
dark cellars of the heart and grabs one by the throat - something which
often happens during crisis situations. Compare for example the call
"My God!" uttered even by someone who maintains that he is a
complete unbeliever.

* Replacement

Replacement is the direct result of repression. The void which appears
as a direct result of the repression has to be filled, and for this reason
human beings then become fabrica idolatorum, factories of idols, as
Calvin mockingly called them. In paganism - old and modern - man
dreams up his own gods. Paganism is a dream, a frightening, never-
ending dream ... This also occurs unconsciously. Human beings reach
this point due to loneliness, need and fear. If man refuses to
acknowledge God, then only God's creation remains. Through an
idolisation of creatures instead of the Creator (cf. Romans 1:23, 25),
man now tries to fill this void.

Throughout the centuries man has been a creature needing to do filling-
up. He so urgently needed to fill all the gaps that in Athens he even
built an altar for the unknown god! (Acts 17:23.) One often gets the
impression that man has in our day become so deadly tired of replacing
the true God with substitute gods that he now prefer leaving the gaps
blank.

This is pretence, however. Modern secularist thinkers do confess that
they do not need God. But in reality, at the practical level, they still fill
the gap left by the rejection of the true God with surrogate gods.

A very serious effect of secularism is the lack of commitment among
many people. It is especially Western youth who are not encouraged to
live for an ideal or a faith. This leads to the aimlessness and
meaninglessness in their lives, with the concomitant awful results. (It
might be better to have a faith than no faith!) For this reason they may
easyly fall victim to a person, a group or a movement with strong
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beliefs about commitment to a greater and more important entity than
themselves.

Finally, a warning: It is not only unbelieving pagans who repress and
replace God's revelation. Christians are not immune - they only do it
with a pious face.

4.3 RECAPITULATION: LIGHT IN THE DARKNESS

In a nutshell, what T have been trying to say is that God is a close, a
revealing God. He speaks directly, concretely, clearly and personally to
every individual - today still. He does this in and through his creation
and not through supernatural means. He also does not do this at so-
called special times, places and events - it happens even in the midst of
that which man has corrupted and turned ugly. He also does it in may
different ways, of which one cannot be regarded as being more
important than the others. His revelation contains fundamental truths
about Himself, His creation and His relation to His creation of which
we would not otherwise have known. In knowing His revelation we are
involved. in the deepest of our total being. We have to be careful that
we do not repress and replace His authoritative revelation in
disobedience. And we also have to take care that we do not confuse our
fallible knowledge of His revelation with His infallible revelation.

We have perhaps progressed a few steps towards working out some
new perspectives on God's revelation. The struggle has meant a great
deal to me. I do hope that it might have brought some light to you.

Speaking of light: Perhaps the most wonderful thing that we can say of
God's revelation is that it is light. It is often contrasted with darkness
in the Bible. One does not need to go on a quest looking for light, nor
to try to discover it. It is clear and bright. All one needs to do is open
one's eyes. If we open the Bible, we shall see how it is drenched with
the fact that God is light and gives light.

s In the first place, God Himself is light (1 John 1:5). Psalm 104:2
says that He is surrounded with a mantle of light. Ezekiel (1:27) also
sees Him like this, and in the New Testament it is repeated that He
lives in an impenetrable light (1 Timothy 6:16).

80



® In the second instance God creates light. He does this at the
beginning of creation (cf. Genesis 1:3; also Isaiah 45:7), and
Revelation (21:23) ends with a wonderful city that needs no
illumination because the glory of God Himself will light it, and the
Lamb will be the lamp of this city. (Cf. also Isaiah 60:1: the powerful
presence of the Lord brings light.)

® In the third place Christ too is light. This is prophesied of Him
(Isaiah 9:1) and John (1:4-9) announces that the Light has finally come
to the world. He also testifies of Himself that He is light (John 8:12;
9:5; 12:46). "I am the bright Morning Star" (Revelation 22:16).

® In the fourth place God's Word is light. In this regard read Psalm
119:105 and 2 Peter 1:19.

® In the fifth place the believers have been called from darkness to the
light (1 Peter 2:9), they have to accept God as their light (Micah 7:8),
live in His light (Psalm 36:9; Isaiah 2:5) and therefore have to live like
people of the light (Ephesians 5:8), be themselves a light for the world
(Matthew 5:14; John 8:12), and testify to the light John 1:7) - all this
because they have illuminated hearts (2 Corinthians 4:6 and 1 Peter
1:19).

All this is beautifully summed up in a text such as 2 Corinthians 4:6:
“For God who said, 'Let light shine out of darkness,’ made His light
shine in our hearts to give us the light of the knowledge of the glory of
God in the face of Christ".

Recapitulated: God is light, His revelation offers light, His Spirit
illuminates our hearts and our intellects. With so much light above you,
around you, and in you, it is impossible to live in the darkness and not
to let light radiate from you!

May what the writer of Proverbs (4:18) said of the path of the just (in
contrast to the ways of the godless who stumble because they walk in
the darkness) also be true of our understanding of God's revelation:
"But the path of the righteous is like the first gleam of dawn, shining
ever brighter till the full light of day." ‘
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4.4 HOW TO READ THE BIBLE

When we discussed the relationship between a Christian worldview and
the Bible in chapter 3, we emphasised the fact that one's worldviewish
and philosophical presuppositions play an important role in one's
interpretation of the Scriptures. We therefore stressed the need of an
ongoing "dialogue" between one's worldview and the Bible to ensure
that the glasses of one's worldview are polished by the Word of God.

My students usually have no problem with an awareness of our
presuppositions and the necessity of a continuous reformation of our
worldview in the light of Scripture. But most of them do not know how
to read and interpret the Bible correctly. "If our presuppositions have
such a decisive impact on our reading of the Bible, could you give us a
few rules to ensure that we do not commit eisegesis instead of
exegesis?" they often ask. As a conclusion to this chapter on God's
revelation, 1 will therefore offer a few guidelines. Firstly I will indicate
wrong methods of reading the Bible, and this will be followed by what
I consider to be the correct procedure.

4.4.1 How not to read the Bible

Most people are aware of the historic-cultural gap between the times
the different Bible books were written and our own time and
circumstances in which the Word of God has to be applied in a relevant
way. The problem is how to bridge this gap. The following ways in
which many Christians - including ministers of religion - try to "make
the Bible relevant" are unacceptable: allegorising, spiritualising,
moralising and encyclopedising.

* Allegorising

This is a very old method in the history of Christianity, which attempts
to search beneath the literal meaning of a passage for the "real" or
"deeper" meaning. Countless examples - some very amusing - could be
mentioned from history where parts of the Scriptures or even whole
books were understood in this way. Christ's parables were often the
victims of this method. The parable of the good Samaritan was for
instance interpreted by Origin in the following way: the traveller (=
Adam) journeys from Jerusalem (= heaven) to Jericho (= the world)
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and is assaulted by robbers (= the devil and his helpers). The priest (=
the law) and the Levite (= the prophets) pass by without helping the
fallen Adam, but the Samaritan (= Christ) helps him, puts him on his
donkey (= Christ's body), brings him to an inn (= the church), gives
him two coins (= the Father and the Son) and promises to return (=
Christ's second coming). Often whole books were manhandled in this
way. For nearly two thousand years the Song of Songs was understood
as expressing the love between Christ and his church instead of
ordinary faithful love between man and woman.

* Spiritualising

This happens when the reader discards the physical, earthly and
historical reality the text speaks about in favour of a spiritual analogy.
Genesis 37:24, which tells the story of Joseph thrown by his brothers
into a pit, is used to comfort present-day readers who are "mentally in
a pit". And Mark 4:35-41, the narrative of Jesus stilling the storm, is
spiritualised to "storms on the sea of life". Only certain elements of the
texts are therefore selected in a very subjective and arbitrary way, with
the consequence that the text is not understood at all and totally
deformed.

* Moralising

This is perhaps the most frequent interpretive pitfail. Every text is
turned into a simplistic, moralistic programme of do's and don'ts. It is
a very popular and also an easy method when reading the lives of Bible
characters. Their vices should serve as a warning and their virtues as a
motivation for us today: the worldliness of Lot, the faith of Abraham,
the hope of Jacob, the stubbornness of Moses, the sensuality of David
etc. etc.

The problems that we have with this method are (1) that the Biblical
characters are not presented as ideal persons and models for imitation
in the Bible; (2) a historical equation mark is drawn between then and
now (we are Moses, Mary, Peter etc.) without any consideration of the
vast gap; (3) a description of a specific character becomes a
prescription for today, and (4) the theocentric focus of the Scriptures
tends to be shifted to an antropocentric (man-centred) emphasis. A
moralising reading of the Bible is therefore reductionistic or one-sided,
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obscuring the Gospel and inhibiting the Bible from coming through on
its own terms. This, of course, does not imply that the Bible does not
contain any ethical demands. Moralising, however, reads its moral
lessons into the Bible and therefore distorts the message of the text.

Both Greidanus (1988:116-118 and 161-168) and Spykman (1985¢:53-
63) provide numerous interesting examples of moralistic eisegesis and
preaching and they also give in-depth critiques of this dangerous way of
reading the Bible. According to Spykman moralising means distorting
the Biblical message, missing the meaning of a text and losing sight of
the heart of the Gospel. To summarise, his critique is that a moralistic
reading of the Bible is reductionist, fragmentary, individualistic,
legalistic, unhistorical and man-centred.

* Encyclopedising

Some people go even further and do not only view the Bible as a
handbook for good morals, but also as a kind of encyclopedia which
has to provide answers to nearly every kind of question or problem.
Scholars in various disciplines even regard it as a textbook for sciences
like agriculture, astronomy, politics, economics, education etc.

Such people, however, do not realize what kind of book the Bible is.
Therefore they expect too much from it. They ask questions which it
cannot answer. They also do not keep in mind that Scripture is not
scientific literature, but pre-scientific in nature. We will return to the
unique nature of the Scriptures when we now try to indicate how they
should be read in the correct way.

4.4.2 How to read the Bible correctly

I am not going to discuss obviously valuable aids for our Bible study
like, for example, different translations (if you cannot read the original
Hebrew and Greek), reliable commentaries on parts or whole books of
the Bible, concordances (to help you compare Scripture with Scripture),
Bible dictionaries (explaining the meaning of specific words) etc. We
should remember that we are not the first to read the Bible. Millions of
Christians have done so before us. We should not necessarily accept
their interpretations, but at the same time we could also learn much
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from the efforts over nearly two thousand years to understand God's
Word.

The following key words have proved to be helpful in assisting my own
students in understanding the message of the Bible: (1) presuppositions;
(2) unity, (3) diversity; (4) context and (5) focus.

* Presuppositions

= One has to accept in faith that the Bible as a whole is the reliable and
trustworthy Word of the living God in spite of the fact that it is given
in the words of men.

® It is impossible to understand the Scriptures without the illumination
and guidance of the Holy Spirit. Word and Spirit, Spirit and Word are
inseparable from each other. Bible study will therefore be useless if not
accompanied by our sincere prayers that God should open His Word to
us.

= ]t is also important not to try to deduce more from the Bible than
what it offers. The obverse is just as important: to say less than what
God reveals is also wrong.

* Unity

= Compare one part of Scripture with other parts, for instance, a text
from the Old Testament with parts from the New Testament, or
different pronouncements about the same topic in the same book. More
difficult parts of Scripture, of which the meaning is not immediately
clear to us, should therefore also be read in the light of sections or texts
in Scripture which are more easily understood.

= We should not read isolated texts or parts from the Bible - usually to
prove a specific viewpoint. The whole contents, meaning and tendency
of the Scriptures always have to be kept in mind to be able to
understand its "parts” correctly.

® Regard the Old and New Testament as belonging together and being

basically one, because they are written by the same Author on the same
topic. The one cannot be understood correctly without the other,
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because the New Testament is the fulfilment of the promises of the Old
Testament. They are therefore like two "acts" of the one "drama”.

* Diversity

= One should, however, also distinguish between different phases in
the progressive development of God's revelation in the Bible. This also
applies to the central message of the kingdom of God. For example: a
part of Scripture belonging to the promise of the kingdom should not be
understood in the same way as a text from the epistles of Paul when the
kingdom already had become a reality in the preaching and work of
Christ.

® We distinguish between different types of literature like a letter, a
newspaper report, a legal document, a scientific article, a historical
account, a story or poetry, and we will not interpret them in the same
way. The same applies to the Bible. It contains quite a variety:
narratives, prophecies, wisdom literature, psalms, gospels, epistles and
apocalypses. Apart from these genres there are many other forms of
literature like laws, dreams, laments, parables, allegories, miracles,
autobiographies, exhortations, lawsuits, pronouncements, funeral
dirges, reports etc.

If we do not recognise and honour these differences, we will be guilty
of "genre mistakes" which leads to faulty exegesis because the reader
asks the wrong questions. This happens, for example, when prophecy is
understood as historical narrative literature or a descriptive statement as
prescriptive, or when a parable is read as if it is a historical narrative
or an allegory.

* Context

= Always keep in mind the wider context of a word or text. If we use
the image of concentric circles, starting with the inner circle, the
context of a word is the sentence in which it occurs; the context of the
sentence is the paragraph; the context of the paragraph is the chapter;
the context of a chapter is the whole book; the context of the book is
the life and times of the author, the problems he dealt with, the aim
with his book and his readers; the widest context is the Old or New
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Testament and finally the whole Bible with its central message of God's
kingdom.

The original, historical context is therefore very important. Questions
like the following have to be considered: Who wrote the text? To
whom? When? Where? Why? In other words: the author, the audience,
the period, the geographical, social and cultural setting and the purpose
of writing.

= (Closely connected to the previous point is the need to be aware of
the gap of about two thousand years between the original text and
oneself as the contemporary reader. But at the same time overarching
continuity is also important: (1) it is the same faithful God of Israel
who is still addressing us tody; (2) it is one covenant people to whom
His message is directed, and (3) there is one "story line" which goes
right through the Bible: creation, fall, redemption and consummation.

The correct method is to look for the permanent norm in the historical
form. One example to illustrate: the point of John 13:14 (Christ's
command to wash each other's feet) is missed today if we literally wash
one another's feet. The customs, the (dusty) roads, transportation
(travelling by foot) and the footwear (open sandals) have changed. We
will therefore have to find other ways of humble service (the norm) to
make the same point in our contemporary situation.

Our task therefore is not to make the Bible relevant for today, but to
find and show its relevance. The Gospel (the good news) has to flow
out of the Scriptures into the lives of the men and women of today;
they have to hear God's voice here and now.

* Focus

= Apart from recognising the variety of literary types in the Bible, it is
of the utmost importance that we should also honour the type of
literature the Bible as a whole is. We already indicated that
encyclopedising the Bible is based on an incorrect viewpoint concerning
the character of Biblical revelation.

We could call the Bible a book of faith. The particular "focus" of the
Scriptures is confessional. Central, leading and dominant is its
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consistent witness, in its totality and in all its parts, to the redeeming
work of God in Jesus Christ.

History, for example, is not given in Scripture simply for the sake of
history, but to elicit from its hearers a response of faith, trust and
obedience. The focus of the Bible writers is not on the economic,
political or social side of the events, but on a deeper level of meaning:
God's covenant, his coming kingdom. The authors or editors of the
books of Kings and Chronicles, for example, refer their readers who
may. be interested in all the economic, political and social details to
extra-Biblical sources (cf. 1 Kings 11:41 and 14:19,29). Their
confessional focus is confined to what the relationship of a specific
ruler was to the God of the covenant: was it good (obedient) or bad
(disobedient). And this does not only apply to these two historical
books, but to the whole Bible. This is also the reason why the Bible
does not give us complete biographies.

Another example to illustrate the specific focus is Psalm 127: "Unless
the Lord builds the house, those who build it labour in vain; unless the
Lord watches over the city, the watchman stays awake in vain". The
writer of this Psalm is not "spiritualising" and denying that building a
house is hard work for which one needs bricks, mortar and lumber. But
he does not focus on all these facets of such a building project. He gets
to the heart of the matter by proclaiming: without the blessings of the
Lord all the hard work is empty, without content and meaning. The
house may still stand, but it defeats its real purpose, it no longer stands
for obedient family life. The same applies to the watchman: his work
will be in vain if it is not acknowledged that in the final instance the
Lord protects the city.

We find the same focus in a text like Matthew 6:23 where it is stated
that our heavenly Father feeds the birds. This does not imply that they
do not havevto ook for food themselves!

Is the implication that the Bible then has nothing to say about our
scholarly activities? No, it has a clear message also for this area of our
fives. it does not speak in economic categories, but it addresses
economics. It does not speak political language, but it definitely
addresses pofitics. It does not use educational concepts, but it indeed
addresses education. Tt addresses all spheres of lite, including our
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scholarly activities, but in its own unique way. We could therefore say
that the Bible provides ground-lines, overarching perspectives. It
focusses on the deepest, the core of our existence in everything we do:
our religious relationship with God.

4.5 THE REVELATIONAL FOUNDATION OF A CHRISTIAN
WORLDVIEW

In conclusion an important question: What now is the revelance of this
whole chapter on God's revelation for a Christian worldview? The
answer is very simple: A Christian worldview may only call itself
Christian if it is built on God's revelation.

Many Christians limit God's revelation to His written revelation in the
Bible. We have, however, indicated clearly in this chapter that God's
revelation or His Word to us is much wider than merely the Scriptures.
If we therefore ask about the foundations of our Christian worldview,
we should not only ask for its Biblical basis. We should rather ask for
its revelational foundations thereby including God's whole revelation!

* * %

The next chapter will explain how a worldview constructed in the light
of God's revelation looks like.
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Chapter 5

A RADICAL CHRISTIAN WORLDVIEW
COMPARED WITH DUALIST CHRISTIAN
WORLDVIEWS

In chapter 2 (section 2.3.2.2) we already briefly mentioned the type of
Christian worldview which missionaries usually introduced to Africa. It
was a dualist Christian worldview. We contrasted it with the Biblical,
holistic worldview. In this chapter we are going to elaborate on this
dualist Christian worldview and also indicate the different forms it can
acquire.

5.1 INTRODUCTION: TWO QUESTIONS

Is it not a waste of space to pay so much attention to this wrong type of
worldview? The answer is no, for two important reasons. In the first
place this worldview even today has a strong influence on the way
Christians think and live. In the second place, comparing and
contrasting the Christian worldview which we prefer with the dualist
(and to my mind wrong) Christian worldview, enables us to indicate
very clearly the radical difference between the two types of worldview.

The next logical question to be answered before we proceed is: On
what grounds can we claim that our worldview is better than the dualist
Christian worldview? This question actually asks for the Biblical basis
of our more radical and holistic Christian worldview.

As became clear from the previous chapter, God's revelation includes
more than merely the Bible. The above question should therefore not
only be asked with reference to its Biblical basis, but also to the whole
revelational basis of a genuine Christian worldview. We cannot deduce
a complete Christian worldview by simply studying the Bible!

5.2 BIBLICAL PERSPECTIVES FOR A CHRISTIAN WORLD-
VIEW

Does  this imply that we do not need to use the Bible? No, as an
important part of God's revelation we also have to use the Bible. Well,
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if we do use the Bible, on which (key) texts do we then base our
_Christian worldview? This is an important question, but it is not
phrased correctly, because we do not base a Christian worldview on a
few verses or sections of the Bible. A Christian worldview is based
more on broad perspectives than on specific texts. The Bible for
instance reveals (1) that God created everything, (2) that mankind fell
into sin and the rest of creation was cursed, (3) but that Christ
redeemed creation and finally (4) that we are looking forward to a new
creation at the consummation of God's work. These are perspectives or
themes that we encounter throughout the Bible.

This Biblical perspective can be summarised diagrammatically in the
following ways:

* Creation: a clean circle - one kingdom

God created the heaven and the earth and everything that fills them -
the entire universe - and it was "very good". This included the human
being (male and female) to whom was entrusted the development and
care of God's creation in obedience to His laws. God's kingdom was
perfect.

* Fall: a darkened circle - a new kingdom

Seeking independence from his Creator, man and woman disobeyed
God, became alienated from Him and slaves of the devil and of sin.
Man was now under God's judgment and subjected to death. Because of
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man's transgression the rest of creation (material things, plants and
animals) were also subjected to futility and decay and is groaning for
liberation. God's kingdom is replaced by the rule of the devil.

* Redemption: two overlapping circles - two kingdoms

God did not reject his rebellious creation, but already directly after the
fall into sin He promised salvation for mankind and restoration for the
rest of creation. This was eventually accomplished on the cross by
Jesus Christ, our Liberator and Saviour. Salvation is offered to
everybody who is willing to confess his/her sins and believe in the
Mediator. Through the Holy Spirit the redeemed are empowered to live
new lives. The new age has broken into the old, but we still have to
await Christ's second coming and the final restoration of God's
kingdom. Satan and his kingdom were defeated but are still powerful.

* Consummation: one clean circle - only one kingdom again

Christ's second coming will bring the final judgment of sin and Satan.
Death and all the other terrible consequences of sin will be eliminated.
The faithful will inherit a new, recreated creation. God will again rule
as supreme, sovereign King in a new heaven and o1t a new earth.

The Bible therefore gives a clear view on the development of God's
kingdom which cannot be separated from world history, but which is
realised in world history. A Christian worldview therefore provides a
totally different view of history and time than the ones we are used to.
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5.3 TRADITIONAL AFRICAN VIEWS OF HISTORY AND TIME

What is history exactly, and what is its course like? Does human
history run parallel to natural events? In animal life we find birth,
maturity and death. The day can be divided into sunrise, midday,
twilight and night. And in the course of the year the four seasons
succeed each other with regularity. In the case of natural events,
therefore, we have clear cycles which are repeated over and over again.
Or is human history something completely different, because man has
freedom of choice?

The traditional African view on history is conceived according to
natural events and is therefore a naturalist-cyclical vision, so that the
same things eternally recur in the course of human history. It is
therefore totally different from a linear concept in accordance with
which history begins in the past and runs through the present to the
future. The traditional African view can be compared with a horizontal
spiral: what has been will emerge again. This naturally means that one
cannot easily speak of the sense or the meaning of history, because
there is not really progression, only repetition.

This is also accompanied by a specific vision of time in Africa. Time
does not move forward, but backwards. Where the present moves into
the future for the Westerner, the present becomes the past for the
African. For that reason some African philosophers state that where the
West (in spatial terms) has a three-dimensional concept of time (past-
present-future), the traditional man of Africa experiences time as two-
dimensional (present-past). Others say that the future (which does not
stretch very far forward) is for the African to a large extent an
extension of the present.

This more static vision of time also has the result that time is not
viewed, as is the case by Westerners, as something detached from man,
which is fast-moving and which has to be used to its maximum
efficiency. No, time is something that man himself creates and uses as
and when he needs it. Time is not your master, but you are the master
of time!

The backwards movement of time in accordance with the traditional
African perception has the result that the traditional African is not

93



really future-directed, and does not really think in terms of planning for
the future, especially in the long term. And the nature of time, which
means that one can make it in accordance with one's needs and those of
one's fellow-men, also results in a far more tranquil tempo. All this
results in a more stable but at the same time more static culture with
little progression and development.

You will understand that I cannot fully accept either the Western
concept of time and history with its resultant rat race, or the African
concept of time and history with its lack of openness to the future.

5.4 THE KINGDOM OF GOD AS THE MEANING OF HISTORY

Can the Bible possibly teach us something about the purpose of history?
I think so. The meaning of history lies in the coming of the kingdom of
God, already mentioned at the beginning of this chapter.

The kingdom of God is a central theme in the whole Bible. If we
should give the Bible a title (the word Bible simply means books), the
most suitable title would be The book of the impending kingdom. The
idea of the kingdom is the heart of the whole of the revelation of the
Word.

But what is meant by "kingdom of God" or "kingdom of heaven"? As
already mentioned in chapter 2 (section 2.3.2.2) we can distinguish
three facets, of which the first is the most important: (1) the fact that
God is King, that He rules over everything; (2) that over which God
rules, His sphere of power, and the subjects of His kingdom; and (3)
how He rules, in other words, what happens in His kingdom as a result
of His rule, as well as the results, the fruits and blessings of His rule,
such as salvation, glory, justice, peace, etc.

In a nutshell, kingdom of God indicates the fact, the sphere and the
manner of the rule of God. (Stated differently, Kingship, kingdom and
royal blessings).

* Promise-and fulfilment

Stated in an image, we could say that the coming of the kingdom
reveals clear waves - and between the larger waves (for example, those
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of promise and of fulfilment) there are many smaller waves or
subphases.

The Old Testament contains (from the side of God) the promise and
(from the side of man) the expectation of the kingdom, while the New
Testament represents the fulfilment (from the side of God) and the
reception (from the side of man). It can be said that the Old and New
Testaments combined constitute a drama in two acts. Without Act 2,
the New Testament, the Old Testament is incomplete. And without Act
1, the Old Testament, the New Testament cannot be understood.

* Phases in the coming of the kingdom

From Genesis to Revelation the kingdom undergoes a long development
(compare again the four diagrams above):

= In Genesis 1 and 2 we read about how the kingdom encompassed the
entire creation.

® Genesis 3:1-7 tells us of the fall of the kingdom, but directly
afterwards, and for the rest of the Old Testament, there is the promise
of restoration.

From Seth, through Abraham and his descendants the subjects of the
kingdom grow to become the whole nation of Israel. After the exile
only a remnant of the nation remains, however. As a result of the
centuries-old rebellion against the kingdom, finally only one Man
remains out of the nation of Israel - Jesus Christ.

w In Christ, the promised King, and through His Spirit, the kingdom
makes a breakthrough again.

From there it grows again: first only the disciples; then it is preached
to the whole nation of Israel; from Israel it is disseminated (through
Paul and those following him) to the pagan nations; and with the
fullness of time God's kingdom will once again encompass the whole of
the (new) earth.

S. Greidanus (1988:98) provides the following diagram to explain this
development of the kingdom:
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We could divide these three main moments (establishment, fall and
promise, fulfilment) further into sub-phases. As regards the third main
phase, one could, for example, have the following with regard to the
Christian days of celebration:

® Christmas: the birth of the long-promised King of the kingdom.

® Good Friday: The King pays the debt for our sin, viz. that we
defected to the realm of evil.

® Faster: The King takes away the punishment, the death penaity as a
result of our high treason towards His kingdom.

® Pentecost: The King builds a mansion in the hearts of His new
subjects through His Spirit. ’

Stated even more succinctly: The King becomes God with us at His
birth, God for us during His suffering and resurrection and God in us
at the fulfilment with the Holy Spirit.

* The coming of the kingdom in the New Testament

A more detailed overview of the coming of the kingdom according to
the New Testament would look like this:

® First, the coming of the kingdom before Pentecost.
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- John the Baptist announced that the kingdom is at hand
and that people should repent to become part of it.

- With Christ the King of the kingdom arrives and its
blessings become clear. ‘ '

L Secondly the establishment of the kingdom during Pentecost.
The King sends His Spirit (after His ascension) to dwell in His
subjects, so that they can fulfil their calling and can share in the
blessings of the kingdom.

B Thirdly, the kingdom which has come and is still to come after
Pentecost. Acts records the extension of the kingdom, the
Epistles the meaning of life in the kingdom and Revelation
prophesies its fulfilment when the King shall come again.

In an image: In the Old Testament we have the bud, in the New
Testament the blossom and the fruit comes at the fullness of time.

* Between "already” and “not yet”

At present we are still living in the time between the first coming and
the second coming of the King. The kingdom has already come but still
has to arrive finally. Scripture is so full of our duty and our
responsibility in this period of time that I do not need to tell you as
Christians more about that. I only need to say two things more.

In the first place I would like to direct attention to the all-encompassing
kingdom perspective. In Scripture the concern is not in the first place
with the church, but with God's all-encompassing rule - no centimetre
of creation excluded - to which we as subjects of His kingdom have to
contribute in all spheres of life.

In the second place you will see that, as opposed to the traditional
African cyclical view of history, there is meaning and sense in history.
History is the history of the coming of God's kingdom in spite of the
opposition by the realm of Satan. The coming kingdom will one day be
a kingdom that has arrived. And this perfect kingdom on the new earth
does not mean a destruction of the old creation - all the nations will
carry the best of their cultures into the new Jerusalem. It is also not
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simply a continuation or a repetition of history. No, it is a glorious
renewal!

Further, in the rest of this book (especially from chapter 7) it will
become clear that we do base our worldview on God's revelation -
including the Bible. Sometimes we will refer to specific Bible texts. But
in essense a worldview - as the view indicates - provides perspectives.
And these perspectives - like the kingdom perspective - are not our own
inventions - they are derived from the infallible Word of God.

* The correct use of the Bible

It is of the utmost importance that you do not have the impression that I
devaluate the Bible. Allow me therefore, in conclusion, to explain my
viewpoint by contrasting it with two extremes about how we should use
the Bible. (Compare again chapter 4, section 4.4.1.)

The "Bible-in-the-heart” group believes that the Bible has nothing to
say about issues concerning worldview or philosophy. The Bible is
only concerned about one's soul and personal salvation. At the utmost
the Holy Scripture could be used as a Book with all kinds of exemplary
moral lessons for the solution of personal problems. People with this
viewpoint expect foo little from the Bible. They do not realize that it
should be used as a light for every sphere of life.

The "Bible-in-the-hand" group in turn expects too much from Scripture.
It is the viewpoint that the Scriptures contain statements about virtually
every conceivable subject. The Bible is regarded as a kind of
encyclopedia. God's Word is not the light to our path, but the path
itself! One simply has to look for the appropriate textual proofs!

I do not deny that the Bible also provides specific texts which can solve
certain concrete problems. (It, for instance, gives clear guidelines about
marriage and family life). What I want to emphasise is (1) that the
Bible does not only provide specific texts as proof, but also wider
perspectives, and (2) that it cannot be studied in a vacuum, isolated
from concrete reality.

My viewpoint is therefore that the Bible is a light and should also be
used as a light. (Cf. chapter 4, section 4.3.) We should live by the light
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and not only look into the light. To use an image: If one is working in
the dark passage of a gold mine, one's attention is not fixed on the
lamp on one's forehead. One's attention is focussed on the rocks
illuminated by the light. Another well-known image is that of the Bible
as spectacles. We have to look through the spectacles at God's creation
and not stare at the spectacles themselves! The role of the Bible is not
to provide answers to all our problems, but simply to provide the light
by means of which we can find the answers in creation ourselves.

These metaphors draw our attention to the fact that the Scriptures
provide us with perspectives guiding the direction of our thinking
instead of merely supplying specific truths. To be faithful to the
Scriptures is therefore much more difficult than many Christians - who
simply quote their favourite Bible texts - would imagine.

5.5 FOUR CHRISTIAN WORLDVIEWS

Why do we not simply accept the traditional dualist worldview? Why
do Christians, who are all believers of the Word of God, hold divergent
worldviews? Most Christians should after all agree with the following
core confession of their faith: "God the Father redeemed His creation,
which had fallen into sin, through the death of His Son and renewed it
through His Spirit to become the kingdom of God."

There are many, but one of the most important reasons for the
differences is that not all Christians understand the core concepts in this
confession of faith (creation, fall, redemption, kingdom of God) in a
universal, all-encompassing sense, but limit it in one way or another.
According to Scripture creation includes everything that God made, the
fall corrupted the whole of creation, redemption is intended for the
entire creation and the concept kingdom of God points to the fact that
God is King of the whole of reality.

* Starting from the wrong perspective

In the history of Christianity, however, creation (as nature) has often
been regarded as a specific (delimited) area. The fall has been regarded
as a loss of something and not a totally penetrating corruption of
everything. Or else it has been localised in an area of creation which
would be neutral or even bad as such. In the same way redemption is
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seen simply as the return of something and not as total and integral
renewal. In this way too the kingdom of God is seen as an area or
separate sphere of creation or even apart from creation.

The end result of such a mode of thought is a dualist Christianity.
Reality is divided into two spheres: a secular, profane or natural; and a
religious, sacral or supernatural one. Nature (creation) and grace
(redemption) are situated alongside, above, or even in opposition to
each other. Redemption, according to Scripture, does not mean,
~ however, that creation is rejected or replaced or that it is situated in
opposition to creation, or that we have to move away from creation.
No, redemption is rather a recovery of creation. Redemption does not
mean another but rather a new creation. Redemption is therefore re-
creation. Salvation does not make a new cosmos, but makes the cosmos
new!

* Four Christian worldviews

This confusion about how nature and grace should be viewed and what
their reciprocal relations are, has given rise to the following four
Christian worldviews:

At the one end of the spectrum there are Christian worldviews which
declare natural life - of which, nora bene, God is the Creator! - as
"illegitimate”. On the other hand there is the Biblicai-reformational
worldview, which believes that God's redemptio<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>