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PROLOGUE: RESEARCH and OTHER DIFFICULTIES AND PROBLEMS 

n t. eir stance against. the ideology of apartheid: vague Christian notions of ~reconciliation·', ~peace~ 1 

ust. ce' , • , , , " ~ " , " I 1 1 • , , 

naman Glg"Jnry· ana equallLY nave oeE:n annUnc.l3.t;eG. These 'ethical precepts' totally lack any 
r garous historical mediation and have therefore resulted in political inefficacy, The historical churches have 
simply not. recognized that a CO~icrete and ~specific. form of analysis (ideology) is necessary to give effect to their 

, • ," 1 , • , It ... ~..... l' 1 
an~1-apar1Dela SentimentS, varYl lialla 

"The riots can in no \1ay be described as reactions against tile Governmenfs apanne10 polic,y, The disturbances 
are a periodic phenomenon and have n00hing to do with poverty and low wages. II H. F. Verrioerd~ 

"It is in circumstances such as these that the reconciling !'lord has to be proclalmed, nOI, In any vague and 
indefinite manner, but addressed specifically to the situation",," Archbishop Joost de BlanK,J 

"The greatest threat lies in man's unholy craving to sell his soul to an ideology," L, N, Nangope 4 

"The Christian faith transcends all ideologies and all nationalistic ideals" ,Christian faith is more than a mere 
alternative for Ideology, in the sense that it is not merely a utopia, It is escnatalogical, rooted in the 
promises of Christ and the liberating deeds of Yahweh ani in the knowledge that these promises, in a real sense, 
have had their fulfilment in Jesus Christ,'t Allan BoesakD 

"we cannot, however, deify or absolutise any system of thought", "Charles Villa.-Vicencioo 

"God needs our co-operation 01 the process of liberating the nation, but prior to that, he needs our 
• , ,. If .e" .,... ., { 

unoerS1anclng, Mlenael ~aSSlQy 

"Active involvement in changing the situation requires more than theology, It requires an engagement of reality 
through ideological commitment ana praxis", ,A positive relationship 11ith Marxism is necessary because it alone 

• , " ,. ", I • , (' 1 I, Il 1 • '; tl - I 1.... I ~ provloes an aaequa1e analYSIS or ~ne S11ua110n ana a Stra~egy ror cnang1ng It, Jonn ae~rucnJ 

iChristian Resistance to Apartheid, p,iil4, 

in Norman Phillips, The Tragedy of Apartheid, p, 126, 

Out of Africa, p,15, 

4"The Role of the Church in the Independent Homelands" in Theo Sundermeier, Church and Nationalism in South 
Africa, p, 106, 

5~ "," . o. 
~are!iell to Innocence, pol~l. 

IJ,.., • " n ,., ~ 
~plrH or Hope, p, (1, 

7T1\p.... ''''' "",.. "'" l'aSSlng ~Ullimer, p,.)j~, 

bIbe Church Struggle in South Africa, pp 206,208, 
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"For such a politics to be a real tf, the Church has to retain freedom from ideological captivity, and at the same 
clIile become concrelely involved n s,ocial issues and critically engage the ideologies that claim allegiance of 
people and societies," John deGruchy~ 

"It also seems to be self-evident that discrepancies in perceptions 'liouid not have been able to groll to such 
proportions if the elites vlOuld not have Deen isolated from each other. A lively dialogue always challenges 
extreme positions, GraviS at.tention to cvedq,oked aspects and makes one aliBI'e of alternative perspectives to a 

, , " ".. .., " •.• . ·1 V 
SHU&UOn, ltuman ~Clences ~ese8,rcn (;OUnCll 

"What looked before as though it could never happen is easy to understand. Once it is upon us, we accept the 
inevitability of the first multiracial election in South Africa, and we forget the defiant hope of a fourteen-year
old boy, which helped make it possible, 

In hindsight, we can see how everything fell into place and that it was guite natural, even reasonable, 
the.t it l'iOllld happen, It was inevitable, at least it seems that way in hindsight. Inevitable in hindsight and 
impossible in foresight. 

Bet,l,een impossibilit.y and possibility, ther,e, is a door, the door of hope. And the possibility of history!s 
transformation lies through that door." Jim I!-aliis ll 

"In a nutshell, the apartheid and segregationist ideas, born out of fear, are Christian heresies, which became a 
partypolicy, which evolved into a tribal ideology, ~hich grew iota a national idol, and which finally imprisoned 
all of us in a demonic stronghold." Kichael Cassidylt 

"It is on the illifara level that the nemesis of sin arises- and so arise history!s catastrophes. Thus, it is on 
that level alone that the ultimate issues of history can be resolved, healed, and history given grounds for 
hope"the inner life of man and ,t,pJ.lIen alone linere botn cree.tivity and sin gestate, is part and parcel of their 
objective history.H John deGruchylJ 

"It is of the utmost: importance for the,9Durch in South Africa to realise its proper limitations if it is to 
fulfill its proper t.ools. t! John deGruch,vii 

"Christianity's impact on the race issue in South Africa has been extremely ambivalent, but there are signs on the 
horizon of a definite coping break, which may lead to a healthy and balanced revival of what is basic in this great 
faith, It G. C. Oosthuizen 1g 

9rn',",rCI\, ~fr"lanl'a p ?I'Q v.1. _ J) v "b6 'Iv I • iol t! I 

10 Religion and Intergroup Relations. p,aD, 

liThe Soul of Politics. p.238. 

lZ~_rn' e Da'Sl'ng (nmm"r p •• , _ 1 0; -'L 1'1,i,'" • _ .JJ'!, 

13 Ihe Church Struggle, p.205. 

I:) tl .... l • ,. " t ~ , It 

- lo!1nSLlanny s Impacc on Race Relations in South Africa, in Hartin Prozesky, Christianity Amidst 
Apartheid: Selected Perspectives, p.1i9. 
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"Where white and black Christians still meet: traitors interact with stooges .... Nevertheless: the stubborn 
continuation of these fragile contacts may maintain an infrastructure of human relationships which may gain in 
importance as the situation deteriorates and the system approaches the breaking point. Without such a basis, the 
prospects for a wholesome reconstruction i'iill be dim. Also the continuing demythologisation of ideological 
absolutes and loyalties as well as the ~ballenge to keep unpopular option open, will not be without its effect on 
, , ' , ,,,.,, ... lU Loe ongolng Struggle. Alaus Nurnoerger 

"The Church is still part of an unredeemed world and subject to the same conrlicts ana olased perceptions. Th~ 
difference is that the Church can provide the context where these perceptions can be changed." Klaus Nurnberger l

! 

"It is hard to believe that our prayers can heip a country hell bent on its own aesLruction, but thls is the faith 
vie profess 1 and this faith needs putting to the test as never before." Archbishop Joost de Blankl~ 

Words, agreeing and conflicting, stand side-by-side and yet 

across from one another; drawn into a crystal-clear kaleidoscope of 

a most ambiguous and confusing subject: the South African Church. 

In approaching the subject of the role of the church in South 

Africa certain di fficul ties present themselves. The following 

comment by the compilers of a three-volume bibliography is very 

telling: 

p. 162. 

"In the process of compiling this bibliography the editors became aware of 
some interesting tendencies in Southern African church historiography ... 
To begin with, it would seem that it is not objective enough, but is 
hampered by particularism and a polemical or apologetic tendency. Even a 
superficial glance through this bibliography will show how much of the 
material has been written for popular consumption ..... church historians 
(generally) approach church history from an exclusive 
cuI tural/denominational point of view. A large number of church historical 
contributions have lacked an ecumenical perspective and have proved to be 
Ii ttle more than mere descriptions of particular denominational 
institutions and activities. There is apparently little awareness of the 

1011 .... ,.,.. '''''''','' , .... ...." t! • 1 1" l 1 1 Tllf Impact. or l;nnsclanny on ~OClo-economlC lJeVelcpmen'Cs In ProzeSKY, Cnnstlanity AmiGst Apartneia. 

ii in HSiW report: Religion and IntergrouD Relations, p.83. 

i80ut of Africa. p.viii. 



\'iork or even the existence or other churches ... 19 

An added research problem was the dearth of material to be 

found in some of the more objec"tive and comprehensive general 

histories, such as Davenport's, or even Oakie~s work. One would 

have hoped that a lack of objectivity on the part of church people 

would have been compensated for, more than it was, by those who did 

not have the same interests vested in their writing as the church 

people. Unfortunately, this was not the case. 

The above difficul ties combined tended to produce a very 

fragmented account of church acti vi ties in South Africa. This 

fragmentation became particularly frustrating whenever it became 

apparent that it was virtually impossible to double-check the 

historical accuracy of some of the claims of some of the more 
t&.-

polemic{ documents. 

For example, claims were made by a minority of articulate and 

prolific theologians concerning the ~impact' of the Kairos Document 

on South Africa, and its significance for the world in general. 

However, outside of their own writing, the document appeared to 

have very 1 it tIe 'impact' - al though it did cause a considerable 

stir. (P. IV. Botha thought it important enough to be refuted on 

public television by leading churchmen. )20 

Yet, where it was made mention of outside of the writings of 

its supporters, it was referred to with reservation, and seemed to 

19 • HofmeYl',Rykheer and Nel. History of the Churc:h in Southern Africa, ," select Bibliography" ,material 
to 1980, (Vi)p,xiii 

20, " ... ' , _. " ." 0< 0 oc, 

GaSSlGY, i11Cnael.ine taSslng ~ummer, pp,Jl~,,J~U, 



be regarded as a 

a particular stream of t' In other words, rather than having 

influence, the Kairos Do 'ument seems to have been more of a marker 

of the influence alreadY~ by a certain movement. 

Moreover, it is difficult to tell just how influential that 

movement was, outside of a select group of very well educated black 

clergy representing some of the mainline churches. 

The claim is made that the Kairos Document was essentially a 

grass-roots statement. It 1S felt that the Document is a 

reflection of the true experience of the majority. That it has a 

critical mass'of support by virtue of its identity as the voice of 

the suffering seems to be taken as a sign of its authenticity, with 

the implication that theologies outside its scope are not 

authentic, or are less so. 

However, it is not clear that the Document's roots are in the 

community of the majority. (as opposed to their being in the 

community of a minority of articulate, black leaders) One point 

raised by the Human Sciences Research Council Report J published 

just three years after the release of the Kairos Document, was that 

conscious members of the two high-profile church groups in South 

Africa (both pro- and anti-apartheid) constituted less that half of 

the total population. 21 These findings would seem to suggest that 

the grassroots felt they had more pressing concerns than taking 

sides theologically. 

21Religion. Intergroup Relations and Social Chang_Lin South Africa, p.35. 



6 

Neither is there a great deal of evidence showing that it had 

such a cri tical mass of support among those 1'1ho were concerned 

about the relationship of their Christiani ty to their socio-

political situation. Various statistics would suggest that the 

largest single group of black Christians do not even belong to many 

of the churches represented by the signatories of the Kairos 

Document. 22 They belonged, at the time of the Document's 

publication, to what are known as the African Independent Churches, 

comprising somewhere between 3-4000 ." '. . 23 
separa~e aenomlna~lons. 

There is no reason at all to presume that the members and 

clergy of these churches would have any more tendency to rally in 

support of mainline clergy than they had since their inception. On 

the contrary, since they first broke out of the mainline tradition 

in 1884'4, the Independent Churches have displayed a marked 

tendency to avoid any kind of overt political commitment, such as 

is the Kairos Document. 

This is of course I not to say that the nearly 6 million 

members of these churches are not politically active. The riots, 

strikes, burnings, vandalism and necklacings of late 70's and the 

80' s would make such a statement ridiculous. A more likely 

probability is the suggestion that, by 1985 when the Document was 

released, the majority of blacks, including black Christians, had 

22These were predominantly the Anglican, Methodist, United, Presbyterian, Roman Catholic, Reformed 
Catholic, Lutheran and Sending Churches.isee list of signatories, back page of the Kairos Document, Challenge to 
the Church) 

23Froise, fiarjJrie. World Christianity; Southern Africa. p.70. 

'" "'Hofmeyr, Rykheer, Nel. Op.CH. p.337, 

/ 
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begun to give up on the church institution in terms of its ability 

to help them win freedom. Thus, it would appear that rather than 

being at the head of a tide, the Kairos Document lagged in far 

behind. 

Furthermore, insofar as it represents an official statement of 

the mainline church leadership, it is not hard to imagine that the 

majority who might support it would have found it not only late, 

but redundant. Let me put it this way: if you have been aware for 

40 years that you are oppressed; and if you are currently engaging 

in activity from Monday to Saturday (and Sunday after service) to 

fight that oppression; and if you have heard people like Bishop 

Tutu for 30 years assuring you that you will overcome apartheid 

because it is evil, it is hardly a new news that the oppressed must 

now fight oppression because they are loved by God, and God is 

against evil. 

But now I am getting ahead of myself. What needs to be 

pointed out is that, while there is evidence to suggest that the 

Kairos Document is perhaps not as influential as some supporters 

claim, it is a statement which is paradigmatic of a particular line 

of thinJdng wi thin certain parts of the South African churches 

which has had a great deal of sway among theologians and church 

people. As a result, the Document itself does have a large figure 

in the minds of many church people. 

It is just that it is next to impossible to tell whether its 

significance in political and historical reality is as large as its 

corresponding mental image would suggest. It is certainly 
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interesting that another finding of the HSRC was that the majority 

of South Africa's population, in all colour groups, felt that their 

religion had more to do with reconciliation, than with liberation. 

The majority of both blacks and whites felt that above all things, 

the primary role of religion was conciliatory, not 

confrontational.'8 These findings place into serious question the 

Kairos claim to be voicing a final realisation of prophetic 

confrontation rooted in the masses. 

However, at this point, as illustrated by the preceding list 

of ci tations, the 'truth' of whether or not "....... .... ~ ........ . \.ioa . s l\.al ro s actually 

had more to do with man's chronos than is acknowledged rests 

somewhere between one set of words and another. 

The incomplete and fragmented nature of the research material 

available is such that it presents substantial problems to anyone 

attempting to do a thorough investigation into the movements within 

the church, (such as the Black Theology movement represented by 

Kairos) and the significance of those movements for South Africa as 

a whole. 

From within South Africa, where material would at least be 

more abundant, the task would be long and difficult. It would 

require hours and hours, not just of reading, but of speaking with 

people from all quarters in order to search out the links between 

things, and realities behind events and statements, which are 

otherwise hidden from the distant eye. 

From a position outside South Africa, the task is virtually 

25Relidon, Intergroup Relations" ,_, ppl02, 155, 
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impossible because there is simply not enough information. 

Moreover, there is a marked tendency for the libraries available to 

this particular student to stock a very narrow range of material. 

Iviuch of it is not even written by South Africans, but by North 

Americans with a particular (and very dated) mode of engaging in 

political analysis. They have a particular reading of history in 

general, which naturally colours the way that they read South 
.;-~~ 

Afl~'lCa:p·"'pol it ical history. 

While it is now an academic given that no-one can write 

wi tJ;oi{{k bias, t~is particular bias in this instance is particularly 

annoying because it seems so out of character with the way that the 

available representation of South African writers see their own 

political history. 

It is as though the South Africans were too busy acting to sit 

down and put the pieces together- so the gap was filled by North 

American scholars who appear to have very little feeling for South 

Africa itself. They tend to regard her history as a case to prove 

a point which they have decided on a priori. 

Of course, my whole argument here is highly tenuous. But if 

it lS, it is largely because I have had to read South African 

church history by inference, rather than direct observation. And 

wi th a nod to those other North Americans (Juckes and Fatton 

especially), I would have to concede that they must have faced the 

same problem, which is why they took such liberties in constructing 

their particular stories the way that they did. 

In summary then, much as I would like to write about 'the role 
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of the Church in the struggle against apartheid in South Africa 

it is impossible for me to do so responsibly. That is, I could not 

do so without conveying the impression that I had successfully 

managed to wade through the spectrum of fulminations on what the 

church ought to have been, and found the dirty Ibrill iant truth 

about what she was. 

In any case, ~ the church ~ is much 1 ike lvlartin Luther s Bi ble-

it has a wax nose. Conceivably, anyone could find grounds 

somewhere within church history for almost any argument. 

It does not help that even the word ~Church' is so deceptively 

singular. If it were obvious what role 'the church~ actually had, 

I would still have to decide whether I the church' meant the 

institution, or institutions, or whether it was simply the Body of 

believers. 

To speak of the 'Church' in the context of South Africa, as in 

the world in general, is to speak of a multifaceted thing. The 

'Church' is seen and experienced as anything from a mystical 'body 

of believers in a specific dogma, to a hierarchical power 

structure, to a social force: a potential agent of social change as 

well as a diligent guardian of the status quo. 

Obviously, it is beyond the scope of this essay to address 

each of the identities and roles attributed to this word 'Church'. 

And yet, any time the word 'Church' is used, it is somehow true 

that all of these are treated in some way. Another part of the 

problem in defining has to do wi th the fact that many 

things are labelled 'Church' which are not. 
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Insorar as the Church is an organisation or finite human 

beings spread around the globe, and certainly all across Sout.h 

Africa) it. is an admixt.ure of all of the above definit.ions. It. is, 

as it. were) a field of wheat. and t.ares; bot.h a den of robbers, as 

well as a home for t.he servant.s of the Most. High God. It is at. 

once a rot.t.ing corpse and the Body of Christ, and in t.hese respect.s 

it. is like man himself- the image of God, but. terribly removed from 

his former glory. 

St.ill it remains difficult t.o say exactly who t.he church was 

because there is no way to divide nominal .1 ..,. 'oe.LleVerS from !true 

believers. Jesus himself point.ed out that. unt.il t.he end, there 

will be tares mixed in with the wheat- and wheat mixed in with the 

tares!-, and it will be impossible, even sinful, for anyone to t.ry 

and judge which is which. 

It. is only possible in specific instances t.o discern whether 

or not a person, groups of people, or leaders of church 

institut.ions seem t.o be behaving and speaking in ways which are in 

accord wit.h t.he ways and words of their proclaimed standard, t.he 

Bible itself and t.he life of Jesus Christ.. 

For believers around the world, (and one decides on one!s own 

if one does or does not. fall int.o t.his cat.egory) t.he process of 

discernment is extremely import.ant. In fact., if the words of Jesus 

carry as much weight. as they should among people who claim to 

follow Him, then each Christ.ian has a very serious duty t.o weigh 

carefully absolut.ely everything which makes a claim t.o speak about. 

God, Christ or man. 
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It is not as though we are completely lost on the vagaries of 

a sea of incertitude, where all 'truth' were valid simultaneously. 

Even without an adequate account of 'the facts', there is still a 

standard. While not useful for jUdgements of historical accuracy, 

that standard is useful in the discernment of the textual fidelity 

of those who claim it as their own. It is not as though the 

project of such discernment implies judgement by strange and 

external criteria. 

Were there no standard, were all truth claims equally 

relative, then such evaluation would be arrogant. However, since 

the very existence of Christian theology presumes a biblical norm, 

all theology must be held up to the Bible as a whole. It must be 

evaluated according to its fidelity to the message of what the 

universal Church accepts as the Christian Bible. (both Testaments, 

minus apocrypha) 

It is not a matter of judging the authenticity or motives of 

those who claim to be one's brethren, but a matter of evaluating 

their claims to speak the truth on the basis of their own standard. 

For example, in 1982 the World Alliance of Reformed Churches held 

a meeting in Ottawa, in which it declared that the theological 

justifications for apartheid were a heresy. WARe did not conclude 

that members of churches which supported the doctrine, or even the 

theologians who wrote it were therefore heretics. (~v.hich would 

imply that they were seen to be cut off from God- a most serious 

charge. ) 

The doctrine was clearly regarded as evil, drawing people away 
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from God. However, WARC reserved judgement of people for the Judge 

of us all, and rightly so. Unlike rejection of Christ's teachings, 

it does not follow that because one rejects a teaching, that one 

also condemns the people who are the teachers. 

What is the case with Christ is not the case with other human 

beings, because identity i~ his teaching: n:;;tmely, the 

teaching that He is God and Man is the essence of the good news 

To disregard this teaching is to disregard Christ's claims 

about Himself, which is the same as disregarding Christ. But part 

of His identity is His uniqueness. Thus, one cannot at the same 

time accept Christ's teachings about Himself and reject His 

uniqueness. It is a rejection of Christ's uniqueness which claims 

that all human beings, like Christ, are ,,,hat they speak about 

Christ is what He speaks about Himself, but human beings 

are qualitatively different: human beings are not Christ. 

Therefore, they cannot be what they speak about Him. 

It is on this ground that it becomes possible to argue that 

one can maintain a stance of critical discernment regarding the 

teachings of people who claim to speak the truth about Christ, even 

rejecting those teachings, without at the same time rejecting the 

human beings 1"ho expound them. In short, the legitimate and 

responsible exercise of discernment is not the same thing as 

judgement; negative conclusions are not the same thing as 

condemnation. 

Having said all of the above, it is certainly a very 

interesting paradox that an entity with as much influence in South 
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Africa as the Church) should be so enigma ti c. Perhaps it is not 

even the Church itself, as much as the people which are the church. 

But even this seems not to be surprising at all, considering that 

what I have read of South Africa has testified to a country which 

is i tsel f at once a place where everything is clear 1 and where 

nothing is what it appears to be. 

Furthermore, with regard to the lack of ! objecti vi ty , one 

might even question whether or not this lack actually 

disadvantageous. It is not altogether bad that people who cannot 

be wholly objective do not pretend otherwise. While it does make 

my,-mesearch difficult, the reason has mostly to do with the scope 
. f 

.. 
~. 'I 

'~'. ofl}};» work. Had I four years and 500 pages instead of four months 

and 50, the emerging picture could only be all the more vibrant for 
"\ 

thei::puri ty of i ts diverse elements, 

In addition5 >vhi 1 e the lack of communication and 

synchronisation in church documentation and activity can certainly 

be criticised, this very fact betrays a great deal about a core 

problem in the historical life of the various churches in South 

Africa: namely, isolationism. 

If church people and theologians showed little concern for 

what was being said and done in other parts of the wider Body, it 

is because they are children of their context. They are exhibiting 

an approach to otherness which is symptomatic of what is known to 

South Africans as the 'laager-mentality'. 

Since the laager-mentality frames a great deal of what goes 

into the 'South African Way of Life' it should not be criticised 
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too quickly as an historical oversight, (although criticism of it 

in general is not without good reason) but rather understood as one 

of many crucial keys needed to unlock the meaning of much of South 

Africa's story, 

So what does all of this mean? That I cannot, finally, give 

any picture at all of . , , , '" "Lne cnurcn-s struggle in South Africa? Yes 

and no. 

If I do so, it 1S as a member of the Church universal, not as 

any kind of authority on South Africa. Of the South Africans I 

read, many were concerned that the lessons South Africa has bled to 

learn should be taught to the world, that the rest of the world 

might be able to learn from her suffering. In many respects, the 

point of non-South Africans reading about South Africa is not so 

that we can give South Africans the benefit of our presumptuous 

objectivity. South African history is rather to be read in a 

manner similar to the reading of a Greek tragedy; the essential 

message of which is always 'this is NOT the Way! Don't go here!! 

If the devastation of a people is tragic, this does not give 

the rest of us an opportunity to let ourselves off of the hook. 

The lesson of tragedy is not that Inevitability reigns: it is that 

you have choice, , • • ""'1 6tl so maKe 1"[, we.L.L. 

26 The Greeks wrestled hard and long to aake order out or ~naos, and with impunity modern social 
theorists have concluded that all was a steady, Darwinian march to a tune of inevitable and unstoppable universal 
rules, But we have a curious irony, Perhaps Jesus should have said 'He who lives by inevitability will die by 
the same,,' The social 'scientiHs' seem to have overlooked the most important scientific development (pun 
intended) of the last thifty Years: Chaos theory, 

Essentially, iihat the scientific theory of Chaos means in human terms is that everything in life (that 
means hist.ory) boils down to a series of 'ifs'- ot.herwise known as 'coincidence-pIus-choice' or ~God-plus-choice' i 
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\;7hile I cannot explain the role of the Church in South 

Africa~s struggle against Aparthe id ~ , I can, and have a 

responsibility to, examine particular articulations of what that 

role ought' to be. Insofar as the Church anywhere is a particular 

instance of the Church catholic, the Church everywhere must guard 

against ghettoised interpretations of her role. 

The Church everywhere constitutes a single Body, the members 

of which are accountable to one another. Therefore, when one 

member makes claims about what the Church ought to be and speak in 

particular situations, that member is proposing a mode of being and 

speaking which is relevant to the Body as a whole. 

In the present global situation, there is a great deal of 

debate and confusion in the Church everywhere as to her political, 

social and economic responsibilities. Among so many voices, the 

crucial question is . what is the Church ~ s voice politically? 

Socially? Economically?~ 

The old understandings of the relationship of Church and State 

have been tossed up like spray out of the roiling confusion of 

depending on whether you believe you have a soul or not. (Since social scientists are typically 30-40 years behind 
developments outside their field, perhaps it would be harsh to hold them responsible for misreading the scientific 
meaning or il131:.0ry. Yet, they have always had Greek tragedy, and in South Africa especially, they he.ve he-a 
Christianity which has always underlined the place of choice in history,) 

So, though 'tragedy' is allowed to become an excuse for passivity in front of the (modern and enlightened) 
forces of historical change, science has turned out to be a traitorous alibi. Not even science conspires against 
the Christian assertion of the last 2000 years of the responsibility and ~lorth of individual choice, and the 
unknowable mystery of the future. This is more than just a very interesting concept, It. Illeans that there is now 
absolutely no way out of the personal responsibility of evaluating everything which purports to explain how one 
snould act, 

iihen this action is prescribed by Church people, and ~lhell it. is proclaimed to be the definiti.ve mode of 
understanding the implications of the gospel for social/political/economic situations, I, as a member of the same 
worldwide Church, have that much more responsibility to question their proposal, 
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modern and post-modern political identity. The Church everywhere 

rethink (and sometimes think for the first 

time:) about who she is, politically. So, a matter of 

pressing interest to the Canadian Churches, and 

South African Christians have to say response to 

Therefore, after having read this body of material, it is 

clear that I have a responsibility to discuss it. While I am not 

at a place where I can give a clear and accurate picture of the 

South AIrlcan Church in her struggle (mainly because of the 

difficulties already mentioned), I can describe particular claims 

and evaluate them in the light of their bearing on the mode of 

political being for the Church in general. As the most 

controversial and (in)famous of those appears to be the Kairos 

Document, this is the one to which I now turn. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In September/October of 1985, a group of 50 theologians from 

in and around Soweto issued a 'Challenge to the Church", It was a 

document signed by 100 additional theologians and clergY1 and 

claimed to herald the arrival .. .....", .. 'I or \.:ioa·s ~Kairos~, or God~s time; 

God's moment of ~ruth·. This was to be, at long last, the truth 

about the churches in South Africa; the truth about what they had 

been doing wrong, and about what God was revealing to be their true 

obligation. This lvas the truth about the call of God in the lives 

of Christians across the country. 

At long last it was clear just exactly how the Church could be 

relevant' qua Church to the situation of apartheid; it was clear 

what the real significance of her theologies was in this context 

of crisis- and equally clear how her mistakes ought to be 

corrected. 

October '85 happened to occur four months after P.W. Botha (by 

then Executive State President) had declared a State of Emergency-

(or rather, had seen to it that one was declared.) It was also 

four years after the Eloff Commission had been appointed to 

investigate the South African Council of Churches, three years 

after apartheid had been declared a heresy in Ottawa, two years 

after Mkhonto we Sizwe (MK) had exploded its first car bomb, and 
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two years after the tricameral constitution had been introduced, 

sparking a new wave of unrest and violence in the Townships. In 

short, the Kairos Document was a product of extreme and difficult 

circumstances. 

But 1985 was also the same year that Desmond Tutu was elected 

the Archbishop of Cape Town- one year after having been appointed 

to the Bishopric of Johannesburg, and having been awarded the Nobel 

Peace Prize; It was the same year that evangelist Michael Cassidy 

with African Enterprise, and 70 others called together 400 church 

leaders from a1-1- denominations for a National Initiative for 

Reconciliation (NIR) conference; the same year that the government 

secretly approached Nelson Mandela while he was still in prison, 

offering him freedom if he would unconditionally speak on behalf of 

the ANC (including MK). in rejecting violence; and the same one in 

which prisoners held a hunger strike, winning their first victory 

of such magnitude ever: 900 prisoners were released. 

So, while police repression increased revealing the reform 

of petty apartheid to be a farce, other events were proving that 

that same repression was less a show of strength than a final, 

desperate thrust with a crumbling sword. 

However, be that as it may, these other events were not as 

painful as the first set, therefore they captured less attention. 

When they were the focus, such as Tutu s Peace Prize, or the NIR, 

they were regarded in a negative light. People were not listening 

to Tutu any longer- he was seen as too 'soft'. 

for the NIR, the kindest of its critics referred to it as 
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simply making no connection between Church and politics It did 

not engage in a social analysis, and was therefore seen as 

irrelevallt- 1n spite of the large number of delegates it 

attracted. ,,{ 

Thus, in spite of evidence to the contrary, there was ample 

reason for perceiving the South African political situation to be 

irremediably extreme, necessi tating an uncompromising response-

especially given that fence-sitters made lii;;:ely candidates for 

necklacing , and other forms of public murder. 

At the very least, a church which did not take her stand 

clearly within the given paradigm of South Africa's conflict would 

be seen to lack credibility. If the Church was not credible now, 

the argument went, then she would be cast aside when the dust had 

settled, and would have no place in a new South Africa. 

Moreover, if the Church was not credible, then people would 

give up on God, and was it not the Church's responsibility to see 

that people accepted God? Therefore, the task of the Church in the 

experience of crisis would be to make herself credible; to stand in 

such a way as to make her position clear to the eyes of all. 

Essentially, this is 1 • .., '1...,.-. 
"tvnaL: -cne -l\.alros theologians aimed 

do, }vhat they achieved was an uncompromising criticism of two 

trends they discerned in South African theology and their relation 

to politics. The critique was followed by an equally unambiguous 

call for the acceptance of a third theology which they saw as 

presenting a challenge to the Church's policies of action within 

27deGruchy, John, "The Church and the Struggle for South Africa" in Theology 'fodaYl ,July '8G, pp, 235-239, 
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the political and social world that was South Africa at the time. 

According to this group of radical theologians, the call of 

the gospel was a prophetic call. They saw themselves as standing 

at the end of a long line of biblical prophets j calling out 

judgement to sinners and the way of salvation to the theologically, 

spiritually and politically lost. 

They concluded their work expressing the 'hope that it [would] 

stimulate discussion, debate, reflection and prayer, but above all, 

that it would lead to action , and by inviting all committed 

Christians to take this matter further, to do more research, to 

develop the themes we have presented here or to criticise them and 

return to the Bible .. 

liS previously mentioned, the Kair-os Document did provoke 

aeDa~e- most of which pivoted around their dubiously unqualified 

commitment to the cause of the oppressed'. The big question which 

worried the white community in general, white church leaders, and 

certainly p. W. Botha was what exactly such commi tmenT, impl ied, 

y,ii th tb.e oppressed' engaging in increasingly anarchic waves of 

violence (however understandable) there seemed to be very little 

doubt in most people' s minds -that the Kairos Document was a 

deliberate appeal in support of a 'just revolution'. 

With good reason, the largest issue at stake seemed to be the 

churches stance on the issue of violence. Mixed into this issue 

was an ongoing debate about the definition of violence itself. It 

appeared entirely dependant on which side one was on: lei i~ one 

'6 The Kairos Document, p,24, 



supported the State, obviously 'freedom fighters' became saboteurs 

and communists, and State repression became a struggle for peace 

and order. 

From the other side of the fence, criminals and vandals became 

'freedom fighters and State repression represented a !total 

onslaught! of ~ne System on the entire black population. 29 

However, the Kairos theologians were not, primarily, taking a 

stand on the issue of violence. Their theological criticisms aimed 

at what they labelled 'Church and theology were, above all, 

intended as the final, levelling blow to the ideological supports 

feeding and propping up these theologies. As ~ne Kairos 

theologians saw it, v./hi te theology could be divided into two 

ideological camps, both of which undermined the 'true inter1t 0 f 

the gospel of Christ; hence, the biblical message itself. 

The central problem in the resistance to apartheid up until 

their time was an inability for the mainline churches~u to take the 

bull by the horns, as it were. This was due primarily to their 

unacknowledged ideological allegiances. Because of ideological 

29'Total onslaugH' \'las ac.tually Botha's term for t.he c.o-ordinatea efforts of black 'communists' I 

, " , " , " l fifteen-
year-old enddre:! who threll stones allG burnt, b~iUir\gs on erupt,y stollla;hs) ,a,non In[e~n8.,(l~nal, coruruu~lsr l,acK~l7s J tp,e 
'lP,; or~ ;"e ;';o~la' '''Olln"l'' In i"l'~'" 0' ro eXCluae AIrlKaners once ana lor au Irom rflen nara-lion pla'~e l!i rne ~ourn 
:~'.k.!lul'u 11>..4 Iv ...... 10 '.,filJ..vneuI ..... 1, n" 0' n" 

Hlr::~n,sun'(to get thg. iiationalist,go~~l'nl1l~(1t,to give, up 8,pa~theid,l ,,1 use :ne r~rm aom,rne rever~e ,S,108 or 1I1e 
conIllCL on purpose, III many respec;;s tile rnlnKlng ana perCeptIOns or onose SLI'uggllllg agalllS1; apannelG seem very 
ruuc.h to have been heavily informed by t.he general thought climate set up by the defenders of apartheid, As a 
general phenomenon, this seems to be part and p[\rce1 of the whole dynamic of confrontation, It is innerent in 
situations of conflict because conflict is always over a corumon point, since it is a perversion of communion which 
depends on a point of ffitltual agreenlent, 

Such an observation would be a trite commonplace worthy of being left out of this discussion if it did 
not also explai:l the difference between gialQ.t\lf and dialectic; which difference has relevancy to this entire 
discussion at the fundamental level, 

:jOby i,;hich are meant the umbrella group of so-called 'English-spe'l.King Churches', and tile Dutch Reformed 
n • ~ " :. • " " , • ", , ",. ,,' • n , raml.Lyor cnurenes i WII·n Ine ex:cepClon or Ine 111SS10n, or ~encnng-KeI'K, 
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captivity, rooted ln their basic group interests in maintaining the 

status quo, the mainline churches held either a 

or Sl!PJ?O rted tIle Sta -te ill its e spotlsal 0 f a. ~ St;3, te theolog~T ~ 

Hence, they were rendered powerless when it came to their ability 

to seriously and effectively fight apartheid. 

Such a position was not only morally reprehensible on the 

basis that whatever did not effectively fight for freedom was de 

I cl.C~ DO 
. . '. 

ciga.lrlSL 1. T , but was also a theological heresy, The idea of 

naming theological heresies in modern South Africa was not strange: 

'Apartheid theology', or theology which justified apartheid, had 

already been declared heretical by the World Alliance of Reformed 

Churches only three years previously. What appeared novel about 

the Kairos statement was that, in addition to criticising overtly 

pro-apartheid theology, the Kairos theologians went on to attack 

all theology which did not agree with their own prophetic 

theolog_y~ . 
. ',.; .... 

"--~?i~:iOf course, the statement was not made in quite this manner. 

Ir1stead, or"oad an.d sweeping ca-tegoY'ies ~vere llsed to di "vide all 

Sout~~African theology into three groups. It was an automatic 

effect of such categorisation that theology could only be Kairos 

prophetic theology, or against it-- and the Kairos Document was 

very clearly intended to have this effect. 

So, either by default, or by definition, whoever disagreed 

with the Kairos statement automatically fell into the ....... '1 .. 'I -Gnurcn- or 

'State category; and from there, into the consequent judgment of 

Although, naturally they left a disclaimer of sorts 



inviting all committed Christians,31 to hold their statements up 

to their own proclaimed Biblical standard. 

They did not leave any doors open for philosophical or 

political criticism. Presumably, the act of doing so would have 

negated their own confidence. It is most likely that they did not 

think about it at all, and this would be hardly a surprise since 

most people are blind to the possibility of their own ideological 

entrapment. 

Returning to the main point of the Kairos Document: to expose 

theology's ideological captivity and to propose a way out 

('prophetic theology), it seems important to ask whether they 

themselves are free from ideological hermeneuLics which do not wind 

up destroying the essence of the good news to which they are 

claiming most faithful adherence. In summary, while the Kairos 

theologians are free to condemn the use of an ideological 

hermeneutic in biblical exegesis when it comes to those who do not 

have their particular political stand, it is not at all clear that 

they themselves have not fallen into a similar trap . 

The criticisms of . ..-.. . ·0T.aT.e and ~ '"""; , , ·Gnurcn· are sweeping and 

general enough as to be of dubious accuracy, and for this reason it 

is worth examining them. But in addition, what is proposed as an 

alternative theology is not without problems either. Apart from 

the issue of violence I there is the deeper s more foundational 

question of whether the Kairos theologians have read their 

,jlSince the definition of 'c'ommitted' was interpreted by themselves, it is easy to see hOI'i potent.ially 
meaningless this disclaimer could be, 



situation through their Bible, or their Bible through their 

situation. 

Insofar as a situation constitutes a particular perception in 

the mind, the situation itself is largely a construct of the mind. 

The situation, then, is always formed through a particular 

conceptual grid. If the Bible is read through the situation, then 

the situation is the determinant of the biblical message. Hence, 

the conceptual framework by Hhich the situation was initially 

constructed becomes the determined of what the Bible says. In 

other words, ............. ., 
1:JlDl..e gets read through an ideological 

hermeneutic. 

When this happens, as the Kairos theologians point out chez 

les 8utres, i ,- 1S not the whole Bible which is read, but only 

parts. When only parts are taken as . . .. . .... . 1:.ne 1:. ru -cn - for a situation, 

the whole is forgotten and the resulting doctrine ends up a heresy. 

Essentially, this is what happened in the development of 

. , , . , . .' ~. ., ~ ., ., 32 Lneologlcal JUsL1IlcaLlons lor aparLnelO. 

The reason that this point is so crucially important is not 

L.rlaL I intend to discount the Kairos theologians position by 

proving that their argument is internally inconsistent. Being 

human, it would be folly to expect perfect consistency on their 

part. Rather, the point takes the weight that it does because the 

Kairos theolog lans have engaged themselves in an exercise of 

theological contextualisation which they propose as a model to the 

,j ~ r 1 I I '" ", ,~. "..... 1 I 

iJOUDSer s \~Ol'K ~irltlcal fteVle\'l or rtaCl)ll Theology", t.he Apartileid Biole describes the process in detail, 



world. 

Having struggled decades for a liberation which seemed all too 

long in coming, this group finally found (or received) the message 

which would unlock the gates of freedom for the churches 

everYh7here. Not that the worldwide Church was expected to 

formulate her theology in the same mould as the Kairos theologians 

had- would make nonsense out of the whole idea of 

contextualisation. It was their method which they saw as being 

definitive. 

Those who merely applied stock doctrinal concepts which were 

rlot. part of the 
, , 
- "Cr'u.e message of the Bible could be criticised, 

but the problem was not a situational application of stock ideas so 

much as it was an application or the wrong ones. As a 

corrective, the Kairos theologians proposed to make the right' 

ones relevant to the South African situation. Instead of 

concepts like reconciliation and peace which only served the 

existing, evil order, the moment of Kairos was a revelation that 

concrete concepts such as oppressor and oppressed' could be 

applied. 

If these categories strike the reader as being somewhat alien 

to the Bible, the point that Kairos was making was that they were 

not. These were Biblical categories, embodied in oppressed people 

.ilKe the Israel i tes and Jesus, and oppressors 1 ike Pharaoh I the 

Romans and their alibis- . ., ~., . 1:-ne l:"narlsees . The implication for the 

.. ~ 
worldwide Church becomes an obligation to greater fidelity to these 

~ ........ '"1 ." ..,. 

. JjlOJ.lCEL1· concepts when she el1ga.ges in • 't ..." • -. T,neO.i og l ca.i ,york from 



within other contexts. 

Furthermore, the willingness of the Kairos theologians to take 

an uncompromisingly prophetic stance within South Africa is seen 

as a challenge to the worldwide Church. The message between the 

lines is 'We have finally taken the stand the Church ought to take, 

therefore, now we will really be able to push history forward to 

'finish the race marked out for us and grasp hold of the 

eschatalogical promise of the Kingdom of God. If you want to avoid 

condemnation and enter into the Kingdom yourselves, you have to 

take a similar stand. Otherwise, you will be swept aside as 

irrelevant by the overwhelming tide of God's victory. ,33 

As this is a serious charge indeed, it is crucially important 

to examlne very closely just exactly what the nature of the Kairos 

stand was. Was it prophetic in the Biblical sense, and must we 

find our feet similarly in our own political climates if we are to 

have a real input into the making of freedom from our own various 

entrapments and oppressions? 

The challenge of the Kairos Document to Christians in South 

Africa and around the globe is the challenge to follow the example 

of their political mode of ecclesiastical being. Is tha.t rnode 

right? Is it primarily biblical? Or is it primarily ideological? 

Is there something wrong with having an ideologically informed mode 

of being in the first place? If Christians are to take seriously 

at all the injunctions to . be made new by the renewing of your 

33If this sounds more [Hail a little triumphalist, or even Hegelian, it is because it is- Gut that 
discussion is for later, 
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. ,. 
llllna' and to 'be in the world, but noc of then the answer to 

this last 1S an emphatic 

If the message of Jesus is the standard, which is what a 

Christian claims by definition, then by definition, nothing else 

can serve as a standard, Where an ideological hermeneutic 

determines the content and implication of the biblical message, 

then it is something else besides the Bible which has become the 

standard. In theological terms, the believer has replaced God with 

an idol, and the result of wrong belief ~ill be wrong perceptions 

and wrong action. (As I am sure the Kairos group would agree- at 

least. wi t.h regard to ot.hers, not. themselves.) At. least, action 

will be wrong in the sense that it will not be Christian, since it 

is nn longer directed t.oward the message of t.he Christ.ian God, but 

elsewhere. (This discussion \\rould not. apply t.o non-Christians, 

since wrong' here depends on a cert.ain self-definition of a group 

and pertains to that group.) 

For the Church allover the world faced with the dilemma over 

what her political mode of being ought to be, t.he Kairos answer 

must be thoroughly examined. Not only must. one discern whet.her or 

not their answer was appropriate to their own situation and whether 

it remained faithful t.o the essence of the gospel, but. one must 

also decide if a similar stance is demanded of oneself in one's own 

sit.uation. For, if it is indeed God's Kairos- God's moment of 

truth- then what fools the rest of us would be to let it. pass us 

b;l, 

Yet, in order to get a proper sense of what is meant by a 
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prophetic theology , it is necessary to place the words which 

describe it within the context of the Kairos Document as a whole. 

Without a proper sense of what the Kairos theologians describe as 

not prophetic, it is not possible to fully understand what they 

think is prophetic. 

lvioreover, if their theological analysis of the ~ ...-< • • -;:,1:,a1:,e and 

'Church! theologies seems to have adequate support elsewhere, then 

it 1S more probable that the conclusion of their analysis 

( 'prophetic theology') was appropriate both to its own context, and 

as a model for prophetic theological and ecclesiastical political 

engagement in other contexts. 

Just how true was their moment of truth with regard to 'State 

theology~? 
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THE CRITIQUE OF STATE THEOLOGY 

The Kairos Document opens its critique hlith the follohling 

definitiorl of 'vha.t they have chaserl to eel-II ~State' theology: 

simply the theological justification of the status quo 
with its racism, capitalism and totalitarianism. It blesses 
injustice, canonises the will of the pOhleriul and reduces the 
poor to passivity, obedience and apathy."H 

It does these hideous things by misusing theological concepts 

(especially Romans 13:1-7, 'Lm" and Order, communist' and the 

name of God) to give 'divine authority to its own, nefarious 

purposes. 

The Kairos theologians point out that the apartheid government 

is not unique in its blatant misuse of Romans 13. "Throughout the 

history of Christianity totalitarian regimes have tried to 

legitimise an attitude of blind obedience and absolute servility 

towards tile stat.e l)"JT quatin.g" this te~xt 110 .)J The apartheid 

government stands in a traditional line of like governments, hlhich 

it has been the traditional duty of committed 

Christians to oppose. 

Hi thout naming who the I State Theologians might be, or 

precisely where their It, "l '"1 

. T,neO.Log~y is documented, the Kairos 

the Church) t,ne ." '" , t~ 

~alros uocument J p.3. 
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theologians contend that t,neiT" lnaill difficulty with State 

Theology's use of Romans 13 is that State Theology has attempted to 

apply the passage as though it were a universal principle, while 

ignoring the fact of their own, inherent contextuality. 

Ivloreover, it is possible for State Theology to engage in a 

kind of theological imperialism because State theologians do not 

even read Romans 13 within the context of the Bible as a whole. 

Because they read it neither with the Biblical context, nor their 

own in view, they fall into the [heretical] error of missing the 

main point of the whole Biblical message. 

Since they have forgotten the whole, (the ongoing story of 

God's liberating acts) they do not see how Romans 13 fits into that 

whole: illustrating an evil situation which God allowed but did not 

will, and which the Apostle Paul had to mention in passing because 

some of his flock naively believed that because they had become 

Christians, all State authorities would disappear from the earth. 

Thus, the intention of the Kairos Document is not only that 

State Theology should be seen to have wrongly applied Romans 13 to 

the South African context, but that one must be open to the 

possibility that the passage is non-applicable to begin with. As 

Kairos puts it, "Paul ... is simply establishing the fact that there 

will be some kind of secular authority and that Christlans as such 

are not exonerated from subjection to secular laws and authorities. 

He does not say anything at all about what they should do when the 
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State becomes unjust and oppressive. That • • '1 • • ,,3 G 1S ano~ner ques~lon. 

The second set of ~ theological concepts misused by State 

Theology are 
, , , 
"law· and order ~ . While the extent of the 

theological nature of these concepts is somewhat debatable, the 

Kairos Document assures the reader that they are indeed theological 

by virtue of the fact that they are used to demand unquestioned 

obedience to the State- which obedience is due God alone. 

State Theology "tries to make those who reject [the Imv and 

order of the State of Emergency] feel that they are ungodly . 

Thus, the State usurps the ..-..."1 ... ,. -, vnurcn"s moral right to discern and 

decide on matters of justice and righteousness. 

For the purpose of making such j udgemen ts , State Theology 

employs a new theolog ical term: . ., 
commUn1S~" . . ..-." " ~ . 

"vOmmunlS~· 1S a 

theological term because it is used to designate those who are 

evil', ie: those who disobey the State~s right' to law and order. 

~Communist! is the State theological equivalent to sinner' , 

To match this new terminology, State Theology also updates 

more rustic language such as , , -,., .. , ""l • • 
nell-I1re-ana-aamna~10n so that it 

reads 'horrors of a tyrannical, atheistic and terrorist communist 

regime Not only has State Theology ignored contextual reality, 

but by suen I translations', State Theology has perverted the 

meaning of biblical contextualisation in order to scare those who 

could not be awed into it I into obedience to their diabolical 

order I. 
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The most blasphemous of all the State Theology's heretical 

acts, however, lS its fla.grant abuse of the holy name of the 

Almighty God. As if it were not enough that police and military 

chaplains invoked God's name to comfort perpetrators of violence, 

the blasphemy has reached all the way to the idolatrous heights of 

the preamble of the State constitution. They quot.e; 

"In humble submission to Almighty God, who controls the 
destinies of nations and the history of peoples; who gathered 
our forebears together from many lands and gave them this 
their own; who has guided them from generation to generation; 
who ha~wondrously delivered them from the dangers that beset 
tll.ern, tI.) I 

The god' of State Theology, then, is very clearly not the God 

of the Bible. No god which is invoked on behalf of the State which 

maintains itself by use of teargas, prison cells, death sentences 

and repressive violence could possibly have anything to do with the 

God of the Bible. Opposi te to the State god I that God is one I,,"ho 

lifts up the humble and debases the proud. 

"Christians who are trying to remain faithful to the God 
of the Bible are ... horrified when they see that there are 
Churches, like the White Dutch Reformed Churches and other 
groups of Christians, who actually subscribe to this heretical 
theology," 

True to their promise, the Rairos theologians did not mince 

words in the above criticism of State Theology, Whether they were 

right or not, it would be completely understandable if white Dutch 

Reformed Christians specifically, and Afrikaners in general, found 

this critique highly offensive. 

While it is true that Jesus himself did not hesitate to call 

3i .. " c." 
lDlG'JPp·O,I, 
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the Pharisees of his day ! whi ted sepulchres (and worse), J.A. 

Loubser has suggested that" if white Christians were to make use of 

the same inductive logic [as the Kairos theologians], they would 

have to judge Black Theology by the barbarous necklaces ,vi th 
0" 

which black dissenters are executed ..... ,j6 

It lS a good point, but does not answer the question of 

whether or not the Kairos theologians are justified in their 

theological condemnation of the government and It w01..lld 

appear that wi th the exception of a number who are "fooled and 

confused by these false prophets and their heretical • "l ... tl'):1 
"[,neo~ogy , 

the white DRC's and the Nationalist government are viewed as being 

essentially the same organ under two different names. 

Since it has already been pointed out that the Kairos critique 

made little legitimate distinction betlveen theological and 

political terms, there is some ground for raising the question as 

to their accuracy In fusing the identities of the DRC and the 

State. What exactly was the relationship between Afrikaner 

politics and religion? 

Putting this relationship into a nutshell, John deGruchy 

explains that "to Calvinists, the myth of apartheid had powerful 

appeal which made sense of nationalism. For nationalists I the 

Calvinist part of the mythology was part of being an Afrikaner-

though it had no significance in • . .,,.. ttl! U 
l"[,se~I. 

32" N ',' '". 0"" _, , 
" LO U Ilse r I "n [leal -'.J'"",e-,--V",,1 f,-,," \i---,O"-,I~-,"-lt,,-,aC,,-,l,,,-a=--l -,-T-'.CflP"-,, C,-,,' l-,,-OlLLg Y I p.154. 

1l!ttThe Revitalisation of Calvinism in South AfricR,. t) in ~Ioul'nal of Religious Ethics, p.29. 



It is a commonplace in the Ii terature for anti-Ell:>artheid 

church people to point out that the Afrikaner Nationalist 

government is a hypocrite when it accuses churches of preaching 

politics instead For many reasons there lS a ca,se 

to be made for the view that all aspects of life are somehoh' 

political! and that all pO~l~lCS 1S ultimately a religious 

concern. n However, in this particular instance, the rejoinder 

~na~ Afrikaner churches are themselves political stems from their 

clearly political involvement in Afrikaner history. 

Conversely, the State is seen as having a theology because of 

its historical dependence on theological justifications for its 

policies. While such mutual legitimation of political and 

religious discourse is common to histories the world over, some 

particulars of the South African story are needed in order to fully 

understand the vehemence and significance of the Kairos accusation. 

According to the generally accepted account, the marriage of 

Church and nationalist politics had its roots in the time of the 

Great Trek. 42 At that time, the teachings of the Dutch Reformed 

clergy travelling ",i th the Trekkers were a source of spiritual 

sustenance to the people. Reformed faith also provided a story 

into which the emerging Afrikaner people could fit themselves in 

order to find meaning 1n the middle of conflict and confusion. 

~1 The main argument is t.hat. all of human life is inherently religious t but is lived ~'lithin a Body Politic, 
Therefore; all politics is a religious concern, at root. 

('~Nationalism in the DRels n in Sundermeier Church and Nationalism p,561 suggests that 
the tradition of close Church/State relations goes further back than that: Upon landing at Table ay on April 6, 
1652, Jan Van Riebeeck is said to have threatened that. anyone absent from prayer ivould forfeit. G days' water 
rations. 
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Identifying easily with such paradigmatic events ~ as the 

parting of the Red Sea and the Israelite movement into the Promised 

Land, they saw themselves very much as inheritors of the Israelite 

......... . ~ ,) J:-TOmJ.se. 

As inheritors of the promise, they were also God's instrument 

to the 'Caananite nations (African tribes) for salvation. Out of 

this idea flowed the idea of 'trusteeship which spawned a strong 

Afrikaner tradition in mission work. It also helped to support the 

idea Lhat Afrikaners were divinely appointed leaders 111 South 

Africa. 

But it was not during the Trek stage, or even shortly 

afterwards that the full identification of the Afrikaner Churches 

and people took place. This happened in the crucible of the Boer 

war and the subsequent period of Afrikaner poverty and Lord 

Milner's attempted anglicisation of the new Union under British 

direction (1910). Afrikaner frustration wi th British inte~'1.~~ 

leadership of Smuts and :trzOg I who, while Boer 

Generals, were viewed as sell-outs to British/Jewish capital at the 

expense of the poor Afrikaner farrner/ ~') ~~ 

mounted under the 

During this time the Churches became institutions for cultural 

preservation, as well as religioLls instruction. It was Dutch 

Afrikaner clergy such as the Rev.J.F. Naude who pioneered the first 

Afrikaner nationalist schools, developing the idea of a 'Christian 

... .,. ., "'. .. ., 1 
Na~10nal1s~ eauca~lon . Reverend Naude taught some of the first 

'JjAs Alan Paton explained (Knocking Oil the Door, p,103i: " .. but the dangers of frontier Hfe, ilanderings 
and privations, the very nature of the land itself, caused to come especially vivid and alive the stories of the 
Israelites, their destiny as a chosen people, and the necessity to hold themselves elect and apart," 
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sermons ln the Afrikaans language, and assisted in the production 

of • n ., ~ ." 44 an p,IrlKaans tllOl.e.·· 

In these earlier years, the Church/people relationship was 

buil t primarily around the preservation and promotion of the 

Afrikaner identity itself. This process was helped by the 

influence of German Romantic Nationalism stemming from the Fichtean 

tradition of thought, and imported to the Afrikaner community in 

political language conducive to the aims of a frustrated people who 

wanted to get out from under the British boot, they also found a 

theological argument compatible with their concern to avoid being 

swamped from below by the substantial and growing black population: 

-_._-_ ... ------.---

44 Klaus Nurnberger, "The Impact of Christianity on Socia-Economic Developments· in ghristianity Amidst 
, 1 I ., " '" (l .... ,..., " ~ ", T'" I "T ,," ..,.,...... ,r ,_ 11-.-· _ , • • , , ...... r<! !!. ,..., , 
,~parrnela, P,lDt,; t'Her MnaaJ1, !1Ql.JrlillQ.t!t tlOllQilK., pp,l-J; l'.lj,J, Meltlng, NIH·lonallSllllll tne Ultl;S In t;!lurcn 
and fiationalism, Sundermeier, pp.56-66,; John deGruchy, "Revitalisation of Calvinism" op.cit. pp.23-32,; David 
.... , t! .,." .". , '.- ., .". tl - ...", .,.., (l f\. <\ ~" .. • " ,.., -" II , ,,".- , t)Qscn, IDe p,Irliraners ana ~ourn AII'lea lil TIleologv 'ioaay, pp,~:jlf-~ll!; NeVIlle h:lCnarason, .aparrnelO, tleresy ana 
the Church .. " in ~ournal of Religious Ethics, pp, 1-5 ... " to name a rel-;, 

If ~... . " • , ; 1 - .. 

)peClIlcallY, Derek Horpheli nighlights the folloldng key philosophical ideas informing Afrikaner 
~ • " , 1 1 "I ,., ., ,... ' '"' ~ <\.. \ • ,., I' 1 , ., ,.". ~ , ~ • , , • I ..., , 

pOllLlcal rnougnr \.l;aSS1CY, t'aSSlng ~1.lJnmet, P.l61./: i, liOU 1S 1;0 De loenrUlea very CloselY WlCn narure, I.Jacoo 
Boehme 1575-1624 i,; " ,~, .. • ... , • 1 • - ". 1 • " " 1 , , • 1 ,. l'" , , I 1 1 • 1 • 

GI Hot onlY 1S Ijoe loenL1Ilea WIIfi [ne worlO a.na ~'ll1:.n nature, wn1cn maKe up 1ne 'WHOle', nut 
htis being so! individuals are only part of the whole and are therefore less important than the whole and unable 
to affect it (i~, t.hey are not fully 'free'). (Baruch Spinoza. 1632-1677),; 3, If the whole is more important the,n 
., ,11 .1 . I' _" " " '/'" ,I • \ ••• , • _ ., \ I ...... , ., 

('11e pans, [nen "ne stare IS more Imponanr rnan ns pans \le, cnan ttle InGIVlOl!alS COmpl'lSlng n, I \HeaenCn 
Scbelling 1775-1854),; 4, The individual ~ho would be absorbed ioto the divine whole must now make it his goal 
to be absorbed into the state, lihich is tile "hole. This is both his religious and his political ciuty. (Johann 
Fiehte 1762-1814!,; 5, If a nation ~'lould triumph in its upward struggle to civilisatiolL it must remain pure and 
unique 1 or it loses its fight, Morality is therefore defined in terms of what is geod for the upward movement of 
th'.s pure and civilised state. !Johann Herder 1744-1803),; 5. A nation stays pure in this struggle by maintaining 
• ., " • I ~" 1 \ -., • • ~, , \ , • • , ! ..... ' I, \ lr.s own language ana Clllr.Ufe (tleraer) I In rnlS) con(.rOllea eGUCaCIO!1 IS a Key ll'lCIl(.ej I 
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the neo-Cal v ini 8m a f Abraham Kuyper, 43 

While there is some debate as to whether Kuyper intended his 

theology to be used in the way that Afrikaner theologians employed 

it47, certain of his ideas lent themselves unquestionably well to 

the idea of segregation. For instance, along with the slogan "In 

isolation lies our strength. "'i6, his teaching on sovereignty of 

spheres' had particular salience. 

A'" early as 1907, the neo-Kuyperian Reverend W.J. Postma 

started calling for separate schools, churches, prisons, 

parliaments and universities for all non-Afrikaner, non-white (but 

especially African) , 49 peop-Le. In the early 1940's the Afrikaner 

Churches were already petitioning the Smuts government and Malan's 

nationalists for legislation on mixed marriages (implemented in 

1949).50 

As the Nationalist party grew ln strength, Church influence 

on the political struc"cures did as well. ~l Unlike other places and 

46 Joap Durand ("Afrikaner Piety and Dissent' in Villa-Vicencio and deGruehy, Resistance and HaDe, p,41i 
points out that Kuyperianisll! was deliberately modified to 'fit' the nationaJist v-ievl, As he put it, "Kuyperianism 
lias introduced" ,\¥hen Afrikanel'oom 'das looking for something reformed and orthodox, but also to accommodate 
naticnaEsm, IP,42) Durand adds tnat Kuyper~s theology transferred easily because of his cosmology which he 
presented as biblical, 'fhe doctrine had three key points; an emph9.sis on separate spheres of life; the principle 
of sovereignty of each sphere; the principle cf diversity as 3. creation principle (making racial diversity 
ontologically essential), 

if {1 "! 1 II !"I " ~. " " ".. , • • I' (\"" 1\ 

Qe~rucny, K8VII811S&tlOn or G&lVlnlSrn' pp,~D-~6, 

48" "" , "" 000 " vaVla Hasen, 1010, P,!Ub, 

Ii 9,... "'" 1 • , "1\ ... 

uaVIO bOSCJl, OP,CH" p,~v~, 

~ 1./ • 1 • 1 ~ ~ " 

1010" p, lJ,j, 

51 According to Michael Cassidy (Fassing Summer p,125), the streams of theological and political thought 
conVerged in Drl Halan, who he Quotes: 'tOur church has received from God a special calling in respect of the 
Afrikaner people with Ylhich it is so intimately related, It should therefore also be regarded as the church's duty 
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historical times, this rapprochement was not so much because of a 

political agreement worked out between the clerical and secular 

hierarchy. 

Rather, and nationalist' had become almost 

synonymous in Afrikaner culture, such that virtually everyone in 

leadership was at least nominally a member of the Dutch Reformed 

Church. Not only did the Church teaching have a large place ln 

their considerations, but the Church continued to provide a 

cultural basis of moral legitimacy. 

[Vioreover I the Broederbond52 ensured that the symbiotic 

relationship between religious and cultural leadership continued, 

for the maintenance of a cohesive national community and a 

consistent Afrikaner way 

The working out of Afrikaner identity, and its subsequent 

to be national itself, to tiaten over our peculiar national int.erests and to teach our people to detect t.he hand 
of God in its history and genesIs", 

Cassidy explains that Malan's policy was then enshrined in the Nationalist party's People's Congress of 
1944, which stated that the policy of apart.heid should be f'olloilE;Q "so that eacil of the n on-vlnite population 
groups i'Jill find the opportunity to develop according to its Oiln characterist.ics, in its own area, so as to acquire 
eventually full control over their own affairs" ,it is the Christian duty of the whites 10 act as guardians over 
the non-white races until such time as they have reached that level where they can look after their own affairs,u 
I • , ~ .... ,.. , 

tOP,C:lI,~p,1L~;! 

However, other sources (Hope and Young, The South African Churches in a Revolutionary Situation, pp,45-
47,) appear to provide some evidence which would reduce the extent of Malan! s commitment to the 'Christian' 
solution of apartheid, It was his campaign platform, but in response to the DRC Federal Missionary Council (1941) 
endorsement of !separate development' using 'gospel principles'; Malan is recorded as having stated tbat "total 
terr-itorid separation is impracticable under the present circumst2.nces," This could be read as an acknowledgement 
of white need for black labour, but also suggests that Malan's approach to apartheid was more pragmatic, and less 
thee-ideological than Cassidy has implied, 

GLAn institution which functioned in the Afrikaner community in a manner similar to the way the Masonic 
Lodge does in Anglo and other cult.ures I It. was est.ablished as a deliberate alternative to t.he Lodge in South 
Africa, wit.h the express purpose of promoting the 'Christian national' idea, It did this by forming a network of 
leading Afrikaners who worked together to ensure that Afr kaners were promot.ed to as many positions of leadership 
as pOBsible in every influential part of society, from po itics; to the press and education, as well as the Dutch 
Reformed leadership, 
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preservation were deliberate projects which drew on the naturally 

bonding feeling of religio-cultural belonging. In a sense, both 

Afrikaner religion and culture had to be consciously forged out of 

an amalgam of French Huguenot, Dutch and other traditions in order 

to be able to offer a unified resistance to the Roomse and Swart 

Gevaaren. (the 'Roman, or English, and the Black 'Danger') 

Thus, the Afrikaner brand of Calvinist religion was largely 

a product of an intention toward political power, and political 

power was seen as a religious duty . Towards one's own, this was a 

duty to maintain . one·s sacred identity before God. Towards the 

blacks, this became the duty to 'help them 'develop along their 

, . , own l.lnes·. 

In terms of theological justifications for what would become 

apartheid policies, the period just previous to the 1948 election 

of the Nationalist government was the most formative. The theology 

was further built up in the decade which followed, but by the time 

South Africa became a Republic in 1961, apartheid justifications 

had become a 0,) fully-blown ideology, 

In 1947, the New Testament Professor E.P.Groenewald submitted 

a pivotal document to the Council of Reformed Churches. As it 

turned out, the document, which provided a point-by-point 

scriptural' justification for the policy of apartheid, became the 

basis for DRC support of apartheid right up until the Dutch 

Reformed General Synod of 1986. 

O':Acc.ording to J,A, Loubser, the 'Apart.heid Bible' \'l~as developed in t p decade between 1938 and 1948) 
estB.blisil aua accepted between 1948 and 1960, and then developed its ideologica character oetweell '60 and 1976, 
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Briefly, Groenewald!s document justified national, social and 

religious apartheid on the basis of a reading of Genesis 11 (the 

famous Tower of Babel story) and Acts 2 , . " ,.-., . \ \ "Cne l:"en"Cecosc;. As he and 

subsequent Afrikaner apologists saw it, the nations of the earth 

were punished at the Tower of Babel for trying to unify, in direct 

contradiction to God's express will that man spread out over the 

earth forming separate nations. 

Moreover, the Old Testament theme is continued into the New 

through the illustration of the Church at Pentecost. Instead of 

bringing believers together to form one, visible body, God 

reinforced their linguistic differences, illustrating clearly his 

divine principle of national identity and separate life of national 

8/; groups .. 

In 1950 the South African Bureau for Racial Affairs (SABRA) 

was founded by the government. Its statement which follows 

encapsulates the full extent to which the political and religious 

modes of being had been fused together in the minds of the 

nationalist Afrikaner leadership: 

"One of the basic values which lends meaning to the 
concept of apartheid!, lS the value of national binding 
[volksverbandl Just like the individual, the nation has 
an intrinsic worth and dignity. The worth of the nation is 
even higher than the worth of the individual .... it should be 
fundamental that we grant unto ot.hers what we claim for 
ourselves. This is playing practical politics, but the moral 
grounds and the deepest justification for it is that all other 
people (non-Whites) are our fellow human beings, that they 
bear in themselves the image of God; with an own intrinsic 
worth and dignity which is not to be assailed, and which we 
should always respect, Horeover, it is a fact that in our 
particular ethnic situation separate development offers the 

nqLOllbser, Critical Review, I I PPleO-BO, 
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only true potential for the non-Whites to corne to self
realisation as human beings. 

But above all we are Christians who stand under the 
command of the Master that we should love our neighbour as 
ourselves ... It is therefore essential to the meaning of 
apartheid, that together with the separation between nations 
and cUL~ures, the Whites also accept the responsibility for 
the ~vell-being and development of the non-lvhi tes, "DD 

As apartheid was erected, it became increasingly clear to the 

majority of the population that responsibility for the well-being 

of' WetS meant in a euphemistic sense, In the same year, the 

Federal Missionary Council of the Dutch Reformed Church l· n 
H 

Bloemfontein 'formulated a blueprint for apartheid', The result 

was unmitigated support Ior the Group Areas and Population 

Registration Acts in 1950, and the Separate Amenities and Bantu 

Education Acts of 1953 (among others), 

Except for its objection to the 'Church Clause of the 1957 

Nati ve Laws Amendment Act0 11 the Dutch Reformed Churches continued 

in their support of government policy, and government leaders 

continued to hold a great deal of sway in ecclesiastical matters. 
e.--

For example, it was at the insis1nce of Prime Hinister Verwoerd57 

that the NGK Synod in the Transvaal formally rejected the findings 

of the interdenominational Cottesloe Consultation on race relations 

pp .137 , i 38 , 

56 .. ,. , , , , 
Wfllcn proposea a penalLY for churches and tile black persons involved where it was found that a black 

person(s) were in attendance at a church in a white district, The Dutch Reformed family of churches objected on 
the grounds that the State was interfering in the Church sphere, ~ut did not complain further when the punishment 
was reduced to implicate only the guilty black, and not the church, 

~(Cassidy, op,cit" p,141, and David Bosch liThe Fragmentation of Afrika.netdom H in deGruchy and Villa-
,.. ....., , ., !'" f'. , , _: ! '" '" , ,",' n n I "" , \ , • , 

VICenCIO fteSlSCance ana Hope Pi (U, , among ot.ners, Louoser l~;rl('lcal tteVlew, p.oe. J t:aKes verwoerQ"S acrlon I.O 
be evidence of an ideological hardening, since "it is typical of the ideological approach that a thin end of the 
weage is perceived and attacked,H 
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5R massacre ." 

During the 60's and 60's, South Africa saw the ANC Defiance 

Campaign, the Bantu Education Act (which restricted the right of 

school instruction for Africans 

vel'WOerd,esteted goal was 

needed to perform their proper 

to the Nationalist government of 

to limit it to 
,_ .r •• ~ 

wna~ever AIrlcans 

duties in life and no more), the 

Treason Trial (following the creation of the Freedom Charter), the 

removal of Sophiatown and other removals to the new 'Bantu 

Homelands the Sharpeville massacre, the General Laws Amendment 

Act which gave the government the right of detention of up to 90 

days without trial and the Expropriation and Terrorism Acts. 

In 1966 Verwoerd was stabbed in parliament, and replaced by 

John Vorster who immediately proposed a bill to make it illegal to 

have multi-racial political parties, or to hold multi-racial 

meetings, 

These are still only a tiny representation of the increasingly 

inhumane and brutal activities of the Nationalist government in the 

name of apartheid (by then renamed separate development' and 

'Christian Nationalism'. Nearly 10 years after SABRA made the 

previously cited statement, Prime Minister Verwoerd explained his 

policies with the following: 

"The policy of separate development is designed for 
happiness, security and the stability provided by their home 
language and administration for the Bantu as well as the 
Whites .... r am absolutely convinced that integration in a 

58-- • wayne l;Oilan 
It!,..., 

\ tJeyers 
.-., ,H 

Uli1:CaSI: pp,38/39) lists some of' the C:ottesloe .'}. ,. 
Ilnalngs deemed most 

cotlCradictory to government. policy: all racial groups should share the rewards and privileges of society; the unity 
of the church does not allow exclusion an the basis of a colour line; there are no scripturai grounds for denial 
of mixed marriages (althougn they may be 'inadvisable' i, 



country 1 ike South Africa cannot possibly succeed,., I am 
seeking justice for all the groups and not justice for only 
one group at the cost of the other three .. , 

If meddlesome people keep their hands off us, we shall in 
a ,just )vay, su.ch as behoves a Christian nation, war]); out 

, n • ,,~~ 
so~utions in the Ilnest detail and carry them out .... 

Exactly one decade later, Henning Klopper (Speaker of the 

House and one of three founding members of the Broederbond) gave 

at length the following summary of Afrikaner history, which I quote 

because1f-encapsulates the generally accepted/propagated 
"-

, 
mythology A..?'-

so well: 

"'ivhen the volk was depressed after the 1938 election, 
with only 27 out of 140 members of Parliament, God gave us the 
Ox Hagon Trek. [the centenary celebration of the original] 
Through the grace of God the Broeders executed it. It was not 
that the Broeders sought to become big and powerful In the 
na~lon. God used them in this insLance too. They planned it, 
but God used them as instruments to make the trek what it was. 
Many people told us in places where the Trek arrived, 

,....... . 
'l~ IS 

wonderful, it is from God. .... Show me a greater force on the 
whole continent of Africa! ... We [the Bond] support the State, 
we support the Church, we support every big movement born from 
the nation. lye make our contri bution unobtrusi vely .... I"'e have 
supplied the leaders to our nation. Pity the nation without 
a leader! Every time, a leader could be chosen for the nation 
from the ranks of the Afrikaner Broederbond.[He was speaking 
at the Bond's 50th anniversary] wnen we lost Dr.Malan, we had 
Advocate Strijdom. When death claimed him we had Dr.Verwoerd. 
When he died so tragically, God had another man ready for us 
(John Vorster) .... the Afrikaner nation was ... a miracle because 
we accepted God our Father as our Saviour in every crisis. 
In those dark days when it was difficult, we went on. pur knees 
Ivi th all our problems and God gave us a solution. "vV 

In light of the above facts and quotations lit 1'" easy to 

understand why the Kairos theologians saw State pronouncements as 

theological heresies, and why they held the Dutch Reformed Churches 

and their members responsible for the consequences of those 

'" 1.1':\~::Lssidy, op,citl ,I p,l~l, 



pOl.lCles. However, it does not folloH that State propaganda was 

~theology 

. .. For example, the insinuation that commUnlS1:.· means sinner 

damned to hell' is not theology, It is political propaganda which 

makes use of religious ideas which are significant in the mind of 

the hearer. If there is any theology involved at all, it is in the 

mind of the hearer, but not the words of the State. The same is 

true for 'law and order', insofar as they are used by the State. 

II/hen DR.C clergy buy into the State's usage, the i r' s may be a 

theological pronouncement, but it cannot be confused with the State 

pronouncement. 

Furthermore, there is evidence to show that 1 even from as 

early as the late 1920's a White R.eformed element of dissent with 

apartheid theology existed. After 1960 it started to grow 

significantly, increasing in its ability to influence the 

Afrikaner nationalist orthodoxy. 'Apartheid theology 

virtually rejected by the DR. General Synod In Therefore, 

~ .\" 1 

PI.l ~,) J j Professor J. du Plessis of the Stellenbosch Seminary was submitted 
to a her-esy trial for openly questioning the Sout.h African version of Kuyperian t.heology. Then: through the 50~s~ 
!l!en like BB Keet. and Ben Haraia began to articulate their disagreement with the use of scripture to support 
apartheid- although they still supported it on pragmatic grounds, 

Partially due to their influence. partially as the result of nearly L'liD decades or wrestling spiritually 
and theologically with his faitil, and partially because of tile catalytic influence of the Sharpeville massacre and 
the DRC decision regarding the Cottesloe Consultation, Reverend Beyers Naude left his position in the NGK branch 
of the Dutch Reformed GI'!urches to start the ChrisT.ian Institute. (various sources, out espeeially Loubser Critieal_ 
F.evie~~, Randall, R91_ liithout HonouI": International Commission of Jurist.s Irial of Beyers Naude J and Peter ~ialshe 
"" ,., ,..."..-""". "',,., n ,1 N· • " .,.. r" , \ 

~fiurCIl versus ~tate In ~outn Africa! lone Gase or ~ne ~ntlsllan InslltU1eJ 
Ace.arcing to the CI GJf1st.itution and St.atement of Intent} ~The CI (~Jlasl oased upon the liard of God~ upon 

, ~. ". ~ 1 " ....., • ..,. ,., 1 • ; • 1.... T'\' ',., ,., , TT, ,.". , , , , Dellsr In voe [·~le !IarneI', In .Jesus l;nI'lS(' rne uon, tteaeemer ana Lora l ana In rne hOlY ~plrlCJ ana upon rne 
conviction that for all who share such a common loyalty, it is desireable and necessary that determined effort be 
made t.o express and roster trleir unity in Christ." II The CI is a volunt.ary association or members of different. 

, " • " " ... , , " I • , • ... " ," • .,.., _ ", " • , ., , • , """ • aenODllnatlOns or Lne ~ntlrcn or nrlS~ In ~outn Alflca, lne InStltUte is a WItness LO tne UnIty or all oellevers 
..... ' " """, " " n " , ,. ". ,,,,'" ". TT , Ui ld1I'lSt:, aEC in r-fllS \1ay 1t. en eavours co prOlllorE rne one-ness or rne cnurcn In OiJealenCe L:O tdlrlS[. ana nlS I¥ora I 
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it would be historically erroneous to categorise all white members 

of Churches (or even their 
, , \ 

l.eaaers) 

as the Kairos theologians have done. 

It is true that the DRC provided a climate of moral acceptance 

for pol it ical aparthe id. It is also true that this was made 

In addition, the Instit.ute seeks to co-orciinat.ea the \·:itness of Christians in the present c.ritical st.at.e of our 
country. TIle Institute vlishes, ill every way, to assist Ghristians in their wit.ness; and especially by making 
believers more aware of the privilege and responsibility they have for studying the Word of God and accepting 
mut.ual responsibilit.y for t.he calling of the Church in t.he world, tI{deGruchYl ttA Short History of the CIt! ill 
'"' " I .. ~" \ 

l~eSlsr.ance ana 1l0pe t p IID 11 
.~, ,., '" I ,.., ",....' " , \' 1 ,,\ " ' ""' " ., , , " " '" ",' , • 1 wnlle aetirucny reIers to (fie ItlSLltUlf as a KlllC or 'conIesslng cnurc&' Slmllar to tnat In wnlcn VletflCn 

BOllhoeffer was involved during the Nazi years in Germany, it was not properly speaking an alternative Church to 
a .ISt.~te Church~ I Until the organisat.ion ~{as banned in 1977 [-Iter the SO\'leto riots, it. remained an organisation 

,.., • l' ," " '" , , ,. .,'" t ' ,"", or InCIVltlUal memoers wno were COffiffiltrea [0 worKing Wl~nln rnelf respeCtIVe enureD strucru~es, 
The more Harxisant Bl~ck Consciousness enthusiasts tend to regard the CI as an important stage in the 

development of the Black Consciousness movement, It was through the network of the CI that Biko and others had 
" """, ,. ,...., ' ''"''"1 I' ,. • ,., ',1,' ,.. "1 " , • ,... " I·ne oppOI'nnllry I.o De eaUCCt0ea In tjlaCK TDeology, ~{nlc.n Insplrea cnem 't'lltH rne message or personal Q1aC:K l!HUllrE 
worth, Biko, with SASO and later the BPC, worked closely with the Black Community Project established by ~lle Gl 
" '"1".', l' '\' , ' to co SOClal ana eaUGa~lOnal worK In ~ne Lownsnlps, 

The [,1 ~dso !181pea ol~go~nise ::he F.Irlea!} lTIllependant Churches into an ,Q.ssociation (AleA) l ana it ;~as 
through the cr network of connections that the AleA and the (teo conservative) SAGe were brought into dialogue. 
".,1 '1' 1 1 "i\, • " "" ... ,....... .••.• • , ," ,'" " " , Tile reSUlt, W?~S a llla.rKea snllr; 1n "(.ne empnaS1S or ;)Al;t; aCL.IV1Lles, LOI'laras greaLer UIVOIVernenI. WILD (.ne DlaCK 

c.ommunity in .9.reas which blacks, as opposed t.o benevolent whit.es) felt were important, Black leadership in the 
... , ~,.... ' " ,1 , • : ,. , 1 • l' " ,.., ! ., , " I " 

~At;t; Increasea at tlle sa.me tlme-- cnanges Wfilcn were seen oy many as InGICatlVe or a oeglnnlng WfllLe 'converSlOll 
to the black experience. 

The eI's initial liork I'!as not directed toward blacks however, Gut the persuasion of Afrikaner and English
speaking Christ.ians I While their effort.s in t.his direct.ion are generally regarded as a failure- especially 
concerning the Afrikaner community-, it would appear that the work and witness of Beyers Haurie and the G1 was 
actually very significant in terms of it.s influence amongst Afrikaner Christians. Though, t.his was of course not 
obvious, 

Unless there had been some kind of long-term ferment under the surface, it would not have been possible 
,.. , , .,-. • ,,~ ,'''', , ~-, '"' i ... " (''';, 1 '1 " , " , " tt ., ,.,.. • , , n ' " • I • ror (ne ueglonal ~ynoa or ~ne western ~ape \l~bJI to aeCloe tnar It COUIQ no longer luenLlry ItSelI W11D Lne VIew 
that a.partheid) or separate development, vIas a direct demand of the Bible lt (Loubsel', pllll) j nor ~~ould the NGK 
Presbytery (1985) have been able to l!confess that the NGK has often insensitively and uncritically tolerated the 
negative realities alld consequences of apartheid. The aecision of the General Synod (1985) to almost completely 
abandon its Kuyperian hermeneutic: could also not have been t.aken suddeniy- as a spunt.aneous response cO ~JaCK 
.... ,~ , 
!)ower, Ic:r example, 

Thus, it 'liottld be inappropriate to presume that Lhe C1 had faild, and that the Afrikaner "' . 1terOrmea 
Chllfches were not undergoing a process of change frem within, Loubser~s work provides a detailed and interesting 
account of the development of apartheid e.s all ideology, 2.nd no';' that ideology became the primary biblical 
hermeneutic in the DRC's, Yet) he also details the simultaneous struggle within tile ranks of the DRC over this 
same ideologized ~Bible I. \~hile this proc.ess of change did take rar longer than most. Hould have wanted it !las 
haDPenil]l because t.he DR.C was flct first a St.at.e Church, It v!as a body of misguided, but devouL people: or w'llam 
even the tiniest step was often a personal leap, Cassidy fregtlently draws his readers' attention to th s fact, 
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possible because DRC clergy formulated a theology which was not 

consistent with the biblical message as it is generally accepted by 

the Church catholic. (There is some question as to whether that 

message 1S primarily 'God's liberation of the oppressed', but this 

will be discussed later. ) 

In fact, this theology supported separation of peoples~ when 

God's message is clearly about bringing people together, and 

bringing them to Himself. Therefore, the theology was a lie about 

both God and man. It was a heresy, and it was idolatrous because 

it took as its standard, not God's word, but a man-made ideological 

word through which it moulded God into its own image. 

It is also true tilaL iL was a heresy which was supportive of 

a repressive State. It was a State-supportive theology, However, 

the DRC's were never State churches in the same sense that, for 

instance, the German Church was during the Third Reich. So, by 

definition, since it was not a State Church, its theology was not 

State theology, This 1S not a small point either. 

Because the DRC was always first responsible to itself, it 

always retained a crucially important possibility of autonomy from 

the State which a State Church would not have. Ironically, this 

separation of the Afrikaner churches and the Nationalist state was 

a~so an implication of separate spheres philosophy and theology. 

When it wanted to (such as 1n over the Church clause), the DRC 

was capable of asserting itself. 

Yet, for a long time the possibility of autonomy was always 

open, it was not always possible for most to take advantage of it. 
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Political and social pressure on ecclesiastical leadership was too 

great. If not all 'truly committed' Afrikaners did not leave the 

DRC: or become poli tical dissidents, it is for understandable 

reasons. It took Beyers Naude nearly 20 years himself to come to 

the place where he was able to stand against the tide. 52 

While church members and leadership chose for some time not 

to rock the boat, the poli tical climate worstened: rocking it 

anyway. Gradually circumstances became more conducive to personal 

re-examina-tions of fai th a.mong ~"hi te Reformed lai ty and clergy. 63 

By the time of the General Synod in '86, apartheid theology had 

been substantially undermined from within the Afrikaner community. 

If the Church was not truly a State Church, the State was not 

consistently religious either. This means that there is no reason 

to call its pronouncements and policies 'theology'- especially in 

the period of the 70's and 80's: which is the primary concern of 

the Kairos Document. 

Neither was the State in need of theological 

justification. After the Nationalist government had been in power 

a couple of decades, it seemed increasingly capable of standing on 

its O~v11, A.fter a po int, the State did not need a ' theology 

because it had a rationale which was good it itself. (It would 

appear that certainly by 1985 when the Document was released, 

Bot11a ~ S lna,irl jllstif-ying a.rgtlment- ~ total onslallght:'- ,-vas not 

theological at all: but political, Where State pronouncements did 

Not Witilout Honour. 
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infer a religious significance, it was much more on the su?erficial 

level of civil religion than it an expression of 

conscientious theological debate.) 

To summarise, while the main stream of Afrikaner Reformed 

theology did succumb to ideological entrapment throughout most of 

the npartheid regime, by the there were concrete signs 

that Reformed theologians and clergy were moving out of 

quickly. Yet, as they were doing so, their monumental decisions 

could not have the same political impact they would have had at an 

earlier stage of apartheid development. Thus, it would appear that 

a critique of 'State theology was not only inaccurate, but less 

needful and less powerfLll in terms of hOH it would impact. the 

apartheid policies of the government. 

It is as though the Kairos Document Here announcing that the 

horse had escaped, just as the horse was returning to the barn and 

people Here starting to use cars instead. 

Nevertheless, the project for this essay is to discover how 

the Kairos 'State Theology Has not-prophetic'. Clearly one way 

~na~ 'State Theology Has not-prophetic Has its use of Romans 13 

to uphold the status quo. While a proper exegesis of that chapter 

would certainly be interesting, for the purposes of this essay 

Romans 13 can be regarded as a particular example of a general 

principle Hhich was applied 'in ignorance of context' for the sake 

of the status quo. 

Yet, there is some irony in this accusation. The above 

historical evidence does not suggest that the DRC had a problem 
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with the idea of contextual theology, Obviously !apartheid 

theology developed in response to a very particular context: the 

situation of the Afrikaner people. 

Afrikaner Reformed theology was constructed specifically in 

support a perceived solution to perceived situational problems. 

The DRC clergy who formulated apartheid theology were definitely 

not lacking a situational analysis. It is Loubser~s thesis that, 

far from being vaguely 'universal' 1 apartheid theology was Africa's 

first truly contextual theology. The problem was not text;ual 

_irrelev-ancy- it was the manner of its contextual ~['eleFancy. 

Afrikaner perception of their context was itself a product of 

fear be fore it Has a statement 0 f fai th. Reading from their 

situation to the Bible, they were reading it through the 

ideological hermeneutic which had begun to develop around the 

mythology of volkskapitalism, and later apartheid. 

For the Kairos theologians, this process amongst Afrikaners 

of reading the Bible through the si tuation clearly meant that 

Afrikaners wrongly placed self-interest before interest in the 

truth of God. The result was that Afrikaner ideology became the 

Afrikaner standard, replacing the true biblical message. Standing 

ctS it did in self-interested ideology, and not biblical God

interest, Afrikaner theology could not only fail to be prophetic-

it also became an idolatry, 

~Not-prophetic in this case then, means a theological 

capitUlation to a questionable philosophy for the sake of self-

preservation. 
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To summarise the Kairos critique of 'State Theology it 1.S 

good in parts (Cassidy's phrase), but clearly not wholly 

accurate. By the time of the Kairos Document, official theology 

was letting go of its idolatry- partially because of the influence 

of courageous Afrikaner Reformed prophets (people who stood 

against the tide) like Beyers Naude. And again, State propaganda 

could hardly be properly called 

Bearing all of this discussion In mind, it ,wuld be 

interesting to see just how true the Kairos moment of truth' was 

about 'Church Theology'. 
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THE CRITIQUE OF CHURCH THEOLOGY 

The Kairos Document begins its second cri tique wi th the 

explanation that 'Church Theology consists of 'a series of inter-

related theological assumptions which they found to be the 

dominant theme running through the vast body of speeches, press 

statements, sermons and conference statements voiced by leaders in 

the 'English-speaking Churches. 

The category 'English-speaking generally refers, in all of 

the material, to mainline churches which are neither in the Dutch

Reformed tradi Lion, nor the African Independent family of churches, 

nor the Roman Cathol ic Church. Broadly, this means the United 

Congregationalists, Presbyterians and Reformed Presbyterians, 

Anglicans, Lutherans, Methodists and so on. Within many of these 

groups, there are also sister churches whose hierarchy and 

organisation is primarily black. 

Interestingly, the majority of Kairos signatories were 

representati ves of the Anglican and Presbyterian churches, the 

lviethodi sts, Lutherans and Uni ted Congregational i sts- though in 

addi tion to these, a good number l"ere Roman Catholic or Dutch 

Reformed Mission. Some represented Assemblies of God, which is a 

black charismatic denomination. 

So, it would seem that the Kairos theologians were not 

cri ticising a Church of ·which they were not also a part- whose 

statements and conferences they had not contributed to, as leaders. 
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Be that as it may, they go on to point out that !Church Theology 

does not in fact express the 'faith of the majority In spite of 

what the majority feels, the utterances of handfuls of leaders are 

regarded by the media as constitutive of the official opinions of 

the Churches. 

While these opinions tend to be critical of apartheid, they 

are so only in a very cautious way; the criticism 'Church 

Theology makes of apartheid is superficial and even counter-

productive because it lulls the public to sleep with three stock 

ideas it [misJapplies willy-nilly to the South African crisis. 

These are: reconciliation (which is equated with peace'), justice, 

and non-violence. 

For Church Theology, reconciliation 1S the magical solution 

to all of South Africa's complicated problems. In order to show 

just how naive and fallacious this approach is, the Kairos 

theologians sum up the doctrine of reconciliation in the following 

ft~ye m1..1st be fa.ir 0 We must listen to both sides of the 
story. If the two sides can only meet to talk and negotiate 
they will sort out their differences and misunderstandings and 
the conflict will be resolved ... 01 

The big question the Kairos Document then asks is, is this 
e.--

really Christian, or does it just maSqrrade as such? 

They contend that reconciliation has been turned into an 

'absolute principle'- as though it could be applied to all cases of 

conflict (which, of course, it cannot). For instance, it might 



very well be applicable between individuals, but clearly 

misapplied to situations of group conflict. Between individuals, 

the problem is most likely to be a problem of misunderstanding, 

which is naturally solvable through dialogue. 

However, "there are other conflicts in which one side is right 

and the other wrong. Obviously one cannot approach this second 

type of conflict in the same manner as the first, since it lS no 

longer a matter of sorting out a simple misunderstanding, but a 

clear struggle between one evil side, and one right side in which 

reconciliation is impossible. 

"There are conflicts where one side is a fully armed and 
violent oppressor wnl . ..le the other side is defenceless and 
oppressed. There are conflicts that can only be described as 
the struggle between justice and injustice, good and evil, God 
and the devil. To speak of reconciling these two is not only 
a mistaken application of the Christian idea of 
reconciliation, it is a total betrayal of all that Christian 
faith has ever meant. Nowhere in the Bible or in Christian 
tradition has l~ ever been suggested ~nat we.Dugn~ to try to 
reconcile good and evil, God and the devil ... O~ 

In view of the above, it would be l totally unChristian 

sinful in fact- to try to reconcile the two Sloes without first 

removing the evil injustices. Do ing so would make sufferers 

accompl ices in the ir own oppress ion, which would cause them to 

'become servants of the devil' 

Beautiful as the idea of holding hands, black and white 

together, is, no reconciliation, no forgiveness and no 

negotiations are possible without justice and repentance first. 

After these last happen, then and only then will reconciliation and 
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negotiation be a Christian duty. This is the proper and biblical 

order of things, since nobody can be forgiven and reconciled with 

God until they have repented. 

Iviol .... eoV·er· , ifl South Africa there is clear ~ ,66 proor· of a 

'total lack of repentance on the part of the present regime'. So, 

llnfortunately, the regime cannot be forgiven, much as II. , l:,nere is 

nothing [the Kairos theologians] would want more than true 

reconciliation and genuine peace It is just that these cannot be 

had without justice. Until justice is had, there is nothing for 

real Christians to do but to fol101v Jesus I who said; 
,,~ 

1)0 you 

suppose that I am here to bring peace on earth. No, I tell you, 

but rather dissension". ~{ 

Since peace and unity (reconciliation) cannot be had at the 

cost of justice, they cannot be had without having disuni ty, 

dissension and conflict first- since the regime is not ready to 

repent on its own. "To be truly biblical, our Church leaders must 

adopt a theology that millions of Christians have already adopted-

a biblical theology of direct confrontation with the forces of evil 

rather than a theology of reconciliation with sin and the devil. "Ob 

U lJ I ,I "..... ... ". , • , • , 1 ," • a recenr speecn or f.W. tiorna 1S menoonea- HltnOUL rererenee, eXPlanation of content, or consideration 
~nat. II Chu~;c:h leadership dees net adequately represent Church membe!.'snip ~ perhaps other le3.ders should nor be 
considered the perfect voice of the people under them either, "" '" " " I " I "" iDe vocumenL e.iSO ffieilIlons . COfiLliluea nlUlIary 
repression of the people in t.he townships ~ and \. .,. r> r .' , ~ . , ,. , , , " 

',]all111g 01 [reglme] opponenrs'-- as t:.nougn 1C were t:.o~ally 

unconnected to any rioting, burning, necklac.ing, InkaLr1a/ANC fighting etc .. on the part. of mobs of angry b.iack 
te~nagers. {Of co~rse! their RIlger is justified and understandaLle, but it is also understandable if tl1e white 

" ," '''''".''', "" ,." 1 COlamUnlty ana Lne government were rearIUl or sueD UnCOn(fOllea ana anarCfllC ViOlenCe,! 

f'. ; , , • 1 • ,.., ~",. .. 1 

p.:1, (1:ne passage quo rea 1S I.J11Ke l.~:~l) 

p.IO. I spend a good deal of time on this summary of the Kairas Document because the doctrine 
of reconciliat.ion is so f'cundat.ional to any understanding of t.he work of Christ, Therefore, it. is very i.mporta.nt. 
, , ", , •• • '",', ",. "" •• ,' • 1 " ' ," , • , 

10 Know eXaCI.IY ~~na.L .1alI'OS Sal!} aOOU0 It, ana nCL SKlp over anY\:,l1lng- les:· 11:. De sala 0nat 1nelr Horas were LaKen 



Of course, it 1S not as though Church Theology is completely 

unconcerned about justice- it is. But the 'theological' question 

that the Kairos group asks is: "\,yhat kind of ,justice?" As it 

turns out, Church Theology is concerned wi th the justice of reform; 

the justice of the oppressor, and not the radical (biblical) 

justice which 1S determined from the people below. 

The fact that almost all Church statements are made as appeals 

to the conscience and good ,vill of the State and of \'lhi tes is 

proof. If Church Theology were concerned with true justice, then 

the Churches would not be wasting their time negotiating with evil 

(talking to Botha), but would be speaking directly to the people. 

Instead of negotiating for reforms, the Church would be 

demanding that the oppressed "stand up for their rights and wage a 

struggle against their oppressors" .IJ:! Rather than sitting back 

and wai ting for the oppressor to see the 1 ight so that the 

oppressed can put out their hands and beg for the crumbs of some 

small reforms , the Church would be discharging its duty to inform 

the oppressed of their duty to get rid of sinful social 

structures. 70 

After all, "God's justice demands a radical change of 

structures. Thi s can only come from beloh', from the oppressed 

themselves. God will bring about change through the oppressed as 

out " ", 
or C,OnLeX1: In this essay. 

r t) ., . , ~ ,\ "" 
lOlQ,t PP,lUlll. 
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he did through the oppressed Hebrew slaves in Egypt. God does not 

bring his justice through reforms introduced by the Pharaoh's of 

this world .... real change and true justice can only come from the 

people- most of v!hom are Christians ... ;] 

Finally, there is the third ~ abstract principle 

violence. In the same manner that Church Theology indiscrim 

applies reconciliation and ! justice ~ , it also speaks 

categorically of non-violence. 

Just as Church Theology's reconciliation and justice turned 

out not to be true reconciliation and justice, it also so happens 

that the non-violence they preach actually supports the most 

serious and evil of all violences: the violence of the oppressor. 

The Kairos Document ackno,,;rledges that Church statements do 

condemn all violence- including State repression. Ho~vever~ J this 

fact is irrelevant since their basic approach is to lump both State 

activity and the activities of freedom fighters into the single 

category of violence. Such generalisations deny the legitimacy of 

the fight for freedom, the roots of which are found in a t, "'1 .. -.long ana 

consistent Christian tradition ~Just War' theory) about the use of 

physical force to defend oneself against aggressors and 

t vr r·'11+· S .. 72 
l.' c.... L.-. • 

Moreover, (and in spite of the many statements and decisions 

made by the English-speaking Churches in support of conscientious 

71" . , 
1 0 1a I I 



58 

objection) the Kairos theologians point out that the Churches are 

supporting the growing militarisation of South Africa. Vlhy else 

would they allow their clergy to become military chaplains? 

So, the truth emerges that Church Theology is not really 

unreservedly against violence. Even though it professes a kind of 

neutrality', neutrality in a situation of conflict amounts to a 

tacit support of the status quo. In the South African context, 

this means that the Churches of Church Theology tacitly support the 

oppressor. 

Since the Kairos theologians do not think criticism is enough 

(after all, are they not Church in a way as well?), they also give 

an account for the "mistakes l misunderstandings and inadequacies of 

thi s -theology." (J 

As they see it, exponents of Church Theology do not sit on the 

fence because they are insincere; they do so because they lack a 

social analysiE:. Since they make very little attempt to analyze 

what is actually happening in society. do not properly 

understand it. Therefore, they and uncritically 

apply the 'absolute principles just discussed. 

Not only would a lack of social analysis result in a complete 

failure to understand 'the mechanics of injustice and oppression 

(apartheid society), it would also resul t in an inappropriate 

political strategy. 

It is crucially important to have a correct understanding and 

a correct political strategy, because the activity of removing sin 

(~l·b·l·d" D j'~ 
J _, :( I v' 
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i Q fundamentally the activity of changing social structures- which 

is fundamentally a matter of politics. Churches cannot afford to 

be dewy-eyed about their politics if they are to have any 

meaningful input into political and social restructuring. 

Such a complete lack of awareness of political reality has a 

reason: the Churches of Church Theology are too concerned with an 

individualistic and privatistic spirituality. This type of 

spirituality "tends to rely on God to intervene in his own good 

time to put right what is wrong in the world. That leaves very 

little for human beings to do except to :pray for 
~ ,. 
\:ioa's 

intervent ion. ,,7,; In fact, this type of spirituality leaves 

Christians poli tically paralysed. Perhaps Church Theology does not 

want to be on the sidelines- but it is a consequence of its 

otherworldliness that its exponents are frozen there. 

Of course, otherworldliness is not biblical. God redeems the 

\."hole person as part of his whole creation, therefore, biblical 

faith must be relevant to everything that happens in the -. .. t1 { g 
lvor 1.0 

including the politics of apartheid. 

In summary, the basic thrust of the Kairos critique of Church 

Theology 1S that, however well intended, it is politically naive. 

Clinging to otherworldly dreams, it insists on applying ~abstract 

principles to the South African crisis. Of course, these are 

always misapplied, since Church Theology has no understanding of 

'~ , 

75 ., . , 
lOla" p,14, 
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the situation as it has no social analysis. 

In other words, where state Theology was cri ticised for 

reading its Bible from a si tuation perceived through the wrong 

ideological framework, Church Theology does not even have a 

framework that has anything to do with material reality. 

There is a strong implication that people who are now 

convinced by Church Theology still have the possibility of 

conversion open to them. All they need to do is to adopt the right 

social analysis: that of the ~.. '" .,. ., .. 
-OlO.Llca.t- dialectic of oppressed and 

oppressor. 

However, as with their critique of State Theology, the Kairos 

critique of Church Theology also seems to be good in parts, but 

not wholly accurate. 

There does seem to be a great deal of evidence to the fact 

that the English-speaking churches sustained a dissonance between 

their profession and their behaviour; their profession and 

confession. From its inception in the mid-30! s, the Christian 

Council of South Africa (later South African Council of Churches) 

raised its voice against discriminatory legislation- but that is 

about what Church action amounted to for some time. 

Of course, there were the famous few, such as Trevor 

Huddleston, Ambrose Reeves and Michael Scott and Joost de Blank who 

began their more public activity in the 50's, but in general most 

white English-speaking Christians preferred not to rock the 

political boat. 

After the Sharpeville massacre the English-speaking Churches 
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radical ised some"hat, and more indi vid"uals became commi tted to 

concrete action. 76 This seemed to be partially the effect of 

having been woken up by the shootings, partially a reaction to 

the decisive event of South Africa leaving the Commonwealth, and 

partially the result of having more opportunity to act: Naude had 

started the cr. While he did not gain huge numbers of English-

speaking members, at least there was now a leader who could co-

ordinate people s activities.!f 

The effect of Naude and the CIon the SACC has already been 

discussed) so it will not be repeated here, except to say that the 

result was a radically changed SACCo By the mid- to late and 

especially after the C1 was banned, there seemed to be a marked 

increase in the activities of the SACC as an organisation, but also 

in the congregations of its member churches. Desmond Tutu ~ s 

appointment as General Secretary of the SACC in the mid-70's can be 

taken as evidence of broad change, since neither his election, nor 

the projects he embarked on would have been possible "Jithout a 

broad base of committed, concrete support. 

Certainly by the writing of Kairos, there was a good deal more 

{OHere I am sDeakinQ e,bout individuals ~~ Christian" ... al ~ I don't Bean to discount all sorts of individual 
involvement which was happening. Part of the problem " evening ~eaiing with this question of involvement bas to 
do \'lit.h the fact. that I vlill never kno~~ it.s degree, since m(Js~ of it was a private decision I Now it is lost in 
history ~ and historians always write about groups and generalities l and quantifiable, document.ed things I It IS 
algost unfair of the Kairas theologians to ~ake the sweeping statement that they do, considering the difficulty 
involved in sourcing its accuracy, 

more people would have liked to act more and more decisively than they OlG, 

But if you are one in Ii seG v ~ people 1 f:icing a St.ate. which is armed to the teet.h a.gainst it.s own people j and you 
, ,."" ,,' ~,.". , • , 1 " • 1 \, n , " ~., , 

ge1 a orlgn-c laea, OUI nf~ve no Clue wnere 1::0 r.aKe 11 i?lIfJOUL Delng quasnea Delore yau gar. 1nere~ 1 imaglne concrete 
action would be difficult, It should be noted that if the English-speaking C]lurches were not embroiled ill a flood 
of action I neither was the greater part of the black poptllation, 
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committed activity on the part of English-speaking Christians than 

there had been at any other time. So, although there was no 

evidence that any mass tide of English-speaking radicals ever 

existed, nei ther could one accurately claim that they were all 

sitting in the side-lines as the Kairos Document alleges. 

There are further problems with the Kairos critique of Church 

Theology. To start, reconciliation does not seem to be as 

abstract, or unrealistic a principle as they contend. It, is very 

interesting that one of the most articulate exponents of 

reconciliation was Bishop Tutu. 

Regarding reconciliation, oppressors and oppressed, and non-

compromise with evil' IBotha), Tutu ~aid the following: 

. "but however we approach it, the heart of the 
Christian Gospel is summed up in the word 
This means that Jesus came to restore 

, ." .' . reconclllac lOll· . 
friendship and 

fellowship between God and man, man and man, between man and 
t:he r'est 0 f God's cr·ea.t i 011. I-Ie ~vas SeT! t il1 to tb.e \...;ror·ld to 
effect atonement, at-one-ment; where there was disunity, 
division, alienation and estrangement, He established their 
OppOSl~es- fellowship, unl~y, tage~nerness, friendliness, 

, • ... 'l ., It (0 
communl~y, peace, ana wnOleness. 

"\~;e [the Church] are the body which exists for the sake 
of those who are not its members. Our greatest proclamation 
comes from our lifestyle .. [multi-racial and reconciled in 
church and practical life]., ,"We must show we are members one 
of another because we are members of the Body of Christ. We 
are brothers and sisters of all those who have been baptised 
into Christ, and therefore we have a responsibility for them, 
especially those \\7i th whom we disagree. Whether he and I like 
it or not, Mr. P.W. Botha and I are brothers, members of the 
same family. I cannot Krl L,e nlm or I, I cannot give up on him 
because God, our common Father, does not give up on anyone. 
What is the consequence of this fundamental and disturbing 
theological fact? How do I carry out my responsibility to the 
oppressed and to the oppressor when both are my kin? .. [we] 
must show forth what human society is meant to be- a forgiving 
communi ty of t;he forg i ven, a reconciling koinonia of the 

!U"Christianity and Apartheid" in deGruchv and Villa-Vicencio, boartheid is a Heresy, p,42, 
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reconciled .. We must surely go ahead to encourage our people, 
black and white, to worship together, to pray and play 
together. tt(i1 

For Tutu, reconciliation is not abstract at all. It lS his 

whole motivation, which can be seen clearly by the fact that he 

talks about it in almost every single public utterance of his. But 

he does not just talk about it. Now, in 1996, history has shown 

just how important actions for reconciliation 

lvere. 

Tutu admits that great Christian words such as 

reconciliation have been "thoroughly devalued by those who have 

... ."1 • • " n • ., 'fnil usea ~nem ~o JUS~lIY eVll - but this is no reason to let go of 

-them. Reconciliation cost Christ his life. It is certainly not 

cheap, and Christians cannot throw it away because it is also the 

basis of their life. Reconciliation undercuts the whole apartheid 

ideology of separation and irreconcilability. Without it, what is 

there to prove that irreconcilability is a lie? This is the vein 

of the argument for the doctrine of reconciliation. 

IV-ere all of Tutu' s pleas and speeches ~ Church Theology'? 

Perhaps he was out of touch' with people's real needs- he was a 

Church leader: he was the Archbishop of the Church of the Province, 

one the largest of the English-speaking churches. He was also 

heavily involved in the leadership of the SACC, as well as numerous 

other committees, councils, conferences and groups of Church 

:Jquoted by Har~aret. Hash, '!Ecumenicai Vision and Reality in Sout.h Africa tt in Villa-Vicenc.io Resiglanc.e. 
and Hope; pp,162,153, 

80 ibid .\ D.164, 
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leaders. bi 

Tutu s belief in the possibility of reconciliation was the 

source of his action-- and I do not get the impression that very 

many South African Christians would say that his work was 

unsubstantial and of no account. 

Rairos says nothing at all about people like Tutu, perhaps 

oecause they defy the strict categorisation of the Document. 

Strangely, it would seem that this would be the case in the 

majority of instances. In all of my reading, I came across very 

few people that would have matched the Kairos description of 'State 

Theology or 'Church Theology people. This would suggest that 

Tutu's anomalous nat.ure Has the rule, rather than the 

exception. 

Secondly, the Kairos theologians criticise Church Theology's 

llse 0 f reconc il iat ion on a theolog ical bas is; namely, Church 

Theology forgets that no reconciliation can be had without 

repentance, because it is only by repentance that man comes to God. 

But it does not follow from this statement that repentance is 

therefore the only \Vay between men. Jesus command to forgive 

'70x7' was completely unqualified. Horeover, 
, n • 

'Iorglve as your 

Father in Heaven forgives you is quite different from 'forgive as 

they repent'- Hhich of course is nowhere in the Bible. 

Anyway, the Kairos theologians are convinced that there is 

clear proof' that the oppressors exhibit a .. < • , 

. TOTa-L lack of 

repent,ance So when they say that one must wait for repentance 

8l A phenomenal list of his activities can be found at Lne back of '" ..... , I uu lJOluay· s biography about him. 
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before one forgives, do they mean they have no intention of 

forgiving at all? 

Third, the Kairos theologians criticise reconciliation, 

because 'Church Theology operates on it by going to the 

oppressors, rather than the oppressed, and asking for 'justice 

They do not see that real reconciliation cannot be had until there 

are no longer any oppressors; so they ask for justice which will 

never be true justice, but only the peacemeal justice of reform. 

Against this approach, Kairos claims that the only Christian 

approach should be one of non-compromise with the 'Pharaohs of this 

world' In any case, it will not come through the negotiations of 

a fe~" leaders, but onl;,)" 'I n • "l 1 ,. • rrom ~ne oo~~om . 

If the Kairos theologians are correct, they have picked the 

wrong biblical proof' In the first place, Moses was raised in 

Pharaoh's house: he was the elite of the elite among the Hebrew 

people. Secondly, the story of Israel's freedom from Egypt starts 

and finishes with Moses negotiating with Pharaoh. At the point:. of 

the Exodus, God softens Pharaoh's heart , and he frees the people of 

his O1:\'n will. 

As for the people, they are grumbling complainers the whole 

time. Moses and Aaron have to keep reassuring them that God really 

spoke them on the Mountain. 

Thirdly, the story makes a very bad analogy, because it is 

completely unapplicable to South Africa. The Hebrews left Egypt, 

a land o1:\'ned originally by the Egyptians, But Sout,h • n. , -'\Ir:lca's 

oppressed have no ~vhere to leave to, They cannot afford to 
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plague their ~Pharaohs because there is no-where to escape the 

retaliatory anger which would result. 

Because they do not seem to consider this problem, they see 

no problem in applying traditional Just War theory. But the Just 

IvaI' theory is extremely old. Far from making ita tested and 

proven strategy, its age is a good reason for seriously 

reconsidering its application to the conditions of modern warfare. 

Perhaps it works logically, but there is a huge difference between 

applying it in a situation where people are using swords, and a 

situation of modernity. So much for the Kairos theologians 

concern with context. 

Finally, the .Kairos Document argues that reconcillat,ion cannot 

be a poli tical principle. Ivhile it might be possible between 

indi vidual s ~,d10 have mi spercept ions 0 f one another lit is not 

possible between social and political groups. They contend that 

there is a vast difference between groups and individuals, so 

arguments which apply to the former, do not apply to the latter . 

However, later their main disagreement with Church ......... ' ., .. IneO.logy·s 

generalisation of all violence is that it ignores important 

differences in the various meanings of violence. The example they 

use to illustrate their point is the example of the force of lOt 

and the force used by the woman to defend , , n 82 nerSe.lI. 

But this analogy 1S hardly appropriate. It does not seem to 

occur to them that there 1S a vast G1rrerence between the struggle 

of tHO individuals, and the unpredictable and virtually 
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uncontrollable violence of revolution. 

There is more which can be said about this second section of 

the Kairos critique. However, enough has been said to adequately 

show that the Kairos moment' about Church Theology, was not-so-

true arter all. 

The main purpose of this essay lS still to find out what not-

prophetic ana prophetic are. 

Up to this point we have seen that for State Theology, not-

prophetic meant taking sides- but 
, 

one·s side to the 

detriment of others. It meant accepting an ideology for the sake 

of self-preservation, reading the Bible through this ideoiogical 

hermeneutic, and therefore reading so selectively as Lo miss the 

message of the Bible as a whole. 

For Church Theology, not-prophetic Ineant si t ting on the 

fence. It meant not placing oneself unreservedly and unambiguously 

into a defined articulation of interest; a clearly marked camp in 

a battle-field of opposing forces. 

At first glance, these two defini tions of not-prophetic 

appear contradictory, On the one hand, self-interest and its 

attendant ideological justification are rejected. On the other, 

the churches of Church Theology are reprimanded for not aligning 

themselves clearly in a field of such justifications. 

Since it cannot be that the Kairos theologians meant to come 

up with two contradictory definitions of 'not-prophetic , they must 

be taken together within the context of the Document as a whole. 

Somewhere between the two poles lies the essence of what the Kairos 
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theologians mean OJ' not-prophetic The conclusion most 

supportive of both poles would seem to be that not-prophetic 

means a political stance, supported theologically, which does not 

al igrl itself with the philosophicallY correct~ (biblically' 

supported) position amongst a range of available views. 

The result of such a non-prophetic stance is a wrong (or 

non-existent) situational analysis, out of which flows ineffective 

and/or sinful responses to the situation. 

Since this 1S what is meant by not-prophetic 1 prophetic 

theology must be a theology which is ideologically correct; 

supporting the right interests (biblically illustrated) and 

therefore resulting in an accurate situational analysis, and 

effective and right action. Right (prophetic) theology, must be 

the resul t of reading the Bible through the right ideological 

hermenetltic. 

How prophetic is ~Prophetic Theology, and how appropriate is 

its challenge to action? 



69 

UNCONCLUSION 

PROPHETIC THEOLOGY AND THE CHALLENGE TO ACTION 

AS opposed to Church and State Theology, Prophetic Theology 

does not concern itself with ~ .... . . aosT.racT. principles and 

generalisations It is 'bold and incisive'; prophetic ", oecause 

it speaks to the particular circumstances of this crisis" ,lie It 

doe s not sit on the fence; it takes a clear and unambiguous 

stand. 

Prophetic Theology avoids the pitfall of Church Theology 

because it begins wit.h an adequate social analysis. Prophetic 

Theology has no illusions about the South African conflict being 

simply an difference of racial interests. Rather, Prophetic 

tt... . Theology sees clearly that the conflict is oe~ween an oppressor 

and oppressed; between two irreconcileable causes or interests in 

which the one is just and the other is unjust. ,,84 

On the one hand, there are those who benefit from the unjust 

and oppressive status quo. On the other are those who do not. But 

there is more to this situation than simple opposition. Those who 

do not benefit from the system " are no longer prepared to be 

crushed, oppressed and exploited. They are determined to change 

the system radically so that it no longer benefits only the 
1 

pri1leged 

, .. 
KIl". , 
.. I u 10, 

few ... even at the cost of their own lives. 'iI/hat they 
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want is justice for all t tll~0 

Since there 1S absolutely no possible compromise between the 

'two conflicting projects in South Africa (to ei ther we have full 

and equal justice for all, or .. , . It " () U we con""[, ) the situation 1S more 

than merely confrontational- it is re"Volutionary.87 

Insofar as this revolutionary conflict is about division 

between oppressors and oppressed, the Bible has a great deal to say 

about it. God is not neutral, he takes sides.;!b God is a God who 

liberates the oppressed, starting with the people of ..... ., 0 ~ 
Lsrae~. 

God did not have the Jews compromise with Pharaoh- he led them 

right out of there, punishing Pharaoh uncompromisingly for his 

cruelty. Ana the message of Jesus is in complete continuity wlLh 

God's message of non-compromise with sin. For Goel has anointed 

:j :') .,.. ,n ,. ,. !~ 

l~ support or tn~s claim I the Kairos theologlans quote a version of Psalm IVJ:0 1 which reads God, who 
does what is rig"ht! is al\~rays QD the side of t.he oppressed I II I am not sure Hhich translation of t.he Bible t.hey 

• T' , \' " " t "", ."., I " .... , " ...., , , I • .". 

were USIng. 1t WOlliO De In(eresl1ng to rInG OUt, espeCIallY Slnce t!le New internatiOnal verSlon- WIllen is one or 
t.he most universally aecepted~ and most up-t.o-aBle versions of t.he Christian Bihle- reads in the following way: 
II .... ' _ I , • \, I • " '" "1 , If Ille GorG worKS flgnreollsness ana JtlS~lce ror all wnc are appressea. 

Clearly both versions mean to say that God is against oppressicn, but bei!lg against oppressicn and sidirlg 
·,1 "'" \ ..... " ",. I ... • " ." \ , 1 ". " " ,. • .' 

~l~n a group or people are ewe CIIrerenr tfllngs, blQlng Wltn- COUIU all La eaSIlY oe taKen as a QIVlne sanCtlOn, 
a!;c it S2en:s 'Co suggest 'Chat. God ~~oldd suppurt ~4aI' ag~i.rlst. the ~oppresscr' DecaUSt: ir is jUSL. But. this is clearly 

, \ , ",,', 1 "f\ ,1 I • • , , I " , , , "', ~. II .. 

no~ \'lna~· verse D l raKen 1:1 tne c·onIeXI· or rne verses SUl'I'OUl1Cl!lg 11:· COUl:] mean., SInce I,ney are rne YOllowlng: lle 
made kno\i!rt his i~a~s to Hoses: his aeeas t.o the people of Israel: The Lord is compassionat.e and graeion8 ~ slew to 
anger, abollcding in lcve, He will not always aCCllse, nor will he harbor his anger forever; he does not treat us 
as 01.~r' SillS esseI'Ve or repa~7 us a('.ccrding to our iniquities. For as high as t.he heavens are above the earth, so 
great is his love for th'Jse ~~ho reEtr him; as far as t.he east is fr'om the west., so far has he removed OUI' 
, • \ ", . , . It { r ,,' \ 

[.~·:;nsgl~eSSlcns.,.ne l'ellierr:Ders tnar Vitl are GUSl:. \verses (-I-f) 

~~If this a~guillent saunas ram liar- it sholiid be. It IS the same argument put forward as the basis for 
Afrikane! ~Christian narionalism~ and , • ".,," l 1" ,. "" • " ater 'aparrnelG tneology'-- Wfllcn was G1SCUSSea In tne preViOUS SeCtIon an 

Details can be fOll~d 
~, \ '..... .' ,....' 1'1 roo '1 "" '; ,,1 ~ , n Louoser s worK, GrI11Cal ~eVlew or rtaClal l'neologr, OUL alSO elsewnere, 



71 

[him} to bring the good news to the poor, to proclaim liberty to 

capt i yes and to the bl ind new sight, to set the dOlvntrodden 

free. tt ~HJ 

Jesus is not unconcerned about the oppressor- he calls the 

oppressor to repentance. ~l But ,Jesus identi fi es with the poor, and 

the poor know it. "The oppressed Christians of South Africa have 

known for a long time that they are united to Christ in their 

sufferings. By his own suffering and his death on the cross he 

became a victim of oppression and violence. He is with us in our 

oppression. II~~ 

In addi tion to having OJ "I .... .,. ., ~ 

a 'OlO-LlCal.' stance on oppression, 

'Prophetic Theology' has an accurate analysis of tyranny. 
,,~ 

1'rom a 

moral and theological point of view"~J, tyrannical regimes are 

illegitimate, since they act against the common interests of the 

majority, and only for their own. Because they are essentially 

motivated by the interest of self-preservation, tyrannical regimes 

are irreformable b:v defini tion. ~'J 

The selfish nature of tyranny means that the people inevi tably 

begin to demand their own rights. Hence, violent repression 

becomes inescapable- tyrants are forc~d to resort to it in order to 

:1U This passage ~~as spoken by Jesus lH Luke 4: l!)-1~, He is qaoting the words of Isaiah the prophet" 

91~H,~."",,~ r,,',,:.,_ •• , ., ~ • ,r., ,', , " ... , , ... ,..., , . '::~':: \. ~ lunros ~neologlans seem LO IorgeL I,na-c pernaps "Sne l,flUrCn or LdHircn 
exact.ly do not appear to think the point 1S worth dwelling on. 

~~-l';.·,liQ'" • '{ ~ }J. 1 • 



Keep their position. When a people are faced wi th a tyranny, 

violent conflict is inevitable. Moreover, Christians have a duty 

to oppose all tyranny because it is evil. 

Far from being abstract principles of political theory, these 

truths have direct relevance to South Africa. Since it acts in the 

interests of a tiny few, against the majority, the South African 

government is clearly a tyrant. Therefore, by definition it is 

irreformable. (Even though "individual members could experience a 

real conversion and repent"" .which would mean they would have to 

leave the . \ 95 reg lIlle, I 

\\;}1ile tyrannical regimes like the South African government are 

enemies of the people, and therefore enemies of God in whose image 

the people are; and while enemies must be identified, enemies must 

also be loved, Many of the people who support this tyrant are 

deluded by its propaganda. Christians cannot tar everyone with the 

same brush. Christians cannot hate either their conscious or their 

ignorant enemies. The Kairos theologians caution that love is not 

always easy. Nevertheless, "we must also remember that the most 

loving thing we can do for both the oppressed and for our enemies 

who are oppressors is to eliminate the oppression, remove -cne 

tyrants from power and establish a just government for the common 

good of all the people. ,.95 

In fact, it is out of this command of love that one gets a 
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sense of the heart of the gospel- the message of hope. The essence 

of Prophetic Theology is its message of hope which springs from the 

eschatalogical promise of the coming Kingdom of God, where . " 
"a~~ 

tears shall be wiped m"ay and the lion shall lie down wi th the 

lamb. 

Whereas Church Theology has forgotten this hope, (because it 

was addressed to the oppressed- presumably it did not want to shock 

them or risk their disapproval by prophetically declaring the truth 

of coming justice and judgement) Prophetic Theology has not. 

Prophetic Theology is confirming, maintaining, strengthening and 

inspiring it,:;1 

Some South AIrlcans are despairing because they have false 

hopes that the status quo will be maintained, or that it can be 

adjusted and reformed. But the youth especially have real hope. 

"They are acting courageously and fearlessly because they have a 

sure hope that liberation will come. Often enough their bodies are 

broken J::.m"t nothing can now break their spirit. ,,98 

The hope of the youth can be for everyone. ft ......... ," 
.DUG Kairos 

,"arns, "the road to that hope is go ing to be very hard and very 

painful. The conflict and the struggle will have to intensify in 

the months and years ahead because there is no other way to remove 

the injustice and oppression. But God is with us. vie can only 

learn to become instruments of 
, . 
nlS J?ea.ce even unto death. must 

participate in the cross of Christ if we are to have the hope of 

~i)., . 1 

lD10., P,~l!, 
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part ic ipa ting In hi s resurrection. tI:J~ 

So what does one do with this prophetic word of hope? Well, 

since God sides with the oppressed, the Church must appropriate 

and confirm this fact. 100 The Church has difficulty doing so, 

however, because she is divided. Some (Church Theology churches) 

prefer to si t on the fence, and worse, some (State Theology 

churches) actually are on the wrong side. To be effective, the 

Church must be unified. Therefore, evervone must gather around 

God .. ...,... .......".. \ ana Jesus LnrlS~' who are on the side of the oppressed. 

This cannot be done in some starry-eyed, Romanticised manner. 

It must be done through concrete participation in their struggle. 

The Church is challenged to move beyond a mere ambulance ministry 

to a ministry of involvement and participation" ,101 tiThe Church 

is not called to be a bastion of caution and moderation ... it has a 

message of the cross that inspires us to make sacrifices for 

justice and liberation. It has a message of hope that challenges 

us to l.;rake up and to act with hope and confidence ..... 102 

In the first place, this can be done through a transformation 

of Church activities. Baptisms, liturgies etc .. (not to mention 

sermons) can all be changed so that Christians take every 

opportunity they have to corporately name the evil of South African 

oppressors; to speak about their share in guilt and repent; and to 

101" . , lOla, 

1 02 ., . , lOla. 
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speak about - ,. 
LiOa"S sure liberation. In short " ..... 1 .. Gnurcn activities 

must be reappropriated to serve the real religious needs of all the 

people and to further the liberating mission of God and the Church 

in the Horld. "lG3 

Outside of Church activities, the Church can avoid becoming 

a 'third force' - someone Hho stands beth1 een the oppressor and 

oppressed. The Church must avoid even the appearance of evil. 

Church action should be completely unambiguous. The Church can 

stand with the oppressed by organising and running special 

campaigns, mobilising parish members to act in mass demonstrations 

of civil disobedience, and by providing unwavering moral guidance. 

"It must help people to understand their rights ana -their 
duties. There must be no misunderstanding about the moral duty of 
all who are oppressed tq". resist oppression and to struggle for 
liberation and justice. "jil4 Though, of course "the Church will 
also find that at times it does need to curb excesses and to app~al 
to the consciences of those ,dlo act thoughtlessly and ~"ildly. ""il~ 

Once again, the question is 'Just how prophetic is Prophetic 

Theology?' From the last section, it was established that the 

Kairos theologians thought a prophetic theology should have a right 

ideology, which would be evidenced by its fidelity to the biblical 

position, its accuracy in situational analysis, and the wisdom of 

its proposed actions. Does this describe Prophetic Theology? 

While the Kairos theologians have not stated what the 

philosophical/ideological hermeneutic informing their situational 

11.!1}." , 
lOlQ, 

1 UD·, , , 
linG. 
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analysis is, it is easy to see that with t,,,,.o material categories 

(oppressed and oppressor) locked in inevitable conflict, they are 

employing pretty classic dialectical materialism, introduced by 

Hegel and developed by Marx. (It does not really matter whether 

they are Marxists or not, only that their ideological hermeneutic 

is the dialectic. 

Their claim is that the dialectical categories they use are 

supported biblically. However, this is simply not true. Jesus was 

indeed oppressed, and God hates oppression. But these facts do not 

give biblical authority to the dialectic, or these categories. 

As mentioned previously, there is no reason to conclude that 

God sides wi th the oppressed. But whether he does or not, he 

clearly does not deal with human beings as though some were 

completely right, and others wrong. In Christianity, categorical 

evil and good might be applicable to beings in the spiritual or 

metaphysical realm, but humans are always a mix of OOLfi ~ 

Therefore, creating impersonal categories of 'evil' and 'good' and 

applying them to human beings is unbiblical. All are in the image 

of God. All are wretched, poor, blind and naked", "there is none 

righteous, no, not one. 

Btlt the philosophical dialectic is bound to an unbiblical view 

of human nature, because this is the only wa:v it can justify 

inevitable conflict. But insofar as the dialectic implies 

inevitable conflict, it claims that human difference is necessarily 

irreconcilable. This too must be rejected as unbiblical. It was 

exactly this doctrine which was enshrined in apartheid theology. 
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No matter who espouses it, it destro:,(s the only possibility of 

justice, because it destroys dialogue. 

Naturally there can be no place for dialogue in such a view, 

because dialogue would admit that there was a ground of commonality 

between the two sides It would admit that there was something 

valueable about both, and also something incomplete about both: 

both sides would need one another. But such a thought is anathema 

to the dialectician, because unless one is totally evil, the other 

cannot be totally good, and the justness of revolution would be 

done away with. 

II/hich brings up another important point about the Kairos 

philosophy. Because of it, the Kairos theologians wind up with an 

unrealistic view of the capability of humans to establish justice. 

They cannot see negotiation or dialogue as helping, because they 

are convinced that real! justice can simply be established by the 

rnasses. 

But as long as people are what they are, hope in such utopic 

visions can only ever be illusory. The 

Theology is a fEtlse hope. Even its use 

hope of Kairos' Prophetic 
o 

OT escna~'~oglca~ lmagery n "f' , , , 
is false because the reason they use it is to inspire towards a 

vision which cannot be attained by men; and towards a sacrifice 

which is hardly the sacrifice of the Cross it claims to be. 

Where is the sacrifice in suffering to save your own life? 

Christ bore his Cross to defeat sin in all of its manifestations-

structural included. But the cross that people who follow him bear 

cannot be, and must not be seen to be, the same thing as .--... 1 • • ~ 

ll11rlS"L· S 

/ 
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Cross. Ive cannot suffer for release from our own sins, Onl:y 

Christ- that is the point. 

And if the sin is structural, we cannot suffer for release 

from others Sl.tlS, or even in 
, , 
-.love ~for them, so that all can be 

released from the whole thing. If there is anyone who wants to 

believe that this is possible, that lS fine. But by definition 

they cannot call themselves Christian, because this is not 

Christianity: Christianity is built on the faith that Christ and he 

alone could get rid of our sin, reconciling man to God; he alone 

could break down the sin between us, reconciling man to man. 

In summary, we have already seen that the Kairos theologians 

exhibited significant areas of historical and political blindness, 

making their situational analysis highly questionable. Horeover, 

they also showed considerable weakness theologically. The problem 

at root was an impractical and untenable philosophical base 10G , 

1 0 ~ 
.!. VI realIse ~hCtt t.he ~~crd 'dialect.ic! seems very popular 1.n all kinas of disCIpLInes! rrOlj philosophy 

t.o politic.al scienCe, t.o religious studies! t.heology, literatuI'e and sociology, It. is often usee 1n a. more 
\ ,,' ' " ,,' , I , "., ,...., " I I" • ,,~. " ,.,.. • • I I , GlaloglC&l/paraaOXlcal' sense! Ollt rnlB is a raIse usage, Slllce Lne wora Implles COn!11Ct oy aeIln1110ll, lcneCK 
Webster~s or the Oxford} Keeping this in mind~ there is then the problem about dialectical materialism itself, 
In the third ;1o!'ld~ Harxism 1.s very compelling because it is true that ;!{hcle Gategories of people are 
systematic~lly exploited hy specific groups of ether people who are more powerful, - " , '.' 

ill ens present:. age, Ie IS 
, , , • , , , • , • " ,., ~. • 1 • 1.,.. " , 1 1 • l' ",. • ,1, 

moneLarYI raLner Irian ffilllLal'Y ITllgn( \'lHlcn Cl?~ms ~ne figHL or ,~ay, liOHeVeI', l~ne SU.Dsequerll~ Clalill or ~laI'X1Sm rnal· 
happin2ss is ecntinge~lt on OVeithro~fing the exploit.ers is a lie: because it rests on what. is not true: namely~ the 

1 "" ,.., ,'.' , " " • 1, , .1 ,.1 , " .". ,1 • 

Ul1spOKe~ Cl!f IcunaatlOnal aSStlmptlon Lnat men are essentIallY rlgnLeous, ana ~nat Lney nave It Wltnln tnelf power 
to create a paradise, 

., • " ., •.• " ., • I,.", " "" 1 ,. I "'" \ 

~ t:!o~{e\;el' one mlgnr. ~IJanr ~.O .:IUSCIIY t1~~rX1Sm \ l~· talKS a~)cut explOlrea ItwrKers I Wnlc.n CaplI.3.11Sm 19nores;) 
the fact. is that. l'eVGlution is a necessary component) but it. is based an e" ridiculous argument: if t.he oppressed 
have p:tT'fJiise loc:ked in their hearts~ then there must. be- some ext.ernal reason why they can not. live it, Inste9~d 

of local',ing respoEsibility in t,he self; ~arxism places blame on the other, I am HOt. free, becaUSe LQ.1L are sit.t.ing 
... " ". ... ., • ,; ., I 1 1\,,, " , • , " " " .... i, .' ~ I • 1 • 

on rile, 11 you teL, OIl, my llIe ~¥OUla ee perrecr, UI c:ourse~ you won'I. get OIr Qr yaur own free vlll1 ~l Kno~~ tnlS 
, -r ~, l, • , , • .,.,. ; '" i " ... •• 1 " r... ., • ~ , , • • , , " r. 

oec:ause 1 \>,TOUlOn' I. ell,r;el' II ~ weI'S YOU!I rnerelore~. 1. fEusr rnro\"T you GIl, NY responSlOllLI.Y is [.0 rnro\~ you OIl, 
., . ., " " , • <' ." , ,.", , ",," so tnat your eXp!OltatiVe ana repreSSIve aCtIOns Wlll no longer flinaer tte gooa~ess OI my llre, 

:f the reason you accept Marxism is because it seelES to have a realistic view of life otherwise ignored 
, " ,." 1 \" " " ... 'I '" \ \, .,. I "" " f\ 1 '., , oy morE ;:'·e.P1L~~11SL. V18HS! Gon r. De IOOleo, lJeS1CeS, mayoe r1?~rX S 11lS1grlI. lntO Lne eXlStenc.e or Ct nll~neI'~O 

1Hv';~il;',ia nf1f'\v:cr':J.f·';atjl-' W~Q 'li ; .• 1. j\)cr,·r~ f<In' an ha T'P"',C1UCr1 ii- hl1i \.'(';1) \!rt\lllr1 hava ;'0 htl nr·F;T-r.jl dCI1S(! iP Ut1n "'('ulnl!~f-
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which became an ideological hermeneutic through which ~ney first 

read their situation, and then their Bible. 

Since the Kairos Document stands on such shaky ground, 

philosophically, theologically, politically and historically, it 

does not really matter whether they do or do not support 

revolution/violence. Whatever action proposed from such a dubious 

base would be highly questionable. 

It seems then, that 'Prophetic Theology 1S not so prophetic 

after all, raising the question of whether or not it is even V 
possible to have a correct' ideology. 

According to the Human Sciences Research Council 

the root of ideology 1S a clash between conviction and vital 

" ., 
1n~ereSLS' . In other words, there is a feeling of guilt for not 

being able to meet a standard of behaviour one feels one ought to 

rneet, There is a schism between . . -lS and ... 
ougrn~ . 

To deal with this schism (rather than changing the behaviour, 

probably because it is preferred, even though it causes discomfort 

initially) an elaborate system of self-justification is developed. 

The more a person convinces themself and others of this 

justification, the more it usurps moral authority', It is not 

long before the system of justification becomes absolutised. At 

this stage it is ideology. 

From there, the ideology develops a life of its own- it begins 

O! the errors its philosophical categories calise wherever they are historically applied. 

Intergroup Relations ana " ., .... , 
l'lOClal llnang"e, 
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to hold the mind that once held it. It has its own logic and 

dynamic, which are necessary, because it cannot admit any 

deviation. The hSRC explain that at some point the ideology 

becomes dysfunctional in terms of its primary purpose, but it is 

still invested with the normative authority. 

For example, in South Africa the ideology of apartheid had 

normative authority, even long after it was clearly working against 

Tne happiness and well-being of the Afrikaner communi ty i t. ~,,"as 

initially set up to preserve. 

But as to whether one can espouse a correct ~ ideologs~, it 

seems that the answer is negative, since the root of ideology is in 

self-deception, and self-deception never leads to clear perception 

or appropriate act.ion. 

Theologically, it is impossible for Christians to hold a 

right ideology' because the ideology is always developed out of a 

process of self-justification. Since it is based in preservation 

of self and self-justification, ideology denies the message t.hat 

justification can only be by grace. It maKes a claim of self-

right.eousness, replacing God's Logos that all have fallen short, 

with its own mythos, which says all but me 

Therefore, all ideology sets itself up against. Christ; it iQ 

anti-Christ, and with such a thing, the Christian mind can have no 

communion. Just because such communion has gone on for centuries 

does not excuse t.he person who becomes conscious of the error now. 

Of course, everyone is unconscious about many of their own cult.ural 

assumptions and self-justifications- because some of them are 

/ 
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hidden so deeply in the human heart and mind that they are hidden 

from the self. 

Still, as far as it is possible to decide whether you will or 

will not align YOllrself Ivith a particular ideology, the Christian / 

decision which is prophetic must be against all such alignments. 

But wouldn't this make the Christian stance irrelevant in a 

concrete world? It would not make it clear, nor would it make it 

the sort of thing 1d"1ich masses could be easily rallied into 

supporting-- but it would certainly be relevant. 

'inlen asked ~ shall I , ~ . pay -caxes:' Jesus responded 
, , , 
. \\'[10 . S 

picture is that on the coin? .. then give to Caesar what is his, and 

to God what is His. This episode has many interpretations, but I 

cannot help noticing that what Jesus really did was to turn the 

whole thing back onto the asker. His response is you decide 

Glenn Tinder i i)8 explains that part of the nature of the 

prophetic stance is that it can only be maintained by individuals, 

because ultimately individu8 must assume responsibility for 

their own prophetic orientation. Ultimately, individual persons 

stand before God and are responsible to him as individuals. They 

cannot hide behind group identities, even though it may be tempting 

to seek solidarity in numbers. 

God does not judge people by majorities, but as persons. This 

is the flip side- the responsibility side- of their infinite worth 

as persons. Moreover, just as the prophetic stance has nothing to 

do with justifying people before God on the basis of participation 



in a critical mass or 'God's (more like .-. . ~. .. 
Lre~sr.·sl movement in 

history', the prophetic stance is not concerned with credibility. 

Far from being otherworldy and 
0-

irrelev~nt (although it 

appear to be at times), the prophetic stance makes itself relevant 

in a more radical way than any ideological alignment would permit 

it to be. It does not pick a side in a field of confronting 

interests; it stands right outside the field altogether, making the 

radical demand that one forgo all self-interest. 

This is 
tB 

standing I\n 
not the same thing 

the side lines. 

as sitting on the fence, 

Those options are 

or even 

neither 

confrontational, nor conciliatory. But the prophetic stance is so 

confrontational that it confronts all sides at once with the V 

declaration that they are a.Ll hopelessly wrong. Paradoxically, 

this declaration also applies to the one holding the prophetic 

stance- who is after all human. Therefore, the prophetic stance 

can have nothing to do with uncompromising condemnation of 'wrong 

becallse it h'ould mean condemning sel f . And the self has been 

redeemed in Christ. 

Except for Christ, the self would be condemned. This is the 

grace of God. Because of this grace, the person who takes the 

prophetic stance has no choice but to go right back out into a 

concrete world, no longer warring with evil as though self were 

righteous, but fig-htin.g EtS 
, l!}~ a peacemaKer . I~o longer fightirlg 

• 'n 

iU~I always wonaer why ,., ., " , . 
110eratlCn tneologlans read the Serillon on the Haunt 9,S t.hough all it said ~¥ere 

~blessed are the poor~ 1'1 tc whic.h they always add) therefore revolut.ion!! But Jf:SUS also said the blind were 
bless~dl for they shall seer, ,I have not yet. seen liberation theologians advoeat.ing healing services. f.!1G t.nen 
there is the line 'blessed are the peaCe[aRers. I I! which seems to escape their attention entirely I 
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from within the inevitability of a dialectic) but necessarily 

fighting the dialectic itself through the establishment of 

dialogue: fighting to free paths for dialogue between man and man, 

and between man and God. 

It would be no surprise, then, if maintaining the prophetic ./ 

stance were a very lonely affair. And yet, if one is in the Body 

of Christ, one is hardly alone: one 1S surrounded by one s 

brothers. Without the whole Body, no part would go anywhere. 

So, when truly prophetic people I ike Beyers Naude, Father 

Huddleston, or Desmond Tutu stick out like si tting ducks ln a 

shooting range, it is because they are propped up by the support of 

countless numbers of less visible people. 
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