ABOUT THE BOOK

After independence, Africa has experienced a variety of at least
five leadership styles or traditions: (1) the paternalistic elder
tradition, (2) the sage tradition of the leader as the ultimate
teacher, (3) the warrior tradition of liberation fighters and
military rulers, (4) the charismatic style of the leader as inspiring
personality, 5) a monarchical tendency which results in a
personality cult (the leader viewed as redeemer) as well as the
glorification and even the sacralization of authority. The writer of
this booklet is of the opinion that none of these offer a solution
for the African crisis, which is basically a leadership crisis.

This book argues that leaders cannot be real leaders without a
vision, a cl_eax_Christian vision about the following: (1) what

office, authority, power and responsibility entail; (2) how society. ..

at large should be structured and (3), if necessary, be changed;
(4) what, in the case of the state, the responsibilities of
government and citizens should be.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Not only the critics from outside but also the inhabitants of our
continent agree that Africa at the moment finds itself in a deep crisis.
We use the word crisis because, in the first place, we do not only
experience a single but a multitude of problems. Secondly, there is no
agreement about the causes of these problems or their possible
solutions.

1.1 Leadership as a key issue

I am not going to try to make a list ot all our problems, their possible
causes and suggested solutions. In this paper (as an introduction to the
workshop) T want to concentrate on only one issue: leadership, failed
leadership. Failed leadership at all levels: educational, social, political,
economical, religious, in family life, etc.

What the tamous Nigerian writer Chinua Achebe wrote more than a
decade ago about Nigeria applies to the whole continent. In The trouble
with Nigeria (1983:1) he wrote: "The trouble with Nigeria is simply
and squarely a failure of leadership. There is nothing basically wrong
with the Nigerian character. There is nothing wrong with the Nigerian
land or climate or water or air or anything else. The Nigerian problem
is the unwillingness or inability of its leaders to rise to the
responsibility, to the Lhdllenge of persundl example which are the
hallmarks of true leadership.”

He concluded the chapter by saying: "We have lost the twentieth
century; are we bent on seeing that our children also lose the twenty-
first? God forbid!" (p. 3).

A well-known politician from Kenya, Oginga Odinga (1992:30) wrote
the following: "... we wasted thirty years (of independence). We
concentrated on power, wealth, pL.rS()ncllllItS and tribes. We forgot
virtue ..." He is of the opinion that the power of leaders should not be
treated as an end in itself, but merely as a means: "Power is power to
do something. Power is never power to be enjoyed as an end. A leader,
a genuine leader must always have the g,ndis he wishes to achieve with
power. Only if he has goals other” than power itself, is power
meaningful both to him and to his tollowers” (p 48). According to
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ya needs (and T want to add: what Africa as a whole

Odinga what Ken :
ntability, proper use of power and respect

needs) is responsibility, accou
for the freedom of the people (p- 9.

fill their beautiful promises for a better life than

Our leaders did not tul ]
times. More than thirty years after

the one during colonial
independence, We today have:

* poverty instead of prosperity

* gickness instead of health

*  jmprisonment instead of freedom

* jndignity instead of dignity

# hatred instead of unity, respect, love

% war instead of peace

* refugees instead of citizens

+ technological retardation instead of development
* moral degeneration instead of morality

* corruption, bribery. nepotism instead of honesty
x gelf-seeking instead of service to the community
% hell instead of the utopia promised, ete. etc.

We, living on the continent, are familiar with all these ills. To
outsiders the booklet by Achebe will be quite revealing.

ulers who do not want to act as shepherds, servants

This attitude of 1
and stewards of God to his people is not something new. More than
ed by the Lord:

2 500 years ago Ezekiel (34:1-10) was instruct
*denounce the rulers of Israel. Prophesy to them, and tell them what 1,
the Sovereign LORD, say to them: You are doomed, you shepherds of
Israel! You take care of yourselves, but never tend the sheep. You
drink the milk, wear clothes made from the wool, and kill and eat the

finest sheep. But you never tend the sheep. You have not taken care of
d those that are hurt,

the weak ones, healed those that are sick, bandage:
prought back those that wandered oft, or looked for those that were
lost. Instead, you treated them cruelly. Because the sheep had no
shepherd, they were scattered, and wild animals killed and ate them. So
my sheep wandered over the high hills and the mountains. They were
seattered over the face of the earth, and no one looked for them or tried

to find them.

"Now, you shepherds, listen to what 1, the LO

' HOuF Is, , the RD, am telling g
;l:l:r‘::l)’bgznl dillg ctltlf:dllr:nng .God, you had better listen to mcl.nkl’\fljg'ozi'lcﬁh
have been u %h; her)((J wf\l/lld a‘mmals thal_ killed and ate them ht:cau%l::
e tak’iﬁv p erd. y shepherds did not try to tind the sheui)
o sheghords 1._i L;l}: ¢ gt thcmseives and not the sheep. So listen to '“c'
ou Sphs m.y. Q‘l,mee : offere‘lgn LORD, declare that I am your encmy’
Aok o nwér a,pa'dway.r ltrom you and never again let you be thei;
Shephes : : gain will T let you take care only of yourselves. |

ue my sheep from you and not let you eat them " =

We should be carefi
careful, however, not t
- L 1 o put all the blame
i bk VEL, 0 ¢ ¢ blame only on the
o G:) L:doll:a([l)d?-t ._a'nd present political, educational and e)::unortnit
eader ‘.0 il ers can c-tChlcVB very little if the citizens of a co
cooperative, not willing to work hard and be re‘spnnsiblc‘ e

Our task at this second Pan African Leadershi
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dangerous 1O the establishment. It was strictly starus quo - and missions
pought 10t it. This was no way 10 produce 2 generation of
revolutionaries who would advocate radical ~ changes in social
relationships.”

About the religious reasons for the passive acceptance of all kinds of
oppression - also from their own people - he writes: "They are taught
over and over again that the role of the Christian is 1© be obedient to
those in authority - and those who regard themselves to be over them
are legion! They are taught to pray for them, to honour them, to assist
them and to pay their taxes to them regardless of what happens t0 these
taxes Of how that authority 18 exercised. Furthermore, they are taught
to be patient. After all, their reward lies in heaven, certainly not on
earth. Least of all would they expect their God to be interested in such
affairs. 1s He not interested primarily 1n spiritual and church affairs?
So; let us be good religious DOYS and girls and put our hope in Him.
Let us concentrate on religious things, for only they will bring peace.
One day, upon Christ's return, We will be delivered. And sO the
attention of many Christian peasants is directed to their future peace
and reward without any hope for change in their present condition and
without any thought about improving them here and DOW. Such
attitudes led Karl Marx 10 refer to religion as the opium of the people:
it puts them 1O sleep, thus giving their exploiters a free hand.”

1.4 The elements of a vision

The tollowing four are the most important elements of the needed
vision that 1 have in mind:

* A leader 18 elected in an office, exercises authority and has certain
powers. What would a Christian perspective on these issues 100k like?

% A leader is involved in society. How does he view society at large?
How would he as & Christian want it 10 be structured? We need a
Christian perspective on society!

% A real leader wants to change, to improve, direct societal life or a |
gpecific part of society. How should this be done? We need a Christian |
perspective on gocial change! Wwe need to think critically about the

distincti
S 10N many Christi y
. 1stians .
involvement. ans still make between evangelizati |
ation and soci:
social

* Finally
, every leader -
connection with - not_only political le:
or o of leaders - has
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PERSPECTIV E ON OFFICE,

CHRISTIAN
WER AND RESPONSIBI LITY

AUTHORITY, PO
if one doe ffice, authority, power and responsibility
means, one cannot be a real leader. Perhaps | should say that without

will be a very dangerous leader, because there are

this insight you
many “{eaders” in Africa who lack the insight.

s not know what ©

incorrect viewpoints and

ook at traditional,
tives on these very

we will first have d briet |
crect, Biblical perspec

then have @ look at the ¢O
important concepts.

2.1 Traditional viewpoints

- and to some extent also the modern

d authority could be qummarised in the
hical, (2) centralised, 3) according 10
of authority is constituted from the
political leader), father, eldest

ed and differentiated as in the

The traditional African's
African's - View of office an
following key wor
seniority and status.
top down: ancestors, chief (today:
brother, etc. It is also not as speciahs
West, but mostly centralised in one group, political party or person.
Seniority plays 2 very important role in everything, and paterna\ism
rules supreme, because the authority of the father figure may not be
doubted or contradicted, as he is the authority in practically every field.

ds: (1) hierar¢
The structure

Many Christians too still hold a hierarchical view of authority which
functions vertically from the top down. In accordance with this God 8
the highest authori | the lower authorities also emanate from
Him. He delegates his authority 10 the highest human figures of
authority for example, @ king, a state president, & chief director Of
principa\, who in turn then delegates his authority 0 other lower
holders of office. All authority 18 theretore derived from 2 higher

authority and delegated 10 3 lower one.

ty and al

The duty of responsibility is the opposite: from the bottom up. Lower |
office-bearers oF carriers of authority have to account to the authority
above them. This process often ends with somebody who 18 "infallible”
and not accountable to a higher authority. Even among Christians there
.« sometimes little substance to the thought that, because "all authority
derives from God" the highest office-bearer should be accountable |
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directly t : :

0 Him. The hi .

authority d“WHWardllb 'fllnlﬁhcl _the office, therefore, the

accountability l'l’Wardsl‘ - in practice - the l;mr; l%;:::jjr the
o ited the

2.2 Making
Making human authority divine

The basic :
sic error in th- %

distinction i is hierarchical vi

g on is made betwe view on authority is

it man does not merel W;:fn human and divine “““huril”ti\ is that no

from God, and is i rase human authority, but it o ceording to

authority is idolised egre divine authority. The res l‘lf’_heen derived

because criticism or ouml o Rty o u-'l:l'l--lb that i)

authority - can be se opposition - even in the C'In,- :it.m_,dlly excluded

many Christians mt:rl;)r‘1 St f;be[“(m against God iii';n:)tlfli];’ abuse of

e self. In this we

against governi omans [13:2 as : 18 way
ne pie e cads meg ; :

nof DEFEEIE i‘tt :’l::l(l:lls rebellion against God ::(;nﬁ t!hd[hrebellmn

: ST o not do caref y s tor this reas

come to such a conclusion o careful exegesis, it is very Se‘ridst:n

: ; asy to

What is me: 0
$ meant by “for there i '
Does this ere is no power | 3
ot prove 3 r but of God"? :
deduced from Iz]od': le ti:ﬁflry of authority or power dé)(RumdnS o
suply Sosteral Tolatial - ,thelzt!::mply means that God dé[::rerilinbefj GI:)d -
authority. If w Siate (6 ~ (ere W 1 v
. . e d i e will b e-be:
logical the cunclus;) not explain it thus we wuulz t;]frflte—bearerg with
should also be wri on that wrong and wiltully sinf RUE 16 AUSIDE: A
N y sinful exercise of power

And what s
t should our ans

verse 2: "Whﬂ‘ioevsrrt;mw}ar be to the clear statement i

of God"? Here if is g;mmt:jrt:ht)l-e' r-esisls the power re‘iiStth Romans 13

?eans resistance to AGod ie:?[' lcl{l%. that resistan,ce e;gai‘ns[t z i

that Paul h ; » 18 not? The corr st sovernment

il ere prohibits : e correct exegesis .

institution of (](E:d ”t) its rebellion against the %tatey-%-m’ i

advocating auum:h‘) — the state as such as ordination or

state. is not simp];; one resists God Himself lwho (Rzlr example, by

Scripture, ho coniinet amens Sndividials inven ained it. (The
e, however, d g individuals in : e

G . g o I < & ve 5 5

;hgn is corrupt and wht:b;, not prohibit resistance -‘.(.ain'lttbfj by people.)

injunction. Stated diffe'; t:m longer gives Bxpre\;gﬁm t a g(()]vernmcm

willed by G ntly, the facr the o o its God-given

Gl Bk ik § : at governments exi
. ’ 10 s 1R . $ exIs et v
their de facto power ow they fulfil their duties, in (112:1’ has becn
) i er words
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2.3 A Biblical look at authority

accordance with his calling has
authority has not been derived

The correct vision is that gach person in
om the position of a higher

a2 mandate from God to authority. His
from higher authority or delegated 10 him fr

authority.
¢ and fallible.

like all things human, imperfec

m to authority O the extent tO which he has
the divine norms which hold
hich he finds

Authority 18 therefore,
y clai

Man can only la
insight into and shows. obedience towards
for the relevant gituation Of societal relationship in W

himself.

ve more sensitivity for the
them out to his parents.
ate awareness of the true calling of a
lecturer, Who might have forgotten
sion. And a citizen has the duty, as
it it should forget the ‘central

{n a family @ believing child can often ha
norms which are valid for family life and point
A student might have a more aceur
university and point. this out to a
this, or does not have such a clear vi
a subject, 1O reprimand the government
calling of the state, which is justice for all.

2.4 Authority and office are not the same

ew of authority the automatic Of
institution

d office as the only

dy who holds a certain office,
not really have

ment of authority,

who have done

According o this more Biblical vi
straight connection between authority an
of authority is therefore denied. Somebo
for example, i management does
authority unless he complies with the cardinal require

which is insight into diving norms. Those of you
e will know how often it is said jokingly that some

military service

commanders have their authority by virtue of their rank (the pips on
their shoulders) rather than by virtue of their insight (their brains).
course have power.

thority can of
for no societal relationship can

Many such office-bearers without av
The state even receives

Power as such is not bad or wrong,
function properly without the necessary power.

the power of the sword from God.

Correct use of

use of power 2

authority, that is will; tht;)W ever, presupposes. the responsi

norms of the rel e he correct insight into : Aponlils. quesob
evant societal relationship P a0 anedlioncs! i M

Abused
power leads to vi
. S 1O 5 .
excessive and even dama\z;i‘r}nlemtf- Violence is the unnecess I
g abuse of power essary, illegal
: wer. » Hiegal,

This does
es not mean, h R
the: abigs of POWer, \;/)l\:ffvu, that violence in all cases i
", H H ases 5 ‘e
robber or a murderer u"_ﬂ a policeman, for example ILS the same as
i sing vi S as arree
V!ulence, as opposed to de .z’. V“.’Ient_e, one could talk, ];!h ‘tu drEea o
kick open the front doo estructive violence where the of constructive
country is attacked m(ur of an innocent man or even :L el e might
. ' ¥ . S :
against the agg _government is also justified i oot him. When a
ggressor using violence (war) Justified in defending itself

25 T as
he task of the office-bearers

-Accordin ;
g o their insieht-i
relationship, offi ghtinto the norm. for
, office-be: R rm- tor s )
relevant societal rj?[::::[r]e:: h_dv_e to see to it [hilt”tl;e relevant societal
that specific societal rel;:(-'p ke jnd position of fulfillin ?’tiﬂjlh-ers of the
promoted. If members 'f’nbhup and that their callin,kt. eir calling in
political party or a %chia?tqdh‘:hm?h want to turn thii? !:]l‘ﬂw;]lte(f "
runs it purely like an i club, or if the top man: church into a
ike a ’ P managem ., . A
sports club, they havg tlndu:’try, or the Stutlcms!’tr e?[ i university
institution. As a result Ufhe raminiid anew oF il );i:: turn it into a
the authority impar[;:d t of man's sinfulness ()fﬁce—he-,'r ‘)_f the specific
the necessary order w(_)t;hem to oppose evil and the ; ]t‘:rs have to use
relevant societal reiutinnl.h. a view to allowing they Lt
states that gov ENIPTED tulfil their calling members of the
government is there to punish evi} g. Romans 13 explicitly

The quz 1 TS
ality of life which i
. hich is eni .
directly dependent u ‘::hl:b enjoyed within each societal relati
relationship. If the [:W: the extent of the response to ”:t relationship is
blunted th. aweareress of This ROt E ¢ norm for each
, the quality of life wi s normativity becomes ac
threatened by div(,icé?t lite will also deteriur:fte tl::/;fnu-’ dulled and
longer; government decl {'“Ultstry does not offer job ;t‘:‘l(li:ge s then
- 5 cclares wi ite fer job satisfaction ¢
against their own government ar on its own citizens and cilizté:l(m (:’ny
' s rebel



2.6 Limits of authority

Iness of man one of the greatest problems that
office-bearers often have is that they do not know any longer what the
task and the calling is of the relationship within which they hold
authority. Thus they also do not know the Jimits of their authority. Or
they simply ignore all these things. Spouses See marriage simply as a
way 1o satisfy sexual needs, industry is aimed simply at profit and not
service, and the environment is polluted. And government interferes in
a totalitarian manner in other societal relationships.

As a result of the sinfu

f the fact that no office-bearer and therefore also no
it is the duty of each government (for both its
its citizens) to keep open channels of
lected by the citizens SO that it

Because ©
government is perfect,
own sake and for that of
communication. A government is not e
can simply carry on without consulting the electorate. A government
(and this is true of all the societal relationships) which obstructs these
channels is looking for rebellion. (Think what might happen. if there
were not the necessary openness and communication between parents-
and their children.) Freedom of expression of opinion in interviews
with representatives of government should be encouraged and not

suppressed. Whoever makes change impossible makes rebellion
inevitable!

2.7 Office is service to our fellow-men
- Offices are therefore not simply there for the sake of the office-bearer's
own interests, but for the sake of those entrusted to him. Office is
Synonymous with service. The Bible is full of instances to prove that
leadership is not about status, position and domination, for it is heathen
|eaders who dominate, while Christian leaders are called to serve their
fellow-men; "An argument broke out among the disciples as to which
one of them should be thought of as the greatest. Jesus said to them,
The kings of the pagans have power over their people, and the rulers
claim the title 'Friends of the People'. But this is not the way it is with
you; rather, the greatest one among you must be like the youngest, and |
the leader must be like the servant. Who is greater, the one who sits |
down to eat or the one who serves him? The one who sits down, of|
course. But 1 am among you 4s one who serves” (Luke 22:24-27; ct. |

aiso Mark 10:42-45).

12

Romans 13:4
$ 13:4 and 6 therefore s:
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2.8 Office is subject to control

A y 0 s .

by anoth ;
er societal relationshi
relationship. ationship or by member.

can be exercised
$ within the same

If an indust ;
stry, for example, is
the envi ple, 1s careless with scarce res
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careful stewardship over the
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< its real calling



2.9 Authority, m;puns‘:hilily and service

@ consists of the following elements: (1) authority

To recapitulate, oftic
sibilitys and (3) service.

and power; (2) respon

* Authority presupposes two things: (a) In the first place, insight into
the will of God for 2 specific gituation (one cannot be a leader if one

does not know what is right for the situation within which it has to be
exercised), and ordance with the

(b) in the second place action in acc
will of God for the specific case Or sphere. Somebody with authority 18
therefore somebody who knows and wants 10

fulfil God's will. This can
never happen without the Holy Spirit, who gives us insight into the
word of God and strength 10 act in accordance with it.
Authority gives @ person the necessary power 10 be able to executé his
authority. Just as authority is never to be seen outside the perspective
of insight and correct action, S0 power can never be separated from
authority. If 1t is not accompanied by .true authority, it 18 illegitimate
power which oppresses the members of the societal relationship instead
of helping them O realise their Godly calling. Such exercise of power -
which might even pecome demonic - should not be obeyed, but should

be opposed in the correct way-

Stuart Fowler recently (1994) wrote the following noteworthy words
about power in a Biblical perspective: "In the world around us power is
regarded as a prize 0 be grasped and held onto. Struggles over power
are the root of much of the contlict that tears our world apart and the
fear of loss Of power is an important root of oppression. people do not
always prize power for gelfish reasons. They may want it so that they
can do good in {he world. A person may want political power, for
example, in order to gain persnnal advantage. But a person may also
want political power in order to right the wrongs of society.

»Whatever the motive, however, the view of power as d prize 1© be

seized and held onto contradicts the Gospel. God's S0
kingdom on garth by renouncing his power to become 4 powerless

slave:
" Let the same mind be in you that was in Christ Jesus, who, though
lity with God as

he was in the form of God, did not regard equa
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to which somebody has insight, [0

he extent
o the extent that he has

we should always say: 't
cordance with that,

the extent that he acts in ac
authority, he is entitled to power.
In practice this has the following implications:

s Before Christians elect somebody 10 an office, they have 10 make
certain that the person knows God's will for the specific gphere of life,
and they should also know whether he is willing to obey it.
(Friendship, politics or other considerations may never determine who

is elected.) If we do not do this, we will be co-responsible later on for
illegal exercise of power.

s The person who is elected should ensure that he complies with the
requirements set for an otfice-bearer.

s Those who are already in office should see 1O it that they grow in
insight and obedience on 2 daily basis. Otherwise they will be
unworthy office-bearers without true quthority and power. (For a more
extensive outline of this Biblical concept of authority, see the valuable
book by P.A. Schouls (1972). He ofters many interesting examples
from the Bible.)

*  Responsibility is always oriented, normative  and structured
responsibility.

s |n the first place responsibility presupposes an orientation point, an
address. For the Christian this is God. Because we know that man is no
real holder of power except through the grace of God, we know that
mi- i No gubstitute for God but only 2 gervant of God and his tellow

meli, no master, but only a steward of God over his creation.

s, the called. We have to be
ca of life. In the light
r continent in every

His calling goes out 10 ¥
respons-ible, answering to his calling in every af
of rampantly irresponsible conduct all over ou
sphere of life, 1 am of the opinion that we need to put spe
on personal respuns-ibility in the presence of God.

Gud is the Cualler.

cers are also responsibl

Simultancously offi
appointed them in the specitic oftice.

societal relationship who
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9. The elitist concept of office, restricted 10 certain people in, for
example, state and church with a combined, hierarchical concept of
authority is not Biblically founded. Offices are not the exclusive right
of some, limited to some positions of leadership together with status
and power, as the Biblical idea is that cach individual is the holder of
an oftice which implies, among other things, service of God, protection
of fellow men, and stewardship over creation. We theretore believe in a
universal vocation for office, and thus for service.

to man to execute his office,

ral divine calling
variety of offices.

3. Apart from this gene
there are also specific calls and therefore a
Everybody is called to service, but not everybody to the same service,
in the same way orf in the same field. God's call to office-bearers comes
within the context of a specific societal relationship. The universal
calling to office is specitied in a specific societal sphere or relationship.

to see to it that the

4. Office-bearers have the following tasks: (a)
he relevant societal

fulfilment of the calling of the. members of t
relationship 18 directed normatively at the speci
relationship; (b) 1O protect and promote their calling; (¢) t0 struggle
against evil because all men are Sinners, and (d) to maintain the
necessary order with a view 1o fulfilment of the specific calling in a
particular societal relationship .8 family, school, church, state,

business, ete.
5. Office and authority are not the same thing, as someone can fill an
office unlawfully, without the necessary authority.

located in office in terms of God's creational
ft and a duty from God to man. Man, however,
ely) authority. God does not transfer his
The idea that authority is transferred by

God or derived from God is wrong. Whoever reasons in this way will

easily fall into the trap of idolising human authority.
authority falls away, because criticism of or resistance against even
abused power could easily be seen as rebellion against God Himself.

6. Authority 1s
ordination. It is @ gi
only has human (creatur
(divine) authority o anybody.

wer. Power is the ability 10

also needs po
g - if it is not

7. To exercise an office one
h is therefore not wron

do something. Power as suc
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individualist and not in the reformational or pluralist philosophy -of
society. Nevertheless confirmation or appointment in an office by a
community s preceded by their recognition of the abilities of the
office-bearer.

The above-mentioned WO facets of authority unfortunately do not
always go hand in hand. On the one hand somebody might well have
the personal capacities, but the community might not recognise and
acknowledge them. On the other hand a person might not have the
abilities, but might because of popularity and supposed competence, a
presupposed "right" thereto (long service, seniority, or 4 position on
the hierarchical list of promotion) pe endowed with communal
authority. This then will be a case of office without ability or insight.

11. The power with which an office-bearer is endowed should not be
100 slight, because then the office cannot be effectively exercised, and
also not foo great, as this can casily lead to an abuse of power.

12. Office bearers are responsible towards God and the members of
the societal relationship who appointed them for the way in which they

execute their authority and power: No authority or responsibility
without accountability!

13. This vision on office, authority and power prevents two dangers:
poth tyranny and egalitarianism, thus both absolutisation of the office
and lack of respect for the office. The former is often the case with
traditional hierarchical views of office, while the latter often happens
with the so-called democratisation of a societal relationship (university,
industry, whatever). The challenge 18 therefore to construct and to
practically apply a third, reformational vision.

2.11 Open for correction

My viewpoint about office, authority, power and responsibility is not
the final word. It will have to be elaborated, tested, improved and even

corrected. After 1 have finished writing the above, [ realised for

instance, that the close connection [ see between authority and insight
could be problematic. A colleague and triend trom New Zealand (dr.
Alan Cameron) indicated the way towards a possible solution: &
distinction between two meanings of the concept authority.

20
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(2) Authority in the s Z
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2.12 In conclusion

If this whole che is visuali
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less like this: lised in a diagram, it would look more or
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3.

A CHRISTIAN PERSPECT
OF SOCIETY SPECTIVE ON THE STRUCTURING

RESPONSIBIL

of societal relationship who

elected and confirmed him/her

Pesponsible towards God
in the office

The essence of :
he ess our problem in this secti <
view of society? o M section will be: What is : -
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r political,
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4.

Accountable towards members

authori

and even

3. . .
1 Introduction: three Biblical perspectives
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the case of the use of
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or too great = tyranny
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. otherwise it becomes

and therefore dependent
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obedience of God-given

porms for this specific
relationship

societal relationship
o requires insight into and

God's norms for the spesific

e, however ieve v ¢
W , believe that the Gospel also provides excellent, distinctl
r > y

rvice

I will provi
ide three ditferent t
o . X t nevertheless clog
startine points - L i rtheless closely related Bibli
start ﬁ%m[;] thtz itz;;-d real Christian philosophy of sucigty b!I%r?’d e
; idea of ditferent n‘:'ﬁm nrlzmda;;1 the image of God, the <;e.cun(f ;lrst WII“
: ces and the third f . 5 rom the
| Thpse thiee | ird from the ide: iversifi
. g s ideas are s ea of divers 5
eas are not at all new to Christians "I‘hcwi;::nﬁd I(.W”'
A sl plications

drawn fr -

om them for an ow ;

. v n own ! 2 .

surprisingly new. philosophy of society are, however
»

ition by the members of
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* From the perspective of man as the image of God

The essence of sin lies therein that, instead of being an image of God,
man wants to be like God, God Himself. In reality this sinful attitude
usually results in the fact that man "replaces” the real God with the
gods he prefers. (1) Man serves other gods; (2) he himself resembles
more and more the god(s) he serves; (3) he also creates societal
relationships according 10 his own image. A line could therefore be
drawn trom the god one serves to the type of society which one creates.
Because this is an important point, allow me 10 explain in detail.

n the history of the world are creation, fall and
d reformation). The second
tand in a relationship of

= The main phases |
redemption (or formation, deformation an
phase (fall) has caused man to come O S
disobedience rather than obedience t
image of God (his viceroy on earth) man wanted to be God (the only
king). Because man has now lost his
he cannot do other- than create new certainties for himself. From
creation itself man creates new idols. He now expects of his idol to
provide him with protection, galvation, redemption - while the self-
made god can never provide this. Idolatry 18 self-deception. But

i« able to deceive people because Satan uses it t0

unfortunately an idol is a
seduce mankind.

= After the fall there are only WO possibilities for man: he either loves
the true God, or he serves an idol. In hoth cases man more and mort
resembles the God/god to whom he has given his allegiance. Should ht
serve the true God, he is renewed more and more towards the image ol
Christ. Should he give his allegiance 10 Mammon, he becomes i

greedy, loveless and obsessed person.

= ldolatry, however, is not something merely individual. Tt has socid
eftects, because an idolator does not only resemble his god, but alst
creates institutions which look like himself. What man makes of hi
marriage, his family life, political party, etc. is a mirror image d
himself. In the various societal relationships we therefore see thi
deepest convictions, hopes and expectations of a specific person d
group, from which emerges, for example, whether they are obeying thl
faws of the true God or not.
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In this way the initially "c!cnsed" society_ of lsrael,‘wl)ere all the
functions were concentrated in only one figure (the family or tribal
chieftain), gradually "opened" to a diversification of functions held by
different people (the king in the state, the priest in the church, the
father in the family etc.) with different responsibilities. Israel started
using their historico-cultural formative power in a positive way,
because the diversity and richness which God has given in creation was
deployed in this way. Different human relationships, each with their
own sphere of authority, came into existence,

It was also clear that the previously unlimited power of the tribal head
was now limited. The king's power was limited to the specific task he
was assigned to fulfil. The same applied to the priest(s). Also, the
prophets did not have royal or priestly responsibilities. Their task was
to proclaim the Word of God to everybody - also to priests and kings.

We can mention quite a few examples where the kings of Israel did not
respect these limits set to them by God and transgressed, for instance,
into the sphere of the priesthood. Every time this happened they were
severely punished by God Himself. Compare for instance Saul who did
not wait for Samuel to offer to the Lord (1 Samuel 13:8-14), or Uzziah
(2 Chronicles 26:16-21) who took over the priest Azariah's
responsibility and burned incense on the altar in the temple. Both of
them finally died because of disrespecting God-given boundaries.

Offering incense in the temple as such was not wrong. The priests did
it on a daily basis. But when the king did it, it was a very serious sin.
He used his royal status and power to go out of the sphere of his God-
given royal responsibilities and to intrude into the sphere of' the God-
given responsibility of the priests. In direct opposition to the will of
God, he did not want to make use of the institutions God provided, but
wanted to provide for his own religious happiness. He pretended to be
a priest. And by appointing himself to the priesthood, he was in fact
“playing God," because in the time of Israel God appointed people to
various offices. God so seriously regarded this transgression that Saul
was removed as king and that Uzziah was not only punished with
leprosy, but God declared him unfit for his royal responsibilities too.

Because God also reveals Himself in creation, every human being -

even those who have never heard of the Bible - intuitively knows that a
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family is something ditterent from a business, a chu rch something other
than a state, that a school should not be identitfied with a soccer club
etc. Also non-Christians agree that we should not mix politics and sport
and, as a consequence, select (or reject) players on political grounds
instead of on merit. Or, to mention just one final example, it .lhe
government in Nigeria acts in favour of the Christians, the Muslims
may with perfect justice protest, because it is not the task of a
government to choose between religions or to get re_llgumsly involved,
but only to guarantee freedom of religion for all its citizens.

Some Christians - also in my own country - have difficulty in
understanding this. Have I not emphasised previously that a Chri.stian
can never be neutral, but always has to serve the true God or an _1dn_l?
Am I thinking consistently when [ now propagate re!igiuus n_lcutrallty in
the case of government and the state? Do !_myselt not fall prey _tfu
dualist Christianity with its Christian private life but neutral public life?

The answer is: No. The state cannot be religiously neutrul_. But its Q'ud-
given (religious) task is not to favour one or _the other religion or tfﬂtl}.
Its God-given task is to administer justice fairly to each person within
its boundaries. It cannot be religiously neutral to this command from
God: it either obeys or disobeys!

It is theretore even possible - as was the case in apartheid South A‘ut'r_ica
- to have a so-called Christian government (= a government consisting
of mainly Christian members) governing in a very unchristian way,
because they did not know - or did not want to know - what the real
task of government has to be.

* From the perspective of diversified love

We can also explain what has been saiq thus Ifil.l' 'ﬁ'om nm_)ther !3ihlicnl
perspective, viz. that of love. God is king. His kingdom is a kingdom
of love. He rules in love. Because He loved us so muph, He redeemed
us in Christ. He, however, also commands love from us towards
Himselt and our fellowmen. This is the only way to achieve real
happiness individually and also in society at Iargt?. When we start
looking for other ways to make us happy_wc su_hstltulc the re_al God
with our own god, we replace our only Saviour with another saviour.



It should be kept in mind that love is not a feeling of affection: we also

have to love those we do not like - even our enemies - Just as God

loved us while we were still his enemies. Real love is sacrifice and
service!

Thus far nothing has been said that a Christian does not know and will
not endorse. New doors, however, will open when we realise that love
is not simply love. There are different kinds of love, because love has
to take on ditferent forms in different situations. The tollowing types of
love are all different: love for one's parents, wife, children, cattle, dog
and farm. This fact offers promising perspectives for a Christian
philosophy of society. .

A secular philosophy of society will have much to say about
competition, contracts, rights etc., but definitely not about love. Love
is limited to the private life in marriage, family and the church. To
speak of love in the case of politics (government and the state) will
make people laugh. The state may have something to do with justice,

but definitely..not with love! Justice, however, is not the opposite of -

love. It is simply another form of love, the form in which love is
realised or concretised in the case of the state as societal relationship.
In the same way God's central love commandment has to be realised
ditferently in the various other relationships: as fidelity in marriage,
care in a family, stewardship at work, compassion for the poor, health
tor our bodies, clarity in our thinking and many more.

Our conclusion: If we are able to again discover the richness and
diversity of love, we will have no ditficulty in surprising the world
with a unique Christian philosophy of society.

3.2 Individualism, communalism and a Christian view of society

Cn the preceding pages we have already indicated the desired direction
from a closed (undiversitied) to an open (diversified) society. As an
example of a closed society we used the primal societies of Israel
(before it became a kingdom) and Africa (during pre-colonial times).
Other examples of closed, undiversitied societies could be the Medieval
society (about 500 - 1500 A.D.), in which case the church had
authority over and dominated the whole of society, or the terrible
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regime of Adolf Hitler in Germany (prior to and during W_p‘rld \f\/ar.ll),
when the German government acted in a completely totalitarian fashion.

True development and progress, howeve_r, can nn‘ly occur when and
where the different spheres of life (marriage, family, school, ch}lrcl?,
business, university etc.) grow towards i‘ndcpenden_ue, and authority is
differentiated rather than centraliseq. Of course IlhlS should oceur, as
already indicated previously in nhedlenqe to (_}ud s laws, pmclalmefl in
his creational and Scriptural revelation, for the various societal
relationships.

As against the individualist view of society and thc_cnnalrnunulf.w v_icw,
the Christian worldview therefore holds to a pluralist view of society.
It wishes to do justice to both the individual and society. The
reformational Christian worldview therefore does not make a choice in
the framework of the false dilemma of an individual or a social Gospel.
It does not perceive tension between either proclaiming the Gospel or
restructuring societies. This  does. not indicate. that the reformational
way is simply a combination of the two other wiorl_dwews or the golden
mean between the two struggling groups. It indicates a wholly new
third way.

I would like to present the following Eliagrz_nm which provi(!es a
summary of the three models for society. The diagram may be u‘t help
in obtaining an overview. It indicates very hnf:ﬂy the aim, philosophy,
practice and final result of each of the three philosophies of society.
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A COMPARISON OF THREE MODELS FOR SOCIETY

Individualism

Communalism

Pluralism

First liberty, then equality

First equality (unity,

liberation

solidarity, brotherhood) then

Freedom (individually
and socially) to serve God

Philosophy 1.

Parts (individuals) more
important than the whole
(society)

Whole (society) more
important then the parts
(individuals)

False dilemma solved by
the principle of unity in
diversity or diversity in
unity

Higher ontic status for the
individual

Higher ontic status for
social collectivity

Individual's existence
interwoven with a variety
of different social
relationships

Societal relationships are
artificial and contractial
collections of individuals

Individuals find meaning
and fulfilment only by
belonging to the larger
group

Pluralism does not
overemphasise either the
individual or community

4. Overestimates individual and Overestimates community Balance (not a
underestimates associative and underestimates compromise) between
nature of human life individuals individual and society

L Human (individual) autonomy Obedience to collective will Obedience to God's will
(one's own boss) of "people” (in His creational

ordinances and in
Scripture)
Practice 1. All activities towards All activities only a means All human activities in the
enhancement of individual to serve the purposes of the service of the kingdom of
(e.g. primarily individual community at large (social God
rights) rights)
2, Atomistic relationships - also One over-arching social Societal relationships

between societal relationships

institution (e.g. church,
state, business as

exist alongside/next to
each other in mutual
service

megastructure)
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3.4 An example

According to the pluralist position the srate is neither a single all-
encompassing structure with higher ontic status than all other human
relationships, nor is it simply an artificial social contract among
individuals. According to pluralism the state has its own identity and
limited sphere of competence - balanced by the rights and competences
of other societal relationships. The specific purpose of the state is to
promote public (general) justice, that is, to balance the rights and duties
of the other societal relations, to cope with differences between them
and to protect the rights of all. The state, in terms of an image, is the
balance wheel, which has to co-ordinate and regulate the other wheels
(relationships) so that all of them can tultil their own tunctions and also
function in mutual harmony.

Although the state has to play a kind of refereeing role, it may not
under normal circumstances interfere in the sphere of competence of
another societal sphere. It should play -a supportive role and promote
the free and equal development of each societal structure - in
partnership with all the others. The state only has the right to interfere
if a societal relationship, for example, does not tulfil its own task or
interferes in the sphere of other societal relationships.

Because the state (consisting of government and citizens) is such an
intluential societal relationship, allow me to say something more about
it from a pluralist-reformational perspective.

Because of sin man tends to misuse political power for his private
interests. As Christians we have the duty to call governments back
continually to God's order for the state otherwise we will have no
freedom, peace and justice. It is a pity that, through inappropriate use
of Scripture (cf. passages like Romans 13:1-7, | Timothy 2:1-2 and |
Peter 2:13-14) - and by overlooking the many passages in the Bible that
describe the duties and limits of rulers and also God's judgment over
unfaithtul rulers - Christians have often been satisfied with sintul
passivity. In this way they have furthered corruption among
government officials, furthered its pragmatic approach and finally its
total secularisation.



What is the norm for faithful government? The great commandment of
love should be the basis of all man's activities - including government.
The promotion of justice for all is a government’'s way of practising
love, as already stated above. God's norm demands that a government
provide fair treatment tor all its citizens, all societal institutions and
organisations. Public life ought to be regulated in such a way that all
citizens can fulfil their tasks responsibly and in peace. All people and
all areas of life ought to be allowed free development. One person or
group should not be favoured above another. Government should
interfere where and whenever unfairness threatens. It should make laws
and provide public services (especially for the basic requirements of
lite, such as housing, water, food, medical care, etc.) that ensure a
free, sate and healthy society. People also ought to be protected against
violations of their persons and property - if necessary through a police
force or even the army.

We should therefore not ask (like the individualists): how much
government do we need? The real question is not how much, but: Is the
government truly promoting fair treatment of everybody, and does it
truly allow all sectors of life the necessary development? We need
enough government to provide justice for all.

This norm for government therefore stands in direct opposition to the
popular idea of (individualist/socialist) democracy: the rule of the
individuals/people, by the individuals/people, for the individuals/-
people. The subjects (citizens), however, are not a law unto themselves
through the government they have elected. There is a God-given norm
to which both rulers and citizens are subjected.

3.5 Summary

In recapitulation, we could compare the three visions of society
discussed above with the following images: that of a collection of
atoms, that of an orange and that of a clock. According to the
individualist model society resembles a cluster of atoms - there is no
social reality apart from the individual identity. According to
collectivist communalism the segments of the orange have no separate
identity apart from the whole orange, which is then of course more real
and more important than the segments. Pluralism teaches that, as every
cog in a clock has its own place, and simultaneously all interlock so
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th?:.thc clock can run, in the same way each societal relationship is a
’red ity and has I'tS own p!ace and right to existence - in harmon w;ith
all the other societal relationships or structures. g

Visualised in a diagram:

Explanation:
A= Individualism: individuals
sm: iduals (1} loosely connected in a soci
s in et
structure (2)  soctet
B = C().'nn-afmaﬁsm: individuals and societal structures (2) merely
part of the greater, more important whole (1)
C= Pluralism: societal  structures  closely related but also

independent

There are, of course, many variations on these three models, as well as
. H v 1 3 H . . * i H ; ;

many combinations which occur in practice, but they are the basic

ones, and nobody has as yet brought forward a tourth model.

Many A_frican states have, in the wake of independence, and in
conjunction with traditional African communalism experimel’*jtcd with
various km_ds of socialism. In the Western world, ’a"uin individualism
is the dominant view of society - even in the East Bblnc :.‘nunlrie% lh‘erc
has heen‘a movement away from socialism to individualism ‘in the
course of the last few years. More or less the same thingl Is at [h:

d
n



moment happening in Africa, with the push towards Western models of

democracy.

Aok

36

4, A CHRISTIAN PERSPECTIVE ON SOCIAL
INVOLVEMENT AND CHANGE

In this section we will mention three models for changing society: the
dualist-pietist, the revolutionary and the Biblical or truly reformational,
Our emphasis will, however, be on the first type, because it is this
viewpoint which I think is most common amongst African Christians.
We will have to critique this viewpoint because it is not in agreement
with the Word of God and therefore also not allows the Christian to be
fully present in the "world".

In order to bring out my viewpoint clearly, I will contrast the
viewpoints of the Evangelicals (as an example of the dualist-pietist
model) and that of the Ecumenicals (as an example of the revolutionary
model).

4.1 Evangelicals and Ecumenicals in Africa

Before we continue allow me a remark. I have studied the materials of
both the Evangelicals in Africa and even paid a visit to their
headquarters in Nairobi. (The Association of Evangelicals in Africa and
the All Africa Council of Churches.) 1 am therefore not criticising from
a position of hear-say. And I included in my critique also the church to
which I belong - which I would describe as mainly evangelical.

* "Not of but not in the world"

In view of the statement of "in but not of the world", one could typity
the two opposing stands of the Evangelical and Ecumenical brothers in
the following terms. One stand emphasises the aspect of not being of
the world. The other stresses the fact that the church has to be in the
world.

The first viewpoint is faced with the problem of the extent to which the
church (which is not of the world) can still be in the world. The latter
vision has to deal with the question of how the church (which stands in
the world) can see to it that it does not become identical to the world.
The first viewpoint is thus involved with the problem that the church
should not withdraw trom the world, and the second has to face the
problem that the church may not allow itself to be swallowed by the
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world. From the first viewpoint the second position i3 regarded as
secularisation (accommodation) while the second group accuses the

first of flight from the world (isolation).
# The precarious balance

It would thus seem as if the old saying (in but not of) is not that easy to
keep in balance in practice: if the pendulum does not swing too far to
one side, it swings 100 far to the other!

Have our Evangelical and Ecumenical friends perhaps each noticed part
of the truth? Is the correct viewpoint situated somewhere in between

these two extremes?

With our background of a radical Christian worldview we are in the
position to unmask both viewpoints as well as a choice between them,
or the search for balance or compromise between them, as false.
Why? Because the viewpoints of both the Evangelical and the
Ecumenical are the result of a dualist Christian worldview.

Their dualist starting points is clearly revealed in the terminology they
use. Take as an example the terms horizontal-vertical. We may not
divide our lives like that. According to the Bible we cannot live
horizontally without any reference to God. Neither can we live
vertically without any relationship to God's created reality. No, in our
so-called horizontal relationships we have to serve God!

Dualist oriented Christians, however, also have problems with this
position of the church: the church also ought to be involved in the
world! But, be careful: if the church gets too deeply involved in the
world, it will become "worldly" and loose its "churchly" (or divine)
character! The only solution, therefore, lies in seesaw tactics: in the
world but not of the world.

But what does this really mean? To say the least, this is a very vague
point of view. We are not surprised Dy the vagueness, however,
because we know that “a dualist Christian worldview cannot be clear
and unambiguous. Only a radical Christian worldview can clearly and
unambiguously show the way. !
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* Twin brothers

ght!]f:.'sta_rlu‘ng [‘JO_I!'It of hn‘th the Evangelical and the Ecumenical
Simrl.\inaq ‘ls ;]1 dualist worldview, why then do they ditfer? The rea;)dn
Eval:-. genlsall r:]ttt; they adhere to different dualist worldviews. The
e gﬁa.g :u')r‘el emphasis on the one pole (grace), while the
i :rac;; hxd(.[ y t}’lel.f)pposne. In the dialectic tension between
S e brotieh 15 GOVTE AL WD e s
natural) identity of the church, while lh;t}néiar;un;tlth e

‘ _ ), enical brother is
:::I:;fvr;;f ;:zi;rgl:]t:ehmp(?l'ta?ce of the w‘urld: In a dualist wm‘ldvievsror:Z
Al s C with an uneasy situation of divided loyalty. It is

_possible for one to have only one loyalty as is the case wi

rac:fcal .and integral Christian worldview. Finally - b;acaut;e :b?«;:és: )
ggr;:y();stggtdrliiy‘ satll:;tact'nry - one has to give priority to ()1’1;‘} of :;e
R 6 mh;er:sm’. u}rdt thg same time 1t is not possible to totally
inare; 105 LHe ng{agérm?te itdu'ill‘;:‘;“gnienm;m inherent in the dualist
oth.er! When the one side nt: the sccsawf:aU i);mnm i g
swings upward. A horizontal checkmate pusi’;iun a:lj;::vci,)e:tsh:utost:l;fi:f;:m

d a Ctl dl t > ( [y I
dan

nglt))lr;lmg to a nlaforl;lational, pluralist view of society, the church is
a societal relationship among other ionshi :
' : r relationships. It is

elevated above them as a s [ o el 8 o

supernatural kind of institution ¢

world. We theretore do not h: ing i e
\ _ ave to bring it (d [ i
is part of God's creation! St et

4.2 Historical background: the : et il
to Africa ground: the type of Christianily introduced

A survey of the road which Western Christianity has trodden is

:’nr:;‘)ortanrt, b:acau‘se to a great degree  African Christianity has -
ortunately! - followed Europe on foot. For the sake of clarity‘we
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shall simplify a bit and divide the spiritual history of the West in three
phases: the Biblical, the dualist and the secular.

* The original Biblical vision

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 full, 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:

* PDualist Christianity

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 lite. 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-
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el:nbrac'l‘ng word for the lower sphere was "nature". as awvainst th
higher "supernatural” part, the sphere of grace. > W Against the

In this case we can once again draw a circle, but a horizontal li

should be drawn through it in order to represent the higher 'Ondtdl ot
parts of the two-spheres doctrine. In the upper part the&;'e it:d'n '(?wer
pointing upwards and in the lower part there is no arrow lindn L‘qumw
symbolize the fact that this is a so-called neutral sphere or l,crra;:lr i

The vision of man and his task in the world is no longer radical, total
and m?eg‘ral. Man's religious life (which should be ull~encur‘n )assi’n 'mfl'
now limited to things such as praying, reading the BihleI ’oin%) -
church angl doing theology - the so-called spiritual things - a;ulé C'E' [9
also leadlpg a good moral lite. Religion, instead \uf hci?} '1 d'ljls
encompassing service to God, becomes a private issue that no }:mdn_
has an influence on the social, political and economic spheres ( lti’%l"
cl.e‘z‘ir, hovsfever, that this vision on spiritual matters is snn;ethin' t te IIIS
dlttgrent from the Biblical perspective, which sees the: whole o}:" I‘t')f‘i y
spiritual, that is, determined and directed by God or an idol e

The‘ t\ivwspheres doctrine is not simply slightly wrong. It is totall
unbiblical. This is clear imter alia trom the fact that the ﬁihle ;1) )l;i* y
m_alges a d1§tincti()n between nature and grace. The correct I(?;ll:lw]
fhstmcunnlls between grace and sin. The awful fact is that :ll:ld
incorrect view has been held by Christians for almost 2 000‘ ears, l(}
is still wldelly accepted. This means that we have a haftlhé',rlirtll
:::lgof;tr::'llICh“Ster}dl'n:n, because the influence of the Gospel is re:lluced’
ofth.; ;eelgdrt of life, for instance to Sundays, that is, to one-seventh

It was ex::lC[]y this kin " pietis Orid-neg ir hristianity that
& b d of I)l“ll st, world-negati L Christiani
o et oty NSt i

T]he process of secularisation - of which we can see the bitter fruits so
clearly in our own times - therefore started early in the hi‘;tnré of
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Christianity. It is not the nworld" 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.

* Modern secularism
secularism diagrammatically, this time by the

tion of the circle. Secularism entirely rejects the
¢ anything to do with religion.

We can represent
remaining lower sec
upper (spiritual) section. It refuses to hav
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.

however, deceive ourselves into thinking that the
ngecular” 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.

We should not,

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.
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How did these worldviews infl i

; ¢ / ¢ uence African Christianity? Afric:
tul]o_wed Europe on foot. We find today that ,-f\\t'ric-gml:yidj-ﬁtm‘“d a
dualist and the secular views. % holes b e

* Dualist African Christianity

!'n }‘ovllow:'ing most Western churches, life in Africa is divided i
‘splrltu;?l and "secular” spheres. There is a wide ran;;c of b 'mm-
;gzl'fer?ling th: re:ati;])nship between these spheres, how they :&%l::r::z
ach other an which should enjoy preference. T};e more conservati 1
Evangelicals of Africa allocate priority to the spiri e ol and

i ] Hloc: . spiritual, the church :
irrende(n;t[‘)tmn-. Th‘f vertical (thclrelalmryship to God) is the n:?g

portant for them and all stress is therefore placed on evangelisati
(the gaining of souls tor Christ). S

The Ecumenicals i Ti i
$ in Africa (the mor ar: DT .
el Cland ( o ore liberal Christians), tend to think
! ‘ y". Good relations between people at the natural level
_more important and they therefore strive for a more humanitaric
SOCIBI)'. imanitarian

;I}‘II:Z Iflll;ar}l]ggalu_:als' pelieve ll.mt new (reborn) people will graduall
y utg, their wdnvtdual testimony, change society with all its societfti
structures, such as state, industry and educati i i :
: : education. They are very nafl
B § : aive
ilo.wev.elr, because thf,y c'lu not see the depth and breadth ofy hum'u;
tﬁstnes.s. The tragic fact 1 that reborn Christians, even where they a‘re
hae mfi_]or_'lty in a society, do not necessarily renew social structures, but
itgv‘F in _tdc.t" pt?rpetue_tted oppression. They narrow the Gospel dnw,n to
ir;v \Ifemcal dl‘n}enfm‘ms - wnth_ at most some implications tor the social
"w;:l :ie:ment {lﬁ' m{dmdual Christians. They are very aggressive ;hn)ul
ig souls”, but are mostly fairly passi en it ¢ i
T ) y fairly passive when it comes to social

III contrast to this the Ecumenicals believe that evil is situated 1

first place not in man but in his environment. Furkt}‘]i% ret?i' e
Eenewa_l of social structures and the overturning of th;: n;m')?' lhb
‘esmhllsh_menls" will change the world. Reconciliation helwcénplbhmil:
is more important than reconciliation with God. They too 'trepe(')'l?t:
he:cause they do not see that the Gospel should call man first (uf al[:dlvL
of ti:e darkness of sin, out of a Godless lite. They limit th;: Gos ‘iuut
its "horizontal” dimensions. Although they are aggressive lrL:SI::;ut;;

) ¢
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reform they are satistied with a more or less passive Christian

"presence” as a means to evangelisation.

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 10 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 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.

* 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 4 prescientific attitude
to life, which determines the spiritual direction of man's lite. It is thus
not the product of science (theology or philosophy), but lies at the basis
of man's scientific thought. |
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In ghls Bihllczn_l viewpoint the concept of the kingdom of God is centr:

This perspective includes three coherent ideas: God's kin :‘:'ht'enmllll.
spherel of his dominion (creation), and the fruits (or h.letasin});q)lp'f : e
sovereignty. It is therefore nothing less than the basic E(Kih;;'l']'lh
confession that Christ is King and that we have to recognise and 5'!‘":
substance to his kingship in all spheres of life. Bive

Although the church fulfils an important role in 's king i
kingdom is .rrlmch wider and broader than the chur«(:jll:.)dlth t::iri%litlg,n hl;l
spheres 0? llte:_ commerce (Acts 4:32-35), justice (1 Curinthians‘()' l-g
the .relat:.onshlp between master  and slave (1 Peter 2: IS)' h)1
relationship between husband and wite (Ephesians 5:21-32) ‘.md ’ -t .
more - even the food and drink we ingest (1 C(urirllh{u‘ns 1-0‘11‘) e

{\ real Christia{] wm‘ldvie'fv based on the Word of God is a total
mtegfa_l and ra_dlgetl worldview. It is the real medicine for the sickn "
of African Christianity! l .

4.3 A preliminary critique

Why dg) we not simply accept the traditional dualist worldview? Wh

do Chr!stums, who are all believers of the Word ot God, hold dix;er re );
worldwe\:vs?_ Most Christians should after all agree wil,h the thllmsi n’
core confession of their faith: "God the Father redeemed His creati 5
which had fallen into sin, through the death of His Son and rene dt:l"!’
through His Spirit to become the kingdom of God." Nrie

T.h‘ere are many, but one of the most important reasons for the
differences is that not all Christians understand the core u;nu; ts in t s
cm.zfessmn of faith (creation, fall, redemption, kingdom of C[)}(;d) i “?
umversgll, all-encompassing sense, but limit it in u?lc way or anollhn‘ :
f‘\ccordmg to Scripture creation includes everything that God mad tbt:
tull_ currupt.ecl the whofe of creation, redemption is intended fue;’ th
entire creation and the concept kingdom of God points to the fact tl 'ﬁ
God is King of the whofe of reality. ~ ot

% Starting from the wrong perspective

Ln the history of Christ_ignity, however, creation (as nature) has often
een regarded as a specitic (delimited) area. The fall has been regarded
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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 1s
seen simply as the return of something and not as total and integral
renewal. In this way oo the kingdom of God is seen as ai 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, OF 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 10 creation, or that we have 1o move away from creation.
No, redemption is rather a recovery of creation. Redemption does not
mean another but rather a new creation. Redemption 18 therefore re-
creation. Salvation does not make @ new cosmos, but makes the cosSmos

new!

* How to identify a dualist Christian worldview
Whenever you encounter certain contrasts like the following, be careful
- they may be the result of one or the other form of dualist thinking:
kingdom(s) of the world - kingdom of God: secular - religious;
autonomous man - sovereign God; the god of the philosophers - the
God of the Bible; God the Creator - God the Redeemer; earth - heaven,
visible world - invisible world; flesh - spirit; lay person - clergy; world
- church; state - church; emperor - pope; politician - priest; marriage -
celibacy; natural (general) revelation - supernatural (special) revelation;
reason - faith; natural theology - supernatural theology; university -
seminary; class room - chapel; natural law - divine law; horisontal -
vertical; temporal - eternal; natural virtues - Christian virtues; research
- prayer; human - Christian; love for the world - love for God; physics
- metaphysics; natural history - redemptive history; general grace -
special grace; historical - transhistorical; worldly - spiritual; citizen -
Christian; science - religion; this world - the next world; secular - holy;
protane - sacred; worldly - heavenly; immanence - transcendence;
material - spiritual; etc. etc.
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Especially Christians advocating a two-re: i L

the above_ disti.nctions from Sn%ripture :::;II]‘:”}]B];:;' \;:H [rf}: ;0' [‘)r'uve"
quote Christ Himself saying that his followers should not - )iikmﬂ-d?-ce,-
-hbe lcunce‘med about earthly things like food, drink and clmig %‘t’)ns
sh;)u ('1] be (.fmcemedr above everything else with the kingdom of hl‘:z’a\,nr;ll
f) v z;t;rg]w gu215—’54;) They should not store up riches tor themselves her?a
o ,k : in eaw?n {Matthew 6:l9~?|). Christ also explicitly says
hat his m;,dom does not belong to this world (John 18:36) Jg d ]

:;]r;e ;;I;h fhl;‘ Paul rt_:minds the Colossians (3:1-2) to put th.t-)'ll' I‘wa::t; (11;
earth.l gs that are in heaven and not to fix them on things here on

Other parts of Scripture, how

Ot 1 ever, warn us to be careful not to 3
ggnm lt‘h‘e;huve texts a dualism of earthly as against heavenly thigg(ﬂju‘is
o f;,l:[h .lAsnjhjeatﬁr G;l)d gz;ve Adam and Eve the mandate to culli\-rale

carth. in Matthew 5:13-14 Christ gives his f |
s : : s ollowers the tas
;(r)mt:jdthe tsa]tk and light of the world. He also prays that thet Iga:ai:
not take us out of the on us-safe fi i

it world but keep us safe from evil (John

cC}l;:ri; s.ﬁ:ng&]u&nfis cehrtainly not from (out of) this world, but it is very
' intended for this world and directed ¢ ds i
have to find the "treasures i ” s i
: sures in heaven" here on earth, in our dai \
ve. . b : : ur dail
:(i:lt:l’t]ult labour (cf. Matthew 13:44). This treasure is the same dz,é)(:flaz
K g LI“J-[!], \af'here we obey God's commandments - fiere and now. Paul's
Wi[t)}[l'ef::;](;nmtihe thu;‘gsh that are in heaven" should also not be cuﬁtraste&
ngs of the earth”, but with sinful things (ct si
s s ok th sinful things (cf. Colossians
.8,9). gs of heaven" are gifts which the H irit gi
h : : oly Spiri '
;10 Pef)plvlle on earth (Colossians 3:12-17). The expressiony"k!)ng(;cfrllvz;'
ggwin %usgd b.y Mattlflew because his Gospel was written for Jewish
Ilzi {)de wh() jin)Idt?d using lhe_ name of God) does not indicate that His
ngdom has nothing to do with this earth. It simply indicates that its
origin is with God in heaven. bk

We therefore do not have to retreat or withdraw from the world, b

from the nwr!d{y (sintul) things ot this world (I John 2:15) )II:J e o
the ahuv‘e-mcntmnccl texts prove the doctrine of two reain 9 W(l)m' e
to look for its origins outside the Word of God ks
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* Three meanings of the word "world"

Because the word "world" has both positive and negative connotations
in the New Testament, it opens the door to the above two types of
dualist Christian worldviews. If one only emphasises the positive
meaning of the word "world”, there is a real danger of accommodation
to the world (the "Christian of the world" position). If, on the other
hand, one views the word only negatively, it promps Christians to
retreat from the world (the "Christian above/alongside/against the
world" position).

The third, correct, position is to clearly distinguish between the two
meanings in which the word is used in the New Testament. What
makes this so difficult, is that the two different meanings are sometimes
used together even in the same section, for instance, in Christ's prayer
(John 17:9-19) where He says that his disciples are not of the world
(negative meaning), but He does not pray that they should be sent out
of the world but rather into the world (positive meaning). Because of
the two meanings Christians should maintain simultaneously a distance
from (or anti-thesis to) and an involvement in (compassion for) the
world. We have to be converted from the sinful world and converted fo
God's world!

A further careful study of the New Testament reveals that the word
"world" is used in two positive and one negative way.

In the first positive sense "world” (Greek: cosmos) refers to God's
creation, the place He has given us to work and live. A second positive
connotation is indicated in the "world of people”, all the relationships
of the human world. We could also say that the two positive meanings
denote the structures of the world created by God. Christians should
not shun the world in this sense, because it is the handiwork of God
Himself. They should be present in the world.

The third usage, in contrast, has a directional, religious meaning,
indicating the anti-Christian, demonic forces of the kingdom of Satan,
the whole of unredeemed life dominated by sin and awaiting God's
judgment. It is with the world” in this sense that Christians should not
associate, they should not be of this kind of world (ct. for instance 1
John 2:15-17).
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#* Conclusion

I ful_[y agree with what James Mageria had to say at PACLA 1 (in
Cassndy & Verlinden, 1978:142): "It is impossible to divide one's life
into the spiritual and the non-spiritual. Many people are cumir;g to
realise that it is also unscriptural. What are God's spiritual acts and
what are his non-spiritual ones? The idea of this distinction is absurd".

4.4 The dualist-pietist model for social renewal

We. will now concentrate on one dualist worldview, the pietist type
which is sometimes also indicated as the Evangelical viewpoint’
B_ecguse of lack of a better term, it will be indicated as the dualist‘—
pietist approach to social change. T do not intend a condemnation of :'1I1
Evangelical viewpoints. There is much to be appreciated in
Evangelicalism, for instance its efforts to be faithful to the Gospel
Everyone knows that "evangelical” is a very broad and even vague tem;

-that covers a great variety of viewpoints through the ages.

* A dualism of evangelisation and social action

The Evangelical point of view is in general conservative. It tends to
defend current norms and values, to strengthen the authority of ruling
group(s) and even to legitimise the status quo. Since 1974 (Lausanne)
and earlier too, a great deal has been said about the rwo tasks which the
Evangelicals see for Christians, viz. that dissemination of the Gospel
and socio-political involvement go hand in hand and that the former is
not more important than the latter. But in spite of all the discussions
since I9'{4 not much has changed. Although it seems that thei‘r
intention is to make the whole of the Gospel relevant for the whole of
man, they remain stuck in the dualism of evangelisation on the one
hand (the primary) and social responsibility on the other hand (the
seconfjar'y}: At Manilla (Lausanne 11, 1989) much elhphasis was put on
the dissemination of the Gospel, but less on the social dimensions of
the same Gospel. According to reports there was not much discussion
for e_xample, of unjust, repressive social structures. This was the ca‘;é
in spite of the excellently formulated article A4 (The Gospel and social
responsibility) of the Manilla Manifesto, calling the whole church to
take (n{)ta bene!) the whole Gospel to the whole world. The
Evangelical position remained ambiguous and the difficulty of relating
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and integrating evangelism and social responsibility could not be
resolved.

In the early part of this century the relationship between evangelism
and social responsibility was an either/or one. In recent years
evangelism and social action have been viewed as constituting a
both/and velationship. The Evangelical tradition has sought to relate
evangelism to social concern in this both/and relationship in three
possible ways: (1) social activity is a consequence of evangelism; (2)
social involvement can be a bridge to evangelism, and (3) social
concern may be a partner which accompanies evangelism. However, in
none of these approaches the inherent dichotomy is challenged at its
root.

* No real involvement in society

Evangelicals regard the proclamation of the message of redemption as
their main responsibility towards society. Apart from having to obey
the existing government, they are not” allowed to play any role in
politics. If the Gospel has a liberating role to play, it is not to liberate
from a wrong and unjust social order, but at most from alcohol,

tobacco, intellectualism and poor morality.

Their message of "hands off politics" does not mean that their
interpretation of Christianity indicates no political role. They simply
become a handy, passive support for the existing order. By directing
the attention at the spiritual or the supernatural, they divert attention
from the economic and political causes of the realities within which
people live and theretore do not encourage any critical views of the
economic system of a society. They do not encourage Christians to
evaluate the existing social order, but only to draw advantages from it.
With their emphasis on spiritual, personal salvation and rebirth, they
also divert attention from social deficiencies and injustices which call
for correction, By one-sidedly putting the emphasis on a personal moral
life, they avoid the necessity of reforming institutionalised injustices.
By spiritualising the whole of life, they leave no room for social
involvement - apart from the influence which may emanate from a
personally pious life. This type of Christianity therefore is more or less
a4 voice in favour of the structural status quo.
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They, for instance, do not look at development from a broad or
comprehensive perspective. Development demands social analysis. For
example: Who created the social structures? Who maintains them? To
w_hpse advantage? Development also presupposes a purposeful et‘t‘n'rt to
effect social change and then not merely in the short term, and also not
only for the sake of relieving a single kind of suftering. ‘

For. this reason this kind of Christianity limits itself’ to emergency aid
whlch,. according to them, is the correct kind of Christian action
Anything more would be unwarranted interterence in the pnliticai
sphere. The words of Camara illustrate this very clearly: "When 1 give
bread to the poor, they call me a saint. When | ask why the poor do not
have bread, I am called a communist.”

* The dualist background

Evangelical Christians have not been blind or insensitive to social
problems. They have revealed a surprising amount of creativity and
energy in an attempt to alleviate the problems; or rather the symptoms
'l_"he{r approach, therefore, has been aimed at alleviation, rather thuﬁ
finding solutions for the problems. They do not realize that the misery
which they try to relieve has to a large extent been caused by the s‘ame
social order that they have been helping to establish or maintain. They
h?we simply come to the aid of the victims of their own structural
violence!

The.wprldviewish background of the Evangelical viewpoint reveals a
dpallstlc manner of thought, or a two-sphere vision of life and a
dfchtom()lls view of man. The world of faith, grace and religion is the
higher world for which we need God's revelation. We have to
concentrate on that. For the lower world, the natural world, human
reason suffices. It is a non-religious, secular and neutral areaf In this
area there is no difference between the Christian and the non-Christian
because both here live according to the laws of nature and humar;
reason.

Diagrammatically one can represent the two worlds in the following
way:



higher holy grace revelation  spiritual soul church theology

lower seeular nature reason material body waorld philosophy
This dualism has led to the popular conception among Christians that
their religious obligations can he separated from their scientific,
political, economic and other activities. The only sphere over which
God still has authority in man’s life, apart from his religion and his
faith, is his ethical life. Christians have to avoid unethical, immoral
behaviour. For this reason Evangelical Christians put all the emphasis
on two matters, viz. the dissemination of the Gospel and a personally
moral life (no smoking, drinking, whoring, etc.). '

This dualism has never been officially acknowledged, but has always
been unconsciously present. For this reason it has usually also been
denied when attention has been attracted to it.

* Practical consequences

Evangelisation and medical as well as educational work are therefore
often seen as fwo tasks of the church. This dualism has prevented
Christians from establishing 2 Biblically-founded holistic view
concerning the relationship between the dissemination of the Gospel
and social action. Social projects (such as schools and hospitals) are
often only undertaken to the extent that they could serve the primary
function of evangelisation. Economic activities are only of secondary
importance as long as they could support the task of evangelisation.
The socio-economic guidelinés which the Bible clearly oftfers are seen
as mere implications and not as real part of its message.

Christians involve themselves to such a degree in "sacred” matters, that
they never fully come to terms with an analysis of developments in the
"profane” world. This is not only due to a lack of time, but is the result
of the hierarchical dualism, which allocates matters such as economy to
the lesser realm of nature. Because religion, which determines the
whole of the social structure from the core outwards, is shifted and
narrowed to a single little compartment of life, economic matters are
allowed to take their own course and set profit as the highest criterion,
Religion is reduced to the sphere of the individual's soul and his
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salvation, while economics organises commerce among men in an
ot 1
autonomous fashion.

This dualism has also hindered a fundamental analysis of politics
among Christians. Missionaries, for example, were totally involved 1;1
colonial capitalist politics - while they denied with pious insistence that
they were politically active. The issue here is not that they were
hypocritical, but that they were blind, due to dualist styles of thought.

The missionary churches could therefore not equip the African
Cl_lrlstlans for their great political tasks after independence. By means
of the dissemination of the Gospel they did evoke social sensitivit_\}
among the people of Africa, but without helping them to apply the
Gospfal fully and concretely. The Africans inherited their “politico-
phoblaj' t'rurr_l Western missionaries. Christians could therefore not ofter
dynamic guidance in the midst of transitional phases and political
struggles. Christian politicians of Africa complain that they have not
yet come across a single book which really deals with the relationship
between the Gospeland politics. And the churches continue to warn
their members against participation in "secular politics” because they
belong to the "party ot Christ”!

Allow me to quote from the back cover of a small booklet As it was in
the beginning,; 31 social meditations by J.H. Boer (published in 1992
by the Institute for Church and Society, Jos, Nigeria): "The time has
come for Christians to be serious about their involvement in th;a
different areas of society and culture. The Bible is much more
concerned with business, politics and other social issues than you may
thl_n!(. So, while T hope that you will not lose interest in personal
spirituality or family matters, these meditations will help you focus on
matters you may not have connected with serving Gad.

"Th(.)ugh it is fitting tor us to thank God that the Gospel was brought to
us, it must be admitted that sometimes it was not the FULL Word of
God that was preached. The Christian Association of Nigeria (CAN)
Northern Zone, published a booklet, Leadership in Nigeria, in which
CAN complains that 'missionaries did not impart to us the technique of
gn.ve'rnancc'_ The booklet then proceeds to outline the traditional
missionary approach:
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"For anyone to be interested in the governance of a country was
'blasphemous’. A Christian should not be interested in politics ... We
are often reminded that politics is a dirty game and true Christians
should distance themselves from it.' The CAN writer then argues in
very strong words that such an approach is not only unbiblical, but it
has also pushed Christians to the edge of society, away from the centres
where decisions are made, and has left them powerless.”

Viewed from a radical Christian worldview perspective evangelisation
without thorough knowledge of politico-social issues can be very
superficial and irresponsible - especially on a continent such as Africa
where socio-political issues have become $o important.

£ A Biblical alternative

In response to the dualistic way of thinking, we advocate the holistic
Biblical perspective of the kingdom ©
Scripture. In contrast to the views of traditional Christianity, church
structures are not all that important according to the Word of God. The
Kingdom of God is also all-encompassing, it includes the whole of
creation. In their worldview, however, Evangelical Christians have
limited the kingdom and narrowed it down 10 spiritual issues and the
church. However, according to the Bible the kingdom is all-
encompassing. Christ says, for example, that all power in heaven and
on earth has been granted Him (Matthew 28:18), and in his miracles He
reveals his power over nature, death, Satan and his cohorts, over
people and their possessions - OVer the whole of life.

At the beginning of creation man receives a mandate trom God to work
and to conserve creation (Genesis 1:26-28). We can call this the
mandate of culture. The first command of God to man is, remarkably,
not to pray, to build a church or to engage in one or the other spiritual
task, but to work in a garden, to rule over the world. And this was not
simply a secondary task, but rather man's main task. It was his
encompassing religious calling!

The command to man was also not simply a call to be an
agriculturalist. The garden represented the whole of creation and the
task of cultivating the garden and " to take care of it therefore
encompassed all human activity.
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f God as the central concept in

l[\]/]l::lg '(I;Erlsn.ans untfortunately do not know this cultural mandate an
iy -1 e;y |emt_:mher the great mission call of Christ, viz. to take th{;
C;:;P-f"m- a:l nations z_md languages (Matthew 28:19,20). Our calling as
= (:;;1 |¢1r(1,s;;t u:J\fﬂiyer,- is not to forget our cultural mandate, to negleﬁt i‘t
sontradistinction to the call to missi ive i
ssion) to give 1t a secondar
: : nissi g a secondar
E)aflc:e. g:))d .\:t:‘:ave to pr(:(t,llmm redemption in Christ within our cullurzﬂ
sk. s two commands (in Genesis and in M i
]  tw ; S atthew) are basicall
::t:ﬁn:;::lmn;d::du; I)'I()t z:lma:ter of the one being something secular (th);
I andate) and other (the call to missi ;8 i
o | nission work) something

OG[;)de::(;i tl::s dw(:dt dn_)els not Izzlcknc:wlcdge our dualism ot a spiritual as

; a material world. The very first chapters " ible

indicate to us God's pleasure and joy i ‘ o g

¢ § sure and joy in the creation of m:
indiedte 10: us. D9¢ " i ; atter, plan
:::lt c:)l’;ll:il]i' : Otl(z; rllE mt repeatedly stated that God found it good anl; th:,
estament too one can infer that God was i ! i

! Sl A was interested

t:;ofl, hygiene, animals, agriculture and true religion. The “spiritua:?
as not considered as a separate sphere - it was a "complete” Gospel

... which encompassed the whole of Isracl’s existence.

'tl;ll;lte ;:f)l\irdt:d ?I:n e‘nd 'the c.:uigurai mandate. Adam still had to till the soil
ut o [hg “e. s::xedt of hI.S‘ brow, and Eve would still be the mothe;
S all b \imgﬁ , even it through pain and suffering. When God
e A :]et e:rritth 1?\‘ m ﬂ(ggél,l_l;l)e h;\i"\{eld a remnant, and He renewed
continued; the _earth could be repupuluﬁ::l ?)0";;] dlnhnr azllitl;{al mandzfte
could plant a vineyard (9:20). - L

B . : . . ae >
[a(;;:(auzﬁen(](:gr matll;: hmatplasl. a creator of culture, he cannot cease his
s ough he fulfils it in imperfect ways is. |
‘ s 1ys. Because this is tl
way God has made us, we ca e i s
. $ nnot even sur ing ¢
o ] é en survive without being culturally

::1;::: ltl;:: aldve:t ut'_Chrisl this command is renewed, but also redeemed
e bonds of sin. We became chil 1T i
: dren of God ag: his heirs
(Romans 8:16,17). In Chris i b
s 8:16,17). “hrist we are liberated to enable us ulfi
cultural tasks in obedience. ‘ e s Byl ol

vi:-?, tthz second coming of Christ the human cultural mandate will be
perfected. Redeemed human history will be subsumed under the
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recreation, the new heaven and earth where Christ will reign as the
unchallenged King (Revelation 11:15). Man will bring the treasures and
the cultural wealth of nations into the holy city (21:24).

The fact that Evangelical Christians are not familiar with the concept
»cultural mandate” is not simply innocent coincidence, but constitutes
the core of the problem. Most of them just know the "Great
Commission" of Matthew 28:19: "Go then, to all peoples everywhere
and make them my disciples: baptise them in the name of the Father,
the Son and the Holy Spirit, and teach them to obey everything I have
commanded you". This is seen in isolation from the original cultural
mandate. Therefore it cannot be clear what Christ meant with “Teach
them to obey everything 1 have commanded you". For Christ, after all,

taught the all-encompassing kingdom!

We should therefore understand the great missionary mandate in a far
wider sense than is done by Evangelical Christians today. Evangelical
pietist believers tend to make the cultural mandate subservient to the
missionary command. Thus, for example, medical service and
education are mere instruments for evangelisation. They are not seen to
have their own right within the kingdom of God. T his is exactly the
opposite of what is propounded in Scripture. There the "missionary
command” is given so that nations can again fully understand what their
total calling as Christians, their cultural mandate, involves. It is
therefore the missionary command which chronologically comes second
and not the cultural mandate. Therefore these two mandates should
holistically always go hand in hand and the one should not be regarded

as being more important than the other.

e older viewpoint). But neither is it a

It is not an either/or option (th
ent viewpoint among Evangelicals).

both/and option (the more TeC
These two mandates should not be
portray them as separate things, rather than two facets of one overall

task.

P. Marshall (1984:36,37) draws attention to the fact that also the terms |

"evangelism”  and "gocial action” are too  vague and narrow:
"Evangelism inc
proclaiming the whole evangel, God's goo

includes proc

d news for all creation, It
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lamation to the nations about obedience to God, to the |

added to one another. Then we |

ludes winning individual converts, but it also includes |

g_:"i;:;onerts‘; a:out .trecdnm, to the poor about release - in short it includes
i y (‘1‘ the things now labelled as 'social action'. Repentance ant]
6 version themselycs involve turning from one life to another in eve

aspect of human existence. s

" ~e ot 1 % S =, 3
gegr(:::dt]odt:ml:nl z_ilsu ;()V@IS a wide range of things. Its core meaning
¢ 5 ¢ helping those in need, particul: in i
g Y ularly those in physice
iy sl aed, pdrtie : sical need.
?:l: the whole range of service implied in Christ's rcdemp{ive activit
= g:t spro_pfl,rly be captured by this term. Making music does not %ecn)’:
social action', nor is it 'evangelism’ : k
( sm', but God tells us i
and do it well. Making cl ; , et
J clothes and shoes and chairs ,
shoes chairs that are good for
: . ‘ X : o1
2:831!5}10 ll:%,c due_.s not seem necessarily to be ‘social action' I%ut is an
choreodr 'pf:rl of the ‘cultural mandate'. Similarly for cz)mpus‘-ing
i i,;:é)hiy, ddm[:ﬁ, plays, poems, growing crops and eating guo(i
, teaching mathematics well, enjoying g iti
each ] ] g games, and writing this
paper. 'Social action' is too crum, ¢ { : ol
pape . ped a term tor such a wes " poals
service and achievement”. M Ay af goal,

Eil;fsh‘al‘l s.clnncl.usmn is therefore that true Christian evangelism is
always socla action as well as the converse: true Christian social acti
is always evangelistic work. ‘ h weton

cwuﬂitt}elr m'and'facknowleflges it or not, he is a religious being tulfilling a

religir:n (:1;:; igle.t H;]a’ |s_ never u‘rghgmus. He can only replace one

o wee :r[= L”(I;IL _Gud) wuh'anuther (idolisation of an aspect

e d ‘L._d helievers. It is r.mt true that some people are
ievers and others intellectuals. The rationalist is also a beli

believes in his own reason, SR

cultural mandate as the centre u;’ ai] ht.:.-rlp'lure 'ues a.nd SBB.Q()d's
canintin s ot gl s g

GOl ¢ r be an end in itself a means ai '
cing o W e gt ol s s Navraly o
[l I, Bt i:*f)iiling tup::&bif?p":ﬁ[ellnl-'.critC;;Tui):.cwfaé?ia;e
eql'iPPed’ agaill)] (t)(l)):eetkbtlstl)c:gz’d:):ln t:}]: C? Ur,t;‘dom., S it they ban be
cultural mandate. Sl b bl
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alistic Christendom with the holistic concept of the
kingdom, then we can begin to- retlect again on the Christian way of
dealing with all spheres of lifte - including the political and the
economic: How can we fulfil our cultural mandate in these spheres?
One should not only superficially look for unethical things, but one has

to look deeper.

If we replace du

Then we could see, for example, that God has been dethroned in the
economic field, to be replaced by profit at all costs. This basic error
has to be addressed. It does not help simply to try 10 relieve unethical
practices, while the basic point of departure of a capitalist or socialist
economy is not confronted. Instead of the »ambulance method" we need
a far more radical approach. The primary purpose of business should
not be obtaining the most profit, but in the first place it should be
service, human fulfilment and justice for all.

Because Christians in Africa have learnt little of a holistic kingdom-
Christianity, their Christian political leaders have also largely failed. It
is significant that most coups d'états in Africa have been committed
against leaders who have called themselves Christians. Can we blame
the people of Africa because all that their leaders could achieve was to
make pious Christian statements Or gven confessions of guilt, without

something more happening?

The task of African Christianity - and this is no less true for Western
Christians - 18 t0 read the Bible again, this time without the blinkers of
a dualist worldview or the double focus glasses of one or the other
form of two-spheres doctrine, but with the correct glasses, given to us
in the Bible, which are the glasses of God's all-encompassing kingdom.
4.5 The relationship between the kingdom of God and the
church

and kingdom could be explained with

This relationship between church
f three basic elements: (1) an axle in

the image of a wheel, consisting ©
the centre, (2) differen
all directions and (3) finally the rim at the outside.
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t spokes connected to the centre and pointing in |

et

The axle s ises the chur imi

memgei: S;If‘l;;lh()(ljl_s\b‘s the church proclaiming the Word of God to its
e abl -_‘e. ltfere'nt spo.kes are the Christians, members of th;:
chur ()fnl{'fu“-‘zenb' of the kingdom applying the Word of God in all
economicgl :rtn:; 1n§l§}z]mce, the fields of politics, education, labour
€Ccol s, &, e outer rim, holding all 3 , :
i e im, ¢ all the spokes together
havfd:l%w :]l;eldll .ekl]u,umpass,mg kingdom of God. It is r:lul p()qs?lfllSLt[(;

el without one of these three . ;

: ‘ : g elements. In 5 :
church, Christians and kingdom cannot be separated HER SIS

mh;tft‘:zetl u:é?Ll};?rf g fhre faut that, the: hulub: o8 ¥ EREESIS ket in
et Word e $ [‘dtf()n, service of the sacraments and preaching of
e aE e;( re;<132[ etr_ltlt.n'nl‘)'z!ss the entire life of the taithful. Man's faith
ke chug;h“A' -0[' 1:s ‘tr."[‘h shu'uld not be regarded as being limited
more encom ).as"s? .s,u ”T]Lt - M,G“d s kingdom we have a tar wider and
e e T e b el e R O LT
spheres of lite, the whole (;f“fc o C uzt?. u‘u | |‘t interfere in all
and thls_ would rob the faithtul of thclilrda?ﬁ;)ifﬁ;t{hfl.efd?d ,lf) [he,-d-u.".Ch
to the kingdom. passing responsibilities

he churc th refore i L
[ cnt (_,]I erefore hil‘i (§) Ill“’li ll CS ibili i I (]
- N L l% I ‘Sp()nslhllll ] h = [
i g e Y n the wo |
sociat, cultura I}U i[iCilI ar econo i i i N .
) L g . Inlbdl Ul‘gilnisu[l()n cinen i
pc“ty, or Hj{,“n“ty l[selt Wllh Elny Uf lhese. P e
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not lie in the design of all sorts of socio-
mmes. Should this happen, it would mean
that the church was trespassing. In such a case there is the very real
danger that salvation is identified with political and social liberation
from poverty, exploitation and oppression.

The task of the church does
political blueprints or progra

My impression is that the people of Africa have not only been
expecting too muc
been expecting too much from the church regarding change in society.
This is clear in the case of the more conservative Evangelicals, but is
also evident in the case of the more liberal Ecumenicals of Africa. Both

try to "Christianise” life by “churchifying” it. The churches have to

guide and dominate the political, economical, educational and all the §
life, otherwise we shall not be able to live a Christian life [

other areas of
in society! (This is evident, for example, in the search for a "theology

of economics, politics, education” etc. instead of a Christian economy,
politics, education ete.)

According to our pluralist view of society the church, h
specific nature and a limited task which should be respected. It is the

community of the believers and should faithtully proclaim the Gospel of |
f the kingdom they should |

dom and not as members of a church, or |
_in the broad society with its different |

the kingdom to its members. This vision 0
apply - as citizens of the king
under supervision of the church
societal relationships, €.g. a8 employer/employee in a business, as
governer/citizen in a state, as husband/wife in marriage. The church

may have a word about our responsibility as voters Or rulers, but it |

h from the state, but that African Christians have also |

owever, has a |

become a political party or advocate membership of a

may never
t may indicate our educational responsibility as parents,

specific party. |
but never ofter

necclesiastical imperialism”. It is not the task and calling of the church |

to do so. The church is also not equipped to do so, because it simply |
does not have the expert political, educational or whatever kind of

technical knowledge.

Practical circumstances may, howeve
in non-ecclesiastical areas. In many |
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ter detailed prescriptions to schools. This will amount to

r, necessitate church involvement |
argely undifferentiated societies, |
like many African countries, the church may be more or less the only|
Christian institution or voice of the people. Then it should not remain}
silent. Especially because governments and societies who would notj

gls;en ‘t(.)“- ldnd would even persecute - outspoken Christian individuals
l'y still listen to the church as a body. This should, however 1;,
regarded as temporary and emergency tasks of the church’ T

::1 (E)I;[:LI:[ ::eyvdt?t"zocilelybthen agrees that Christians should, like salt

cast, as individuals be involved in society. It also s ;
although limited - for the church i b s

urch in the renewal of societal lif

.. ! s al life. Bu

::::b?e;z:'dm;th the onlyhtwo Thannels for Christian action in society l:‘
em as the only means, we become icti ;

We. Teparc. i : - ans, the victims of a
:)I}dlrildéiﬁl[st_and LhUlehlSt worldview, which does not reflect the uniln

all ristians outside the church and the all-encompassing nat *
Christ's kingship. e

4.6 The need for a radical Christian social critique

‘-\tfltilly ~d0h Ch::ls':tiaps then not develop their own Biblically inspired

p ‘tho“l:p y of sm::ety? At times they consider (as is seemingly the case

with t e Evzmge!lcgls) it to be nor necessary. In such a case religious

g;);lvnutllc:ns‘ are limited to the personal and the ecclesiastical spheres anc‘l

A :1}){ r'ucldened towards encompassing the whole of life so that man's

C;;:,larilﬁi:d[shu)m)prch?nswe meaning. In other cases (as is seemingly the
¢ liberation theologians) they are of th i

s : ¢ opinion that it is

mi:l éxi.si.scztl;::.u':_‘hen Chn;uamlty becomes - consciously or unconsciously
- one or the other worldview (like Marxis is ali

e Wit orldview (like Marxism) that is alien

;[;I;-g Leasg‘n for the lack of a really Christian analysis of society may
Scriput:nt: dlﬁl}dny;enuuS Christians are unable to find a model in the
s. They do not realise, however, that a criti i

S . i , that a critique of societ
fj(lllim)tl téeh ({t.c!uwd directly from the Bible. To be able lw arrive at ):1
adica ristian analysis of societ s i
. - L y one first has to establish - in th
LPT] . 1 . 1 : e
:Lih:n(::rs:d' $ :"_t:tyellano?)dl perspectives - a Christian worldview and (on
scientific level) a Christian philosophy. With [
Christian worldview of whi iti sty 15 & det iy
of which a critique of society is [
s E society 18 a constituent pi
it is not possible to talk meaningfully about social change. B

Swos‘()lnly‘ht?ad enough time to discuss in detail the dualist-pietist type of
rev:;: t‘u fmgc?. We _m‘crely gave a few indications of how a

volutionary and a reformational model could look like. The following
diagram, which provides a summary of the three m-udn:h; mi:;wﬂf;
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9

SOCIETAL RENEWAL ACCORDING TO THREE MODELS

‘sjepowt

Dualist-Pietist Revolutionary Reformational
1. Worldviewish| Dualist (Sacred-secular, Secular (only this world) Radical (God transforms
starting point church-world) the world)

Above/Next to/even against
the world - actually
accommodating to the world

Against the existing order

Positive obedience to God
- for the sake of His
world.

2. Purpose

£9

Pietist - Evangelise the world
through the church

Utopian - Create a paradise
on earth

Realistic - Renew and
improve the world - but
not utopian perfectionism

3. Strategies

Conservative - the existing
order should be respected
and, if necessary, changed in
a slow, "evolutionary"” way

Aggressive - rapid, abrupt
change

Transformational -
renewal is always
necessary, but can be a
difficult, arduous process

4. Means

Defend the status quo

Destroy the status quo

Renew the old which is
wrong

Improve the relatively
good

5. Methods

6. Character

Non-violent mainly

work, hospitals etc.)

Leaden-foored

emergency aid (charity, relief

Violent (Spirits of salt, fire)
- even armed struggle

Fire-srarters

Non-violent (like salt,
yeast, light) - but not
limited to emergency aid
(symptoms only)

Light-bearers

7. Results

Irresponsible: merely a
change of heart (reborn)
leaving Christians in secular
world without norms

Superficial: overthrow of
structures but no real change

of individual attitudes (sinful
hearts)

Radical and rotal:
conversion of the human
heart in order to change

sinful structures from
within

Only half the road -
Christians not really present
in the world, also no

resistance against eventual
secularisation

Closed road - Further
decline, new revolutions

Open road - What is
reformed should
continually be reformed -
otherwise deformation
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4.7 Christian organisation as as & strategy for social change and

renewail

It is important to keep in mind that different ways Of avenues of
transformation are possible and have been applied in the history of
Christianity. There are, for example, the following possibilities: (1) By
way of the organised church itself through its preaching, clergy
activities, synodical decisions etc. This is usually the strategy of the so-
called mainline churches. (2) The church as an alternative community -
as for example emphasised by the Hutterites and Mennonites. 3)
Through individual Christians - the Evangelical approach. (4) By
establishing  Christian organisations and institutions like Christian
schools, colleges, hospitals, radio stations, publishers, political parties
etc. This is the method usually advocated in the Reformed tradition. I
am of the opinion that each one of these approaches has strong as well
as weak points. Wwe will, however, in the rest of this chapter

concentrate mainly on the last method mentioned.

* A sub-or contrn—cullure‘.’

In the midst of rampant secularism in Africa - in spite of the growing
number of Christians - we have two choices. Against secular culture we
can consistently proclaim and live a radical Christian worldview. Then
we will be a real counter-cultural movement. Or in the "public” sphere
(politics, economics etc.) we can accommodate to secularism and try to
maintain our Christian identity only in the relatively unimportant
“private” life (like personal faith, church and ethical behaviour.) Then
we settle for Christianity as a mere sub-culture. Explained in the form
of an image: We can either be the hammer or the anvil. Stated in
another image: many, Christians prefer to be thermometers - they
merely register the “temperature” of the surrounding secular culture of
the majority - instead of being thermostats which regulate the cultural
"temperature” and "climate” around them.

Do we prefer to be a counter-cultural movement, challenging secular
culture with Christian alternatives, or a sub-culture, capitulating t0
secularism and thereby opting for irrelevance? 1f we choose the first
option, the next question will be: How exactly can Christians as a
counter-cultural movement effect change and renewal in society? |
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% Three options

We can | irs ¢ tr

maimaininlg htlté?l ;{:::(j-p-fﬁw‘uy- w dk‘) son.wthing individually, like
ot poor ot et dIl, s of I)“BIlSUl'IEtI integrity in business, adopting a
R 2 :;ucie[ “:¥ t., (jr writing 1cner§ to a local newspaper about
etosary t;ecau 3; [h:l. aln, wr'm?g. Such individual efforts are indeed
presence of impeccahf}:rrhttl:rllggtl d;::\:;’;)tléﬂ{p::ﬂ paritan wrl)'r e
L e g S st people on a company hoard of directors
Holvl‘;e\tg::, l;:;é:::té, u?oth:utl::ghll;n::t the Et)ssigiliiics for curruptit((:?
modern society, it is sometimes verrgddnill;'?- l‘m- o o
individual Christians to bring -ahumyrual :;:utndnd et b

duial . ut ge. Large and erfi
?)(l)lrrnpﬁséis, gn;lclitii:,sall par‘tulz..%, or_gumsuti}'ms undl inslilulilzms tudg;“rltia:tt::ji
il “t Becau e we we' in an “age of organisation” (H. van
e » It is often only corporate action that will have an eftec

maer ducisions, ave an effect on

::sltchﬁysfﬁ(ti:]ld[{ﬂiw Ittlw church, as the community of believers, has a
_ 1fil. It should equip its members with the basi for li
i dioule Squip bers hasic norms for liti
stt ;téon:xelgt F’e-fthe conscience of all political parties and even make pultlv?iié
s imme:]‘f nL:w.ssary. _Must of human life, however, occurs outside
S e 1dtel‘c,.oniext (;}t the local church. It is in the workplace lthc
, political and other areas where th [ i y
. _ ¢ ¢ dominant directi ;
society and culture is determi ¢ o e
mined. If we therefore conti
;  SRIHEE g confine
gg;l;;?un?l f:ttort.s as Chnst_lans to the church, then our cultural ?rllltll-
spiritu;lel'i:,t‘[lru? wllll be seriously weakened. We also cannot ﬁght‘lhc
attle in isolation from Christians i h inati
iy o : d Christians in other denominations. We
i e to act _Lommul}a!ly as Christians outside or beyond the church
itself - the third possibility. e

In th i .

actio: Ilglgfef,ﬁf’“’ then, we need real communal Christian cultural
: : Ing on circumstances . prn teead

following: ces we may, for instance, do the

o Establis T : . L

facto&'rl‘;.hh:S 21 W?MPMC‘:} araupy, where Christians in the same office
issuesy.’ i university can meet on a regular basis to diseuss
e\;en ():;:ls:pg [trum tlheu- work and to support each other They‘mq)‘;
_ anise to apply pressure for a certai st ’ 5

injustice. § a certain decision or to redress an



= Establish specialist study and action groups 0 brin
specific professions,

unionists, lawyers, nurses, engineers, ministers, farmers etc.

in order t0 investigate what a Christian perspective would be
areas. They can for instance help each other by way of mutual s
= Establish alternative Christian organisations with the
equipping Christians to penetrate existing
and institutions
organisations can also go furt
institutions  like Christian schools, colleges, political p
unions etc. They emphasise a specifically Christian way

doing politics, business and conducting labour relations.
newspaper, periodical or even pu
provide a channel for
usually not accept.

% Combatting structural evil
In earlier times Christianity was exclusively concerned with
vices, or the har

is a reverse obsession: an increasing pre-uccupatio
violence.

This went so far that the older generation tends to think that

they do not gmoke, drink, swear,
despite the fact that they participate in big companies which e

g Christians from
like teachers, artists, doctors, politicians, trade

together
in these
upport.

aim of

non-Christian organisations
like political parties, companies etc. These alternative
her and establish distinctively Christian
arties, trade
of education,

A Christian
blishing house may, for example,
-»¢ Christian writing that secular publishers would

personal

m that one individual could cause another. Today there
n with institutional

, because

lie or fornicate, they are faultless -

xploit the

poor of this world. On the other hand, young activists argue that

because t
economic exploitation of the poor,
personally sinful sexual lite.

What is the Biblical reply? It is very clear that God condemn
personal gins or vices (such
deception, stealing,
(oppression, violence, exploitation, s0¢
or little sins in his eyes. Were one to deprive one's labourer
wage, one 18 as guilty as a bank robber.
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hey fight for the rights of minority groups and against
they are just - in spite of a

s all sins:

as drunkenness, gexual vices, lying,
idolatry) as well as sins within the social system
ial injustice). There are no big

s of a fair

It is very im
portant to be aware of structur G i
three reasons: AWs t structural evil for the following

= In the first place it is
it is necessary becaus

conscious to a sufficie ssary because we have not ye i
b tﬁ;‘s Lt; f\ bl:lfflLILnl extent of this form of sin agains{bltfi::el']r?-iqb
i"dividualis[ibgdli‘zzh'we still insist on interpreting the Gospél inlb N
have to realize th'citl{::inn.fu(l();tlly :ny PErSOGL SUlvALoN 13 At #aks:) ng
O s ructures are just as ¢ . i
[saiah and Amos in this context! JIGE AR AT i K

L [n the Sec d i Y 2
l ldLe 50¢ H.I bvll TS 3
concerns ma ( I h’ll n Lln‘el
1‘ C Inple! Wlil.,n the .‘l‘d[e d()b-‘) l‘.lUl il.l“l] IS ta \'k )l dr -‘y ] S

®= [n the third place str :
structural evil oft
eves have . i e : en operates very subt '
v)irrlue i tﬁ)aévi;‘:mpgmd to recognise this, as it might .s?lecm r:gt.ur(')lmi ¥
oppression - the. een legalised. Often there is no sign of ;‘-W
duty to do s fhwlelders of power and the rich simply neglec 1}1}331
something about the plight of the poor glect their
Here too we fi |
nd extremes. On the

Biblical tr * . the one hand Ecumenicals twist the
hian ﬁI::Jth'u\:tl??n :‘hey suggest that to know God means n()‘th:?r:h:nm-b
ol b haiid I;IL'B or the opprexsed. This is unbiblical humanif’m L();e
justice has to prc\‘:-[:i? l%}I’flnz.;r:lu:al Christians prefer to forget th it *st.)cial:
i S ail. ey are quite h ; : )
life. The i are quite happy to talk piously a ;
el t‘m-yst:}‘r'gft'th%[ knowing God is linked in(lissolub)lly l:::u-t ;tern‘%l
O ocia _I|ustu:e. Should we neglect to help those i a honest

not have God's love - no matter what we say ose in need, we

It will gain us nothing to have a [

Iy wlll gain, b alyae pure doctrine regarding incarnati

e (h:’]}‘:[:T:n‘,:r][:)cn dr(]f] (tlhe advent of Christ while dcnﬁfing‘“‘:l::d(trt::;

ey \Le (;n does say lhqt He wants nothing to do with

i e (‘,ne_s‘i’d )L; not pra‘ctlce justice (ct. for example Amos

gl oAt nmu ness is just as heretical as having a w :
ure of Christ! e
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* No more than preliminary sighs

n our midst, but still has to be

The k‘lng(_](n‘n of God is 'clh'c'ddy 1 man e first il SeCOﬂd

perfected. We live in the interim period:
advent of Christ.

. . o in
We may not underestimate the presence of C:i]nst d{T(Jl h\lshﬁglg‘;’i:[?eek
the world. That would imply a retreat .frorr_l t e; wor i

.omfort and consolation in the intimacy of ou t[: S s
(l)il\lrresu our families and our church. V\{etthcts:eaic:ml t“:: :aﬁ theqinsipid

ily, f i : ist $ s into the

eaﬂlt}:; ::'I)Irl%f tz:.l:liih[thid; ti:r(lljil:e r(guliletism is not Biblicatly defensible.
an g |

i icalis .t hand, is also not Biblical. This group
Acﬁvlst_ljadnfﬂll:::’l, :L?lt[lh\?i:l?:]r;;e?‘:eal,isc the cmping age NOw. They dof
wnuid‘, !t' ne‘:‘e t Itheychurch can at most establish signs of the kmgflog}_(;l
I(];“r;lr?:lrliltaz:thd They forget that Christ did not command us’tt(i)of;stgf ::1 "
H(i)s kingdom but to await it (Acts_;. 1:7). The (:,zlr:sgpﬁir::s arare
alvation of God cannot be accomph§hefl by our Lot
- V‘;\est works - but only through his final intervention (RO
our

25; Revelations 20-22).

E g
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3. A CHRISTIAN PERSPECTIVE ON
(GOVERNMENT AND CITIZENS)

THE STATE

The winds of change are sweeping across our continent in this last
decade of the 20th century. One of the areas where these winds often
develop into hurricanes is the political. Therefore nobody escapes its
effects. Politics intluences the whole of African society: from the
simple farmer in a remote rural area to the sophisticated businessman in
the city, not only the political conscious but also the so-called a-
political citizen, both members of government and subjects.

We will, however, not discuss politics in general, but concentrate on
political leadership. What Chinua Achebe had to say on his previously
mentioned book (1983:59) is also applicable to the rest of Africa: "l
believe quite strongly that it Nigeria is to avoid catastrophes of possibly
greater dimensions than we have been through since Independence, we
must take a hard and unsentimental look at the crucial question of
leadership and political power". We will understand "political
leadership” in a very broad sense, including the responsibilities of both
government and citizens.

5.1 The background

I think the main problem with African political leadership lies in the
idea of the power-state according to which possession of power makes
right whatever a government wants to do.

When we have a look at the historical background we could identity
various factors which contributed to this kind of power politics.

* The religious roots

A recent issue (nr. 9, July-December 1991) of the Newsletter of the
Akrofi-Christaller Centre in Akropong-Akuapem, Ghana discusses the
issue of politics and religion. He has important things to say: "It is well
known that African indigenous political organisations tended to
sacralise human power, and strong centralised rule was embodied in a
sacral ruler, who thus united religious and political power in his
person. Perhaps there is no more potent symbol of this sacralisation of
human power than the tradition of the ancestor cult, which in many
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African societies is also made the guarantor of the authority of reigning
monarchs. By presuming the power of rulers to be that of ancestors, the
tradition makes every challenge to political authority an attack upon the
gacral authority of the ancestors, on whose goodwill and favour the
community's continuance and prosperity are held to depend. Therefore,
to challenge political authority in any radical way, appears to mean
subverting tradition and customs; indeed, it amounts 10 undermining the
very foundations of the identity and continuity of the community itself
. Much of the sacral prestige which attached to traditional rule has
been shed, but sacralisation of political power has found its way into
the new ideologies of states. The seemingly inexorable dritt of African
politics into instability may have less to do with the alleged non-
workability of "‘imported’ constitutions and electoral systems, than with
secular versions of the old sacral power structures. The ready
justification in some quarters of the one party state, the uncertain
fortunes of political dissent and the holding on to power by unpopular
leaders, all suggest that we still encounter in modern African politics
the "old’ royal ancestor who never ceases to rule from the realm of
spirit power ... Therefore, if African politics is to manifest greater
tolerance of dissent and to accept a wider pluralism, Afrivan societies
are going to need new concepts of power” (p. 0).

% Reactions at independence

und about 1960) African countries were left with

At independence (ro
They, however, did not

(Western) colonial forms of government.
debate the issues, but simply rejected multiparty democracy because it
was considered a foreign type of rule as opposed to self-rule, white
type of government versus black government. "What they (the
colonists) want, we do not want. What they do not want, we want." Or
another statement, clearly indicating this reactionary mentality: "It is
better to misgovern ourselves than to be governed well by foreigners”.
The more the colonialists warned against communist "democratic”
centralism (one-party government), the more the indigenous people
wanted it! Country after country - except for a few home-grown torms
of "African socialism” - accepted the one-party idea inspired by the
Soviet model and a variety of models in Eastern Europe and other

"eocialist” countries.
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* The "strong men"

African politics was a kind of "follow th

P : e leader” polic O R T
;,)t.:.rutifb:]i :lU; l:;lrt:g?;qunze had made’ them int'allihlc.I 'l‘lll(;:yl'ezdhgr l:;((lletll:e
independence there Wln 1 O FSig around them. Immediately after
said. The interest of lﬁ‘i Ul‘u?rmcal acceptance of whatever the leader
being the same. Afric: o] and that of the people were viewed as
of Post—indﬂpc:.ult:m:f:‘i Wd; VIRY, UBET i AUt I Ry ok stage
ot Ty ot ];:tul)wtglr :i. nlt dld.n.m Fealizc that leaders who
administer their countries! o MLy whe VR IR W

The result was th

R s the development of the Afri i

Lok ras t : e African "strong & 2

tl)}/ﬁdf;}t;r\:iff‘mlstartud to Ill!l.:‘, brutally with an iron fist 'I'hcbmm:l? ' lh".

replace(;t: :‘;(iu atful his party therefore soon disappearea)lr‘ I(iut\:vf”.

e auacgcd m;i:l«([:—thtl:-party syndrome which lasted longer "-l"hiﬂ; tcdt:

-members of the ruling par arr A¥iEn in

DV M ORI : £ party (arrest, detention ¢

et :ﬁgpfb"lr.lnf,.b): ‘Then the fear spread to members of lhtt; na(-i{nd
y ear virus intected the party leaders themselves P

* Politicisation of society

This roue after | >

e g;t:;es;ﬁél;tge 1:111dcpenqillcedlea(l to the politicisation of the whole
: > e yoctal order was equate ; s

of the all-encompassing state. Squatesh witls i poliiiaal ordes

5.2 The solution of the problem

Three i ant changes ar
poweeer-tsr::_!:grtd;g)Lh:ngej' dlle r:Jecesszlry: (1) a rejection of the idea of the
! a radical depoliticisation of soci :
, ‘ ca 8 society, ¢ :
acknowledgement of qualified social authority E R

4 S B ; ;
Rejection of the idea of the power-state

The power-st: ' o

p()we[; o :td-tle 'ﬁlllhl be rejected, because it is not the possession of
CI‘iminaIg) ‘qu a case @ government is no more than a“h‘illn -hl (?/.
S f\l’ hut the enforcement of justice which justifies the u(; “:-
power. No government is legitim: R sl L s e use o

justice. gitimate without this guidance of might by
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The allready mentioned Newsletter of the Akrofi Christaller Centre has
the tollowing to say about Christ's concept of power:

v Jesus' way was one of engagement and involvement through a new
way of overcoming, arising from a unique concept of power - the
power of forgiveness over retaliation, of suffering over violence, of
love over hostility, of humble service over domination - all supremely
exemplified in His death on the Cross ..." (p. 5). "For the mind of
Jesus, as related to the questions of politics and power, is not a
dominating mind, nor a self-pleasing or self-asserting mind, but rather a
saving mind, a redemptive mind, a servant-mind. 'For Christ did not
please himself’ (Romans 15:3). Jesus' way of dealing with political
power represents the perfect de-sacralisation of all worldly power
(p. 7). "This understanding of power will always remain a significant
Christian contribution {0 politics in any society, particularly those
which are feeling their way towards a true and genuine sharing in
political power. For African societies with their own distinctive
political and religious background, faith in Jesus Christ as alone Lord
and Mediator of blessings and power, frees political leaders to become
true human beings among fellow human beings, and ennobles politics
itself into a service of God in the service of fellow human beings" (p.

6).

[ fully agree with this Christian from Ghana when he stresses
throughout his article that African societies and politics need a new
concept of power and that the Word of God can provide in that need in
the form of a non-dominating concept of power. What he advocates is
in full agreement with and underlines what has already been said about

office, authority and power in service of our tellowmen.

aborates on the necessity to have a critical look
hen it is exercised with the approval of the
majority. What he has to say, is so important that I quote from him
extensively: " ... Power is a dangerous thing. Properly controlled it can
do great good but without proper control it can do untold harm.

S Fowler (1991a:7-9) el
at political power - even W

ave to think of the power of tire. Properly
great blessings. It keeps us warm in
sterilises surgical instruments, it

“In this connection we only b
controlled it is one of creation's
cold weather, it cooks our food, it

T2

powers motor vehicles, aircrafi :

$, aircraft and ships. O
roper ¢ U ind ships. On the other han i
proper control tire is one of ¢creations's most destructive li:rce(i’ i

"The situation is ver - [
e I:dtsu‘:)tll::{,ne(ljs i;ellﬂelnril-Lhdt-he same with the power of the sword that
et B e ands of the state. Properly controlled it is a
o communi;icg Al g,“: Just social environment in which individu‘al‘;
ki e San;e " Bbal"] peace ‘and prosperity. Without pmpt:;"
e ol demugti rh.t,wmes life-threatening tyranny, spreading
e ? on through human society, leaving devastati i
‘ dStdlion n

"The crucia é [
Wi sita:Lu;i’::::r‘?""ﬁ W‘hdl constitutes a proper control on the
it is popular consent A stzllti ‘]:Tyn;::?zlg ld ll;Cl:!D{Cdi:m‘dﬂl'ﬁ spaed b
18 P A st state may properly do whatever the majori :
fls ol p()[i:;::[:jbnwti:(;) its Llf)lll{;. This doctrine is a cummnnil)la::‘g ::rt
Madern political (.ie?n; that tew, even among Christians, question
bisofeotuie g eply em‘ht:ddcd in modern secularism with its
of the autonomy of human social lite. "

"Let us cle '
e 8 :mhg():lee;:]r.isTahdt %m‘rernments shquld have the consent of the
it 41 {1 Samp itg 3 Tie Acatiing 140 populas consens pEasilin &
. : : _ at popular conse ides ¢
ggggegot(;r:j?jn(tg]e tl}c:hex.aruse of state powerl.) The will ?)tt {)l:: Vl;gf:slg
T B hzlvg; thjmy more than does the will of the ruler HitII)cr
P 7 h'-‘ oy dgl the consent of the people but the d ‘
y his policy of genocide. E e

"In the internal affai '
airs of the state this doctri
legitimises the use of ) his doctrine that popular cons
t use of the power of the st . pop consent
leads inevit: _ r of the state, if applied consis
exercisee:’)l;dhiy tO _ll-le tyranny of the majority. It is t)lrranny hecb,z::mtllf
power is subject to no law or authority other than lhebwiltlz

of the majority. In this fi
L | : this fundamental sens :
arbitrary. amental sense the exercise of power is

"Such an arbitrary i o : .
i i | ;"‘?“““)’ imposition of the will of the majority on a minori
e b o o 1 ey gt > L % ¢ §
s llla?&’);li?;y’;‘i:]dn the ;uhlumy imposition of the will of a min:):.;g
| : ¢ number of those consenti

change it from an evil o a ri se consenting to an act does

i ﬁ!\;p'.l' tron'l an evil to a righteous act. Murder, rape and ,t:u, ‘{ml
ils no matter how many consent to them ’ H penaice



y is likely to be a benevolent tyranny SO
threat to the will of the majority. Yet a
And behind the benevolence
ower of the state ready to
¢ needed to suppress any

"“The tyranny of the majorit
long as there is nO serious
henevolent tyranny is no less tyranny.
there always lurks the threat of the awesome p
be used with whatever degree of ruthlessness i
threat to the majority will.

offective safeguard against tyranny unless it is
recognised that the exercise of human power is subject to the constraint
of a law that is independent of the will of those who hold this power.
This is just as true when this power is deemed to be held by the people
as when it is deemed to be held by authoritarian rulers. The idea that
those who control the power of the state are subject to no law than their 1

own will is the root of all tyranny.

"There can be no

a well drafted constitution  interpreted by an i
independent judiciary is an important safeguard against tyranny in the !
internal affairs of the modern state. It provides a law independent of |
their own will that constrains those who hold the legislative and |
executive powers of the state. Nevertheless, such a safeguard remains
inadequate while there is recognition of no ultimate authority other than
the will of the people constraining the use of state powet.

"In this respect

"Like every other human authority, the state i @ servant of God subject |

(o the authority of his Word in the exercise of its
most important conseq
a qualified authority, qualified by the nature of its office within the
God-ordained order of creation. Absolute, unqualified authority belongs
to God alone. To ascribe such authority to the democratic state is an act |
of idolatry. The state is not authorised to do anything and everything |
that those holding the power of the state judge to be for the good of

society. The will of the majority, or even the unanimous consent of thei
citizens, cannot legitimise

4 use of state power that goes beyond the |
qualitied authority of its oftice as God's creaturely servan

t. Neither will
any amount of moralising justification legitimise such an abuse. To
exceed that authority on any groun

d whatsoever is an act of rebellion
against God.

"The only proper control on the use of state power in the final count is

a proper recognition of th

power. One of the |
uences of this is that the authority of the State is |

¢ limits placed on the exercise of that power
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by the God wh '
om, knowingly or unk :
those interested in i ; nowingly, the state serves. For
: : a genuinely free society, therefor e
important tas : T S Y erefore, there is n "
OfIt)he o?tt“ f‘jSkflhdn the careful identitication of the qualified c.h(.),t I-“S"-tj
ice of the state and its associated authority.” o

h (tW[‘(ﬂ}J[ .t.y hl[ VTR I B I pe

* A radical depoliticisation of society

Today's w ~— PO
giantyncm:l:"gl,-dﬂ?;sg::t d-n.dldtm!ng extent become politicised. Like a
every corner nl’lifc. Wﬁg ll1n nuM. countries reach their tentacles into
a unitary political orgy o e need to cease thinking of society as
smaller social u‘ni[- &dr.“h‘}?"m Ll-l'lth.‘,'r 4 supreme government, with lh;:
pare: subsndilis o :;1 (m‘"‘”dg& family, school, industry ete.) seen as
as a complex‘ of di:c:::cu:]i]r]l:;fS(])T‘gus)ll?le' We have to think of suciclti;(
internal sovereig se kinds ommunities, each having its
Pubﬁc}u;:}zzr‘:[l[é:%'u]g hu,. state should be a societal relatin%nsh?pog)r;
Societal relat: e “pumde an environment in which a diversity of
s ionships can tlourish harmoniously indepe Y

e ependent of the

The politic: ¥ 18
orderp anldb‘:;] ;()r‘du. is only one component of the much larger social
e orde:: :s;)li.lal (I{:'Qer can therefore not be identified wit}l the
. The political order arises fr :
itical ord L ses from the broader socic
which is prior to the political order and not vice versa L

A S ” ol ] i S . . ) e
con(:lictt;‘gnd;‘:trln:,l:::)n'rl:}:l,\;;un.:s'nclzll' and pf)htlcal order is a necessary
condition Su.uuﬁmg ‘l‘ ‘ut ,(E]ll“kmtl.ﬁ‘nt s'uciclu] relationships from
because it gives peupicd[l):\::'“t::::zy[l:[:i?Uaf'l.sgyI'is 3 !’01(1017(l1ili0i58(1,
posangs aple: pow ives, individually
o r:nr:iltl'zdli’;gltltll;w :)l\t.f;: clfgn?y - the heart of democracy - L:lill"’l’]b‘i’r{‘,([]
S \ﬂcwed"f ':I sl,u:ucturc lmpu._scd from above - even if
D i 1% the representatives of the people. This
e g rudi;:-ll ]p. ﬁ{‘:},lcty yvnll be no easy task atter at least two
g ;n Kt;_r;t.lluslng ot Western thought and practice and at
b cd. :



is the key to genuine democratisation. State control of

This, however,
actice of democracy by

society inevitably leads away from the pr
concentrating power in a burcaucratic elite. Democracy can only be
achieved by empowering people at the grassroots 1o take control of
their own lives. Democracy - a5 the original word indicates - requires
power to be exercised by the people. And this can only be achieved ina |
society in which the social order, the network of societal relationships, :
is acknowledged as having priority over the political order - a society
in which the political - order of the state is viewed merely as an
empowering servant of the whole social order.

R. Clouser (1991:255) emphasises the same point when he says: " if §

state authority is elevated above all others on the excuse that it is

needed for the state 10 ensure  justice to all individuals and |

communities, totalitarian consequences cannot be avoided - not even by

making the state a democracy. Once the state is believed to have an [

unlimited and overriding authority, it will matter little whether its
authority is vested in one person, a governing group,

"The last point i$ worth dwelling on for a moment because so often |
democracy is spoken of as though that form of government alone is |
sufticient to guarantee the freedoms we enjoy. It is not. Simply giving
everyone a vote does not ensur
authority of government is limited in principle, democracy will only
guarantee a tyranny of the majority worse than that of a single dictator.
(Even with modern surveillance methods it is hard for a dictator to
keep track of what everyone is doing, but we are always surrounded by
the majority.) What is needed to ensure liberty is the idea of a limited |
state: a state restricted as to what it may make laws about so that there |
are bounds to its legal competency ... it is not too much to say that
more rights and freedoms can  be preserved where the sphere |
sovereignty idea prevails even if the state is governed by a king, than|
where the government is a democracy which operates without any idea
of its being restricted to a distinet sphere of authority.” 5

Apart from the democratic principle of the equality of individual
persons, the effective practice of democracy therefore also requires the
recognition of  the equality of  social communities  or  social
relationships. We do not simply have individual persons, but individual
people living in & variety of differentiated communities which are not|
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or all the citizens. |

¢ a single right or treedom. Unless the |

?:;h(—)li:lts_ (;t thei political order. They are of ditterent kinds, each with

s own internal organisation and soverei "

. ; sovereignty. At the same tin 5

] aranfie syt 1ot - f 1 ¥ Y theb‘

%lt;.r;rrsg ditter Lntl‘l}lf,d societal relationships are mutually interdepemlenlb
communal life can only be sustained in a symbiotic relationship -

We s it S
Constth%r},r'nlle need a4 ha:su: shift tfrom a conventionalist to a
huma;ucél)w:tt account of society, which recognises the social order as a
sonstruction within the constraints of |
: ‘ s of a law-governe ali
= e ; aw-governed reality
: a mere contract or convention. F '
‘ . Furthermore the soci:
order is not, as the social ¢ .
, as cial contract theory assumes, : i
R SOt ntra ssumes, a product of the
grg;:lgi::ﬂ;:gerA A:ld mlual }l;‘ll[y is not the product of unified political
. As already said, the social order is prior iti
o,y y cial order is prior to the political

& e .
Qualified social authority

:b;glal_]]g 'ﬂtahw !n the 11]1"mdcrn idea of democracy is that it rejects the
' authority of the ruler but not the idea of
‘ a of the absolute i
-of the people or societ 1 [ i
. . y. It simply transters the authority! | '
9 H H > b . > H 3 i : n r' ‘ :
;ttl;st,elmplles t‘l(]idtldhﬁolme authority is vested in the guve?nmen[l) ((:;tlll::
- provided that it is elected by the i
‘ _ i people. In realit
sqyere:vgnty remains with the ruler(s)! The only difference is grha[lhfi? .
citizens have some say in the choice of the ruler(s). ‘ ;

gﬁi&ﬂ;’j of cl:t:‘:.\'(r)llutfdszciul authority, however, leaves no room for real
emocracy. It should be replaced by the idea of limi ‘
e . p ea of limited and lifi
social authority. Social authority i i o e
; ority in a diftferentiated society is divi
: il 5 _ ‘ . is divide
?Fzgg'tt;e dltlterent societal relationships of the society E%.;uh of the‘;;l
s an internal sovereign community with its ecifi
i : . : its own specitic kind of
:::llt;(iz:gﬁil'rh(?'kmmﬂ question "How much authority should a *;ncietlalt
ship (like the state) have?" is wron i :

ip, | : ve?" i g. The correct

should be: "What kind of authority should it have?” it

A v . . H Teve ) 1
Sos,(:izlt;eaﬂztxnd;udted ‘Lhozc, the state is not the supreme authority in
, but only one kind of societal relationshi ith i
S i al relationship vested with its own
y. It is true that the state is the maost ¢ i
: At : _ : § 105t comprehensive of
. rity. {1 . . : nsive ot
nilmt:umi?n sm}:pml' uldtuHm:shaps and therefore its authority is also the
st comprehensive owever, this oo i ke
st ¢ : : ; L mprehensiveness 28
legitimise a claim that its s b o e e T
¢ at its authority is absolute ' ‘ i
EQInE 0t : is ab: or superior. As in th
case with all other societal relationships, its authority is also qualified ’
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The state has the exclusive right of public physical power. This "power
of the sword” (Romans 13) should be used, however, for a specific
purpose: the commonweal (common good or public interest). If acts of
state power are directed in ways that favour sectional private interests,

it is not serving the public community.

This commonweal is qualified, however. The state is not responsible
for all social good. In that case it should have had absolute authority -
something which we have already rejected. The government only serves
the commonweal in as far as it is directed to the end of public justice.
The ideas of justice and commonweal qualify each other. Public justice
should be understood as a balancing of the private interests of the
public political community so that all may have a share in the resources
available and also share in the costs of maintaining the public order.
The state is the "balancing wheel”
power (O restrict
in order to protect the weaker one
solely towards the end
commonweal.

. All its activities should be directed

Unlike anarchism we theretor
should exercise power over O
through exercising power that we can
not the exercise of pt
exercised that may be
intrinsically oppressive oF
state is necessary to ensure

ther people. On the contrary, it is only
empower others! It is therefore
is not

abusive. The power of the state

the commonweal.

The government is neither the people (citizens) nor the representatives

of the people, holding the delegated powers O
servant of the people. And as a servant it has a qualified mandate.

It is theretore important that the term
under which the gove
the political community be
covenant  should be the result
consensus. This covenant both authorises
A government cannot claim a mand
simply on the basis of popular election!

made explicit. Such a constitutional
of a community-wide negotiated
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in society. It should use its coercive |
the activities of the more powerful communal interests |

of public justice for the sake: of- the .-

e do not regard it as wrong that people |

ywer as such but the way in which the power 18 |

[

by nature evil. The contrary is true: a strong ?
\

f the people. It is the |

s and conditions of this mandate |
rnment of the state 18 1o function as a servant of |

and limits government action. |
ate to implement whatever it sees fit}

i
s

5-3 r] h‘. {.’ ‘ )
v o | 'ht ‘)i p!‘lll(:‘.l, [th.’s‘lillllﬁt l“ld d"’j‘)l)‘. dit,l](.(: algd]l]gl H ]
N a

bad government

Gen: . - 5 . ST . e
4 ;L.gblgfl ;i)e.itlfl;:g Cl}])n.snans in Africa has not yet found an answer t
on of how best to relate to political s " il
OW F ical structures. Even withi
Lo g e i poli es. Even w
e ountry, Chrlstldns of different ecclesiastical traditions will i
iffer on this issue. sl tend to

" : :
Four possible attitudes

David M. Gitari in his book Let the bisho,
i Gita  his hoal shop speak (1988:70) identifies
:ﬂﬁrk:;l(l)(::"::::g ;(t);.iltr Zldfu.e.s. The Church historically has adn|2t;JIL::::;}
enthusi;;s;tic u u .;:.s IU't‘h.t': powers 'cfntl states with which it coexists:
outright-oppo;;it[i?:]“ E !;;nss,!ve ignoring; constructive  dialogue; “ m
ouirignt o Ahnal s; IdL .ut these positions has its own atlraction; and
d enthusias-tic a ¥ )s eads .t(‘)l.the conclusion that the first two positions
i h'.‘ [JG[)( rt or passive ignoring - are both forms of betra a.l
ch's God-given prophetic ministry. The only godly positi):m

- for the h vis-a-vis i
Church vis-a-vis the State is constructive dialogue when times

are g(}{_)d, al'ld dirbbt O )P Siti tate Wh(’, 1 B 3
” i ‘." I [hb IdllL["S COﬂdLlCl

Elaborated the four viewpoints are (p. 71):

[ n | 3
[r;lt;i:ss;f::;chq?hac:’apr themselves actively when they identify
s with the goals ¢ intentions of
s g and intentions of the power or the
- T
The churches adapt themselves passively when they abstain

from any statem 1
ent on decisions and activities of
bl d activities of the power or
= Th . hev v 7
C();abc)hm },hus can - engage in critical and  constructive
g (;:allz]o{z with the power or the State by evaluating on the
bt _0 their understanding of the Gospel political decisions
and proposed programmes; e
T . e 3 ' ’ i
S[I:::em"lil;x ches 1}my.he led 10 rexist or oppose the power of the
o - e obligation to resist which may arise under certain
re‘:i.:ltlﬁ:,t‘dm,gs has no destructive intention; the attitude 101‘
héc;;u‘:[:‘tt;] WIS]tl be adopted to serve society and even the State
se the State as well is called to b ; -
: e the servi ¢
ko iyt read e servant of God and
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bishop Gitari explores concrete examples of

In the rest of his book
¢h of these models, analysing

churches in Africa which have followed ea
the reasons for their success or tailure,

Because of the serious political situations in many African countries,
we will concentrate on the fourth option: to resist or oppose the state,
And we do not want to confine this resistance to the church, because
Christian's in general (especially as citizens of a particular state) has a

responsibility.

* The issue

= How can we adhere to Christ's command to pay Caesar what is due
to Caesar, as well as Go
Peter's terse command to
sovereign (1 Peter 2 170)?

have reverence for God and to honour the

= Exactly when do we reach the boundary where the Christian does
not only have the right but even the duty to say that we should be more
obedient to God than the government, that is, when we will be forced

to be disobedient to the government?

disobedience take? Should it remain passive

= What form should this
istance but later, if nothing

resistance? Or should it start as passive res
is achieved, turn into violent resistance?

ermine that the point has been reached where

w How should we det
fight government violence with counter-

nothing remains but to
violence?
at we have in fact reached this point, where

he use of violence - only hard (military)
hildren, other civilians?

s Once we are certain th
should we draw the line in t
targets, or soft targets too, womet, ¢

ans in order to be more obedient to God

= And if we use violent me
lly still obedient to God, Who in Christ

than to government, are we rea
teaches us to love our enemies an
(ct. inter alia Romans 12:19-21)?
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d what is due to God (Matthew 22:21), or—4

d not to redress violence with violence

What does the Bible say about resistance and violence?

The Bible is full of violence. In the first pages :

f{-é;;l;“le (Genesis 4:8) and Lamech sings hiSpS(%l:; t‘::'rjgl(()il{en?:(gmd* Of

6:1 13 [;tl) 'ghe W(')l‘fd was so corrupted and filled with violence (GEEZ“S
: at God had to send the flood to wash it away. The books of ho

prophets such as Jeremiah, Amos, Micah and M:llil chi tu il

evidence of structural (politico-economic-social) viule‘ncé e full o

The first pages of the New Testamen are ; i

uii ‘the. hnrrenc!ous. infanticide of BH::::::J) ‘i(lf\{;l{l]t:ﬁ:;heg :g)bi£;(?t!.lifl1ixlk
:nglilr):icllulg e_tt tonl::gnhpuwcr, thq Ru.mun Empire, which wz;s l:r:?)l;wn“r’:::
rgtrool |Ufpfe:l[1)el:.‘1t_e('1. In vain dld.lhc Jewish Zealot terrorist bands
Y ow O e.tmelgn yoke. It is only in the last chapter of l
: (Revelation 22:15) that we read that murderers wil : v
rom the new earth. SRS e

%«:t:ﬁ:mthvei )Itolls)wjfl‘g types of yilecn_cc in the Bible: in the Old
il ((Je)nula Irum' th.e outside “(foreign nations) and violence
iy Monng ] “:v.tr;.l ()!?paess!ng Jews), and in the New Testament
Romaﬂ e ¢ side of the Jewish Council and synagogue, the

pire and the pagan nations. S

It is i ant fi :

Bib“c:;l)t(i):;i‘::t fx’r uti, t? tI:nuw what the reactions of believers were in
: s. We find basically tw actionse: a pacei

aotiveane. ally two reactions: a passive one and an

gvherrl;;n?ﬁ:z”d ;é)fs(llc: (::e[h»:c:!—liml}wnllIwnrds (Matthew 26:52) that
- . epend: sword wi perish by the sword, and i
y(otlllntl:iii(l tlh::e] s‘:m, to Pef_er: Put your swgrd back into its pl’zu;it:r;dDI::
e fl‘(llt drink the cup u!‘ suftering which my Father has
i ? hecaus-le pt(;‘su tlu df._*A:trMNVce wnlc_qcc He opts tor constructive
St , vt ; e _ur.1 y victory over suffering is the victory throu JH
i g. His cup of suffering at the same time bec i
e ecomes a4 cup of

Paul (Romans 2:1- , .
Chrisg 0:(1':\1:(1)112“1 ;l) .dlllf]' Peter (I.Pctc'r 4:12-19), in conjunction with
Oppres’sinn rl:he W:)_clls.mvc‘la_'c:eu:[_um in .Ihc case of suffering and
suftarine i 1his W el e < possibly a misnomer, because
g s way Is one ol the most ditficult activities. A Chn'is(i"m

B e
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has to know what it means to suffer injustice, but he may not commit

any injustice.

Two examples should he sufficient to illustrate this "active” reaction.
The first is found in 2 Kings 6:8-23 where we are told how the
Aramaic army wanted to capture Elisha and kill him. In the end they
are captured by Elisha! But when the king of Israel wants to kill them,
Elisha says: "as for these men, give them food and water, let them eat
and drink, and then let them go back 1o their master”. Violence in this
instance is not answered with violence, or passively endured, but
answered with love (eft also Romans 12:20).

We find something similar in Acts 4:18-31. Herod, Pontius Pilate and
the heathens conspired against the first Christians. The Jewish Council
even forbade them to disseminate the Gospel. Peter and John, however,
tell them that they have tu decide for themselves what is right: to obey
them or God. And the disciples do not Lake recourse to violence, but all
the believers unite in prayer to Gad (verses 24-30). The response of the
Church to violence is prayer. And Gud's response to their prayer is that
He fills them with the power of His Spirit, so that without fear they can
continue to preach the Word ot God (verse 31). This is in keeping with
the well-known words by Zechariah: "Neither by force of arms nor by
brute strength, but by my Spirit, says the Lord of Hosts" (4:6).

o5t of the Bible by yourselves. Cases where
believers refused to obey the authorities whose instructions they
considered against the will of Ged can be found in Exodus 1:15-17,
Daniel 3:16-18 and 6:11, Acts 5:29, but you won't find anywhere in
Scripture that this was accompanied by violent resistance.

You can study the r

* What does the Christian tradition say about resistance and
violence?

I would like to mention very brietly four different viewpoints from the
history of Christianity.

w In the first place we find the radical passivists in the early Christian
church and in later movements such as the Anabaptists of the sixteenth

century and the Jehovah's Witnesses today, who reject any resistance.
The Anabaptists (today's Mennenites) even taught that Christians
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o s ¢ government m:
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who approve of unlimited vi Cnee, even uclear wal

Whic " the four vie i i
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% What do authority, power and violence mean in the case of

governments?
w General Biblical perspectives

e to repeat here what has already been
power and responsibility in general.
focussed here on a specific societal

To a certain degree we will hav
suid concerning office, authority,
All these perspectives are, however,
relationship, viz. the state.

In each societal relativnship there are two components: those invested
with authority and those puided by authority. In an industry there are
employers and employees, in a family parents and children, and in a
sports club the committee and the members.

The purpose Of authority 1s twofold. In the first place it should co-
ordinate, guide and help the members of the societal relationship so that
they can fulfil their specific task and calling (s determined by God) in
this specific societal relationship. As a result of the sinfulness of man,
authority, in the second place, should also struggle against evil and
corruption and, with a view to the fulfilment of the calling of the
members in that societal relation, maintain the necessary order.

In Romans 13 we saw already that the government should punish the
bad and reward the good. Furthermore Paul also says that the subjects
should not fear their government. It the government governs correctly,
there should be no reason for fear - you need fear only if you have
done wrong. Subjects do, however, have to have respect for their

government.

We have to remember very well, however, that authority exists not for
the sake of the office-bearer, but for the sake of service. A servant is
not the same as i representative or, put it more strongly, 2
ot assume for itself the place of God. 1t is

substitute. Government may ng
only a servant, an instrument.  Authority and power which are not

characterised by this service motif (ct. Christ's statements on leaders)
ultimately  become self-devouring  monsters. A state proud of its
omnipotence is atready un the threshold of helplessness and destruction.
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] : ¢ subjects
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l Y q H N 5
rtlxl:li?)lso‘l'mpnrtm to rupclphcr that the office-bearers of each societal
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) ey have been appointed. ~Na me i
igh : : man-or societal relation has
absolute power over another. Only Guod has power o all 'hds
everybody. over il and

The word power i i ]
ser in the light of the foregoing impli
: ] | g e loregoing implies the responsi
T ol 2 ght ey s the responsible
exm—:;:ﬁ oi_ authority. No .s_nuclnl relition is possible without lhE proper
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the defence force is necessary for peace and security s and
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( o (S b

85



murderer by violent means, we could call this constructive violence - as
against destructive vivlence when he should assault or shoot an
innocent person.  When one country is attacked by another, the
government has the duty to defend its territory and its citizens against
the aggressor by means of violence (war).

As a result of the corruption of sin office-bearers do not know any
longer how to distinguish the boundaries of authority, and they do not
know any longer what their calling is within the gocietal relationship in
which they have been appointed. Or they do know, but neglect it, and
simply fail to comply with it. Should a government, for example,
consistently and out of self-preservation and own advantage only act on
behalf of a certain group of its subjects and deny privileges 10 others, it
does not fultil its Gaod-given calling of general justice. Such a
government can then be regarded as having hecome revolutionary in the
profoundest sense of the word: it inverts God's order and rebels against
Him.

Aled back 10 its real task by its citizens
because no human authority is sacrosanct. The glorification of authority

{power for the sake ot power, order for the sake of order, instead of for
the sake of justice) is wrong. We should respect our governments, but

show reverence only o Gaod.

Such a government should be ¢

w Civil protest and disobedience

of course the form that this ¢civil protest may
assume. In the light of what has already been said, T am personally of
the opinion that if nothing is achieved by medns of legal channels
(appeals to the government) something has to be done along the lines of
civil disobedience. 1t is very difticult, however, 0 decide who has 10
judge when the time has come to take such a step.

The important question is

Civil disobedience means ignoring the laws of the country, being
disobedient to them. The following could serve as & definition: Civil
ive action which deliberately breaks the

disobedience is a demonstrail
Jaw in order to ry and bring about change in the attitude and policy of

a povernment in a forcible, yet non-violent way.
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u Responsibilities of governnient

I would like t i
o recapitulate what 1 have said so far wi
government: it 1 have said so far with regard to the
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suppressed because it endangers "law and order”, Such a government
should not be surprised it law and order finally evade it altogether
because it has been deat to pleas and entreaties for justice.

* What is the calling of the subject or the citizen?

It is not only the government that has duties owards it subjects, but
the subjects clearly also have duties towards the government. 1 am not
going to repeat well-known points such as that the subject should bow
to the government (nut uncritically), that he should respect (even
though it may be unjust) the government and pay, in direct obedience to
God's command, the taxes of the government.

® The Christian citizen may never be involved with violence. He
should be involved with peace: God is a God of peace (2 Corinthians
13:11), Christ is the Lord ot Peace (Isaiah 9:6) and his Gospel is a
Gospel of peace (Ephesians 2:17). Peace, however, does not simply
mean the maintaining of the existing status o, but the upholding of
God's peace.

= The believer has 10 be an example of love and conciliation: "Call
down blessings on your persecutors, blessings, not curses” (Romans
12:14). Even though it may be very ditficult, we may never tire of
doing good (2 Thessalonians 3:13).

= We have to help all people, but special care has to be given o the
poor, the dispossessed and the sutfering. And structures, which in
many cases d¢ the- Causes of the suffering and poverty, should be
examined critically. [ have no doubt that the believer's first
responsibility is to be on the side of the poor, the little, the widows, the
orphans, the oppressed, the exploited, the rejected of society - and to
help them.

® The belicving citizen may never stop praying: "First of all then I
urge that petitions, prayers, intercessions and thanksgiving be offered
for all men; tor sovereigns, and all in high office, that we may lead a
tranquil and quiet life in Yull observance of seligion and high standards
of morality" (1 Timothy 2:1-2). Have we tried to imagine how difficult
it must be to sit in high office? Do we still realize the strength of
prayer in effecting change? (James 5:16h).
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a The heliever may also never neglect his prophetic calling as a
citizen. He has this calling not only in his capacity as subject or citizen
in relation to government, but also to other subjects: poor and rich,
weak and strong, believers and non-believers. The Old Testament
prophets can pe an example to0 us in this. They made audible their
stringent criticism not only to other nations, but also did not spare their
own nation and rulers. A government is simply a reflection of the
pation, and a nation sometimes "deserves” the government that it has!

e should also gain clarity about the
celationship between the church (ur let us say Christianity, which is
more than the ¢hurch) and the state (or politics). We may certainly not
mix the two or identify them. Then it is all oo easy 10 get to the point
where support  for Christendom  means  Support for the political
establishment - and vice versa. Or, if you don't support the political
status uo, it becomes a matter of betraying the Christian faith! We are,
however, also not allowed to separate them or to view them in
oppuosition to each uther, which would result in no influence emanating
from the church owards the state, or in anything that has to do with
polities automatically being regarded as pad. Church and state are
independent entities, but they are not isolated from each other and may
exhort each other reform.

s | am uf the opinion that W

= All possible (permissible) means should be used to change an unjust
situation to a just and peacetul society. Both the oppressors and the
privileged ghould be addressed. An -oppres is .somebody  who
actively uses existing structures 10 commit injustices to his own or his
group's advantage, and to the detriment of others. A privileged person
% not necessarily sumebudy who has had a hand in the creation of an
unjust structure, and he does not use the structure consciously 10 his
own advantage. But, 1t i still the duty of both the privileged and the
exploiter w0 end the injustice. Injustice should not be ended only when

the exploited, as a last resort, urns to violence.

® In the final instance it is the duty of especially Christians 1o keep on
talking, trying their best to convinee the government that it has to
change. A very concrete example of this attitude is to be read in the
pripping booklet hy Bishop Festo Kivengere: [ love Idi Amin, with the
cub-title The story of friump under fire in the midst of suffering and
persecution in Uganda (1977).
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6. CONCLUSION

A good conclusion requires thi i
mclus juires that the snake will take hold of its tai
the end will connect with the bcginni:n;. ‘ ol

;\jdlhc‘ll_mginuing of this book we asked the question what kind of
l;:lt:,rs hip WF. need to tackle lhu.? African crisis. Our conclusion consists

0 points: (1) what types of leadership we do not need and (2) ; h
type of leaders we badly need. e

6.1 Leadership traditions in Africa

milpof:mn':m;i::::c .L(r;%gz‘hlu;‘:ullg}l idy devote a special chapter of their

. :184-193) to difterent leadershi aditi i

Africa before and after ind indicati e

ependence, indicating which of thes

(or a combination of them) : s s

a were most prominent in the leadership of

political leaders. 1 am of the opinion thi e
that the models they identi

not only practised in politics, but als i i et g
s, but also apply in other areas of lif

leaders we should have a clos o

leac § closer look at them - not as
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imitated, but as a warning that they should be avoided. el 1o e
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s mention but the following five ¢ Ve
e dislinguishcd:r g five could nevertheless be

* ivti it
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. M:Ew.rlu.gl.e, L%lertwmed with . teakkititmad -Adfrican. reverence for old
e and wisdom. Examples are: Mzee Jomo Keny: i i
: 2 enyatta, first presid i
Kenya and Kwame Nkrumibh, first president of Gh:m;n’. president of

* . " it 4
) WT; iﬁi rradf:h_:m (.;‘1" the leader ay the ultimate teacher. Tdeslogy as
ansmitting his ideas becomes a m " th d
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hd?zt)p!-an;()r":radtrrm_t of IJ_ht*mnrm Sighters and military rulers. They
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freedom, and rely on intimidatory leadership based on fear and
instruments of coercion to assert authority. Examples are: Mu'ammar
Gadafi of Libya and Idi Amin, the "second Shaka” of Uganda.

* The charismatic style af the inspiring personality. With  their
personal charismatic qualities they inspire their followers with devation
and enthusiasm. They capture the public with a kind of mystique
surrounding their names, warmth of personality, personal magnetism or
immense personal presence. When, however, the charisma declines,
this type of leader vften becomes despotic, uneasy and certainly an
undemocratic strong man. Muzrui and Tidy mention as examples here
again the names of Kenyatta, Nyerere and Amin.

* The monarchical style. Here we find (1) a quest for aristocratic eftect
like splendid attire, large gxpensive cars, conspicuous consumption,
symbuls of power, etc. - the cult of ostentation. (2) The leader is
viewed as redeemer - the personality cult. (3) The glorification of the
leader as a hero - the sacralization of authority. Nkrumah is also
mentioned as an example in this case: he was called Osagyefo, the
Redeemer, a quasi-monarchical title.

When M. Bourdillon discusses authority and power in Africa
(1990:65ff) he reaches similar conclusions, concerning, for instance,
divine kingship and charismatic leadership.

6.2 An alternative leadership maosdel

What we today need on vur continent is not in the first place father-
leaders, teacher-leaders or charismatic leaders, neither aristocratic
Jeaders, and least of all warrior-leaders. We need responsible servant-
leaders.

A concept like this may be difficult to grasp. In the light of our history,
it may even sound like 4 contradiction of terms. It implies nothing less
than a revolution in our leadership style. But it could herald the real
liberation of vur continent!

At the beginning of this paper I stated that we need leaders with a

vision. In the rest of the paper 1 have tried to provide you with the
outlines of such a vision. It is time that you as Christian leaders realise
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that dife cannot he separated into a religious compartment and a secular
compartment in which Christian religion plays no role. The ;:i'i.im'i ‘nl'
Christ never release us at any time, under any circumstance url inl'u:

occupation - God must_be vbeyed in all of them, not merely in quu*y
His Word has relevance for all aspects of life and ll:’y'-i' e A
leadership in all of them. wrelore for

At the end [ want to add that we also need acrion. We need Christian
leaders whq, inspired by such a great vision, want to concrcli_\;c i‘[ ‘m
change, to improve society. The hallmark of a real leader ul'uér ull, 15
not only that she/he knows what should be done, but th'l' he/sl " ‘lh
does what is correct. ' d helshe o

I h:AYe tried to indicate to you that real, Biblical Christianity is not a
passive, status - quo religion. It is an active, reforming religion
Christian religion, far from being an opium that |u|l§ people to -.'ifcw'
ha!s allllhe resources needed to develop a new vision for the mruc;urillrl]:
pt‘ society as well as 1o critique and uppose the misuse .ul' ow-?’
injustice and oppression - but without the shedding of hi.uo.d. pomets

My task is completed. Yours still have to begin. 1t is 10 demonstrate -
by way of your concrete involvement in all areas of life (uco.nu;nic
political, industrial, educational, cultural, agricultural ¢culcsiusticai
etc.) - that you are real leaders, servant-leaders, C]I.I"lsliiil; Ieadcl:x!
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