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SUMMARY 

 

PARADIGM SHIFT IN SOUTH AFRICAN  

DUTCH REFORMED SOCIAL THEOLOGY (1974-1990) 

Mark Robert Kreitzer 

 

 On the surface, Church and Society’s new social theology desires to maintain 

faithfulness to a classic Reformed, culture-transforming worldview.  It fails because it 

instead adopts a futurist eschatology and an individual based social-ethical system.  This it 

borrows from contemporary theologies which are similar to the Radical Reformation in 

these two respects.  Like modern futurist theologies, C&S’ church centered ecclesiology 

and eschatology cuts itself off from a literal creation.  Furthermore, like modern 

theologies, C&S is influenced by a non-covenantal and a non-Trinitarian dualistic 

philosophy.  This it shares with medieval, neo-orthodox, and Radical Reformation 

theologies.   

 In addition, C&S rejects the classic Dutch Reformed definition of biblical 

infallibility and the Heidelberg Catechism’s view of justice based on biblical law.  Instead, 

it adopts a humanist philosophy of rights based on United Nations humanistic norms.  The 

result is a covert radicalism seeking to realize a postulated future, holistic kingdom in 

today’s social structures.  

 In conclusion, the classic covenantal perspective based on biblical law and the 

philosophical presuppositions that C&S shares with the above mentioned dualist 

theologies cannot be fused as C&S attempts. 

 This volume, like C&S rejects apartheid.  However, unlike C&S it still 

acknowledges a covenantal worldview founded on the infallible Word, literal creation 

design-norms, and a long-term optimistic hope.  This alternative social theology allows for 

self-determining ethno-cultures under God in both church and civil arenas.  At the same 

time, this volume holds to the ideal of visible structures of unity church and civil unity, 

modeled on the Trinity.  This biblical alternative also provides for social compassion and 

impartial justice for all, including aliens and the poor. In addition, this volume proposes 

mandatory biblical norms for evaluating whether ethno-churches make or break the unity 

of Christ’ Body in the new covenant.  It suggests a structure for a visible federation of 

ethno-churches and non-ethnic based churches.  

 Lastly,  this volume contrasts two models for transforming culture: an updated 

classic, Reformed model and a neo-Radical model advocated by neo-orthodox theology 

and Theologies of Hope. The volume concludes that the NGK has embarked on the long 

process of falling away from a biblical view of the relationship of Scripture and church to 

social systems.  It is an anti-Reformational paradigm shift. 
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PREFACE 

 PROBLEM, SIGNIFICANCE, AND PRESUPPOSITIONS 

Background 

 Theologians of virtually every branch of the worldwide church have critiqued 

Afrikaner, Dutch Reformed social theology1 (Regehr 1979; Hexham 1981; Serfontein 

1982; De Gruchy and Villa-Vicencio 1983; Botha 1984; Kinghorn and others 1986; De 

Gruchy 1986, 1991; Loubser 1987).  Especially poignant was the international church's 

criticism of Afrikaner “apartheid” missiology (see Adonis 1982; Lombard 1985).  Partially 

in response to this criticism, the 1974 General Synod of the Nederduitse Gereformeerde 

Kerk (NGK)2 produced a definitive defense of their doctrine of separate churches for 

distinct racial and ethnic groups, entitled Human Relations and the South African Scene in 

the Light of Scripture (HRLS).  Developed over decades (Van der Walt 1963; Botha 

1984; Loubser 1987), HRLS was also a biblical and theological defense of the NGK’s 

Kuyperian-influenced doctrine of the relationship of the church to society (Durand 1985; 

Strauss 1995).  

 The attack upon the teaching exemplified by the HRLS document, however, 

intensified.  The World Alliance of Reformed Churches (WARC), the Reformed 

Ecumenical Synod (RES),3 the Lutheran World Federation (LWF), the South African 

Council of Churches (SACC), and the World Council of Churches (WCC) all put 

increasing pressure on the NGK to abandon their doctrine of how Scripture applies to the 

transformation of society and urged them to rejoin the world theological consensus (De 

Gruchy 1986).  

                                                

 1By “Dutch Reformed,” I mean the Nederduitse Gereformeerde Kerk, the largest of the three 

major Afrikaner dominated denominations at the time period covered (1974-1992).  For a similar use of 

the term “social theology,” see Kinghorn 1990a, 21.  See also definitions.  

 2The largest Afrikaner, Reformed church in the RSA. 



 Many churches associated with the WCC declared that all theological 

justification of social or group separation in church and society was evil.  They declared: 

“Apartheid is a heresy” (Villa-Vicencio and De Gruchy 1983).  The vision of the WCC, its 

South African affiliate, the South African Council of Churches, and related institutions, 

such as the Institute for Contextual Theology, was to establish a sign of the kingdom of 

God in South Africa by creating the opposite of the apartheid order: a non-sexist, non-

racist, non-classist democratic state and a unified church built on the same presuppositions 

(see Webb 1994; ICT 1991; WCC–PCR 1991).  

 Under great internal and international pressure, the NGK General Synod 

decided in 1982 to revise Human Relations and the South African Scene in the Light of 

Scripture (HRLS).  Instead of a revision that reworked non-biblical elements, the 

appointed commission actually wrote a new document: Church and Society: A  

Testimony of the Dutch Reformed Church (Ned Geref Kerk) (C&S).  The General Synod 

adopted it in 1986 and revised it in 1990.   

 Kinghorn reports that C&S shifted “from a purely ideological position [on 

apartheid] to a pragmatic, ideological position,” though it had within itself possibilities for 

a more comprehensive change (Kinghorn 1990a, 29). C&S reflected the emerging 

majority consensus within the NGK, which rejected the older, Kuyperian theology but was 

not yet ready to make a clean break with apartheid practice. 

 In the years between the writing of HRLS (1974) and the adoption of C&S 

(1986), a rapid and virtually unnoticed paradigm shift in the theology taught in the NGK’s 

seminaries had gained ascendancy among the ministers of the NGK.  This shift, begun at 

least in the mid to late sixties and accelerating rapidly in the seventies and early eighties, 

reflected the growing influence of the theology of Karl Barth mediated through the once 

orthodox Dutch theologians such as G. C. Berkouwer and H. Ridderbos.  

 It was only as late as the 1960’s, and particularly in the early 1970’s, 

that the Barthian resistance . . . began to take hold among young Afrikaner 

theologians and new thoughts with a definite Barthian flavour made significant 

inroads into the debate on church and society. (Durand 1988, 122)   

 Using Adrio König, educated in Holland during the 1960s as an example, 

                                                                                                                                            

 3Now the Reformed Ecumenical Council (REC). 



Hendrikus Berkhof also acknowledges this shift:  

 König is among those theologians in South Africa who are 

attempting to break away from a traditional fundamentalist approach to the 

Bible typical of an older Dutch generation raised on the neo-Calvinism of 

Abraham Kuyper. . . . 

 [G. C.] Berkouwer . . . drew, particularly during the second half of 

his professorship, very near to [Karl] Barth.  Many brilliant Afrikaner students 

sat at his feet. . . . 

 The influence of Berkouwer and other leading Netherlands 

theologians has broadened the outlook of the younger generation of Afrikaner 

theologians, who occupy several chairs of theology in South Africa.  They are 

no longer satisfied simply to repeat what a previous generation of Netherlands 

theologians have said. (Berkhof 1982, viii) 

This Barthian theology is much in evidence in both Church and Society 1986 and the 

revised 1990 edition. 

Significance 

 The new paradigm for social theology that Church and Society (1986 and 

1990) introduces includes a model for socio-cultural transformation.  This includes an 

implicit — sometimes explicit — goal to overturn the former social structures.  This goal 

desires, first of all, to remove the socially divisive apartheid societal structures.  Secondly, 

this goal desires to replace the old structures with new, more equalitarian, democratic 

structures.  These new inclusive social structures emphasize the collective whole of South 

African humanity over any separate, exclusive part of that humanity, such as gender, race, 

tribe or ethno-cultural group.  Social unity, thus, is most important.  Social diversity 

possesses merely secondary importance as a means of serving unity.  Unity is a goal of 

greater eschatological importance than social diversity.   

 If this description of the paradigm shift is indeed correct, the new paradigm is 

much more akin to ideological worldviews postulating the correctness of holism.  Holism 

has a logical corollary: the primary goodness of social collectivism as the foundational 

presupposition of thought.  This new ideological paradigm would then be similar, though 

in a moderated form, to the missiology adopted by WCC circles.   

 This same type of “new mission” (McGavran and Glasser 1983) is slowly being 

introduced into evangelical missiology by the contextualization and holistic evangelism 

movement (see Heldenbrand 1993; Larkin 1992).  This new direction of South African 



Dutch Reformed social theology could serve the evangelical and Reformed communities 

worldwide as an important experiment from which to observe and learn.  A Reformed, 

missiological evaluation of the new paradigm found in C&S (1990) could be a significant 

addition to the corpus of missiological and theological research. 

 Lastly, I am seeking to develop a cross-culturally valid, missiological paradigm 

for a social theology.  The goal is to develop a model that would aid in helping transform 

all cultures according to biblical principles.  The conclusion is designed, in part, to 

summarize the various aspects of the model and synthesize them into a complete culture 

transformation paradigm.  My desire is to significantly serve the global missional 

community, which has been discussing this theme of indigenization, contextualization, and 

culture transformation for at least a generation (see e.g., Nida 1954; Kraft 1979; Larkin 

1992).   

 The problem I am addressing, therefore, is the paradigm shift that occurred 

when the NGK adopted and published Church and Society (1986, 1990).  This new 

paradigm of social theology must be evaluated against a classic Reformed standard to 

detect if the NGK, by means of C&S, is moving away from its Reformational heritage.  A 

key hypothesis is that the NGK is moving toward  accepting many of the social theological 

presuppositions used by the World Council of Churches and the South African Council of 

Churches. The NGK I contend has moved away from an apartheid social theology 

(HRLS) towards another syncretistic, ideologically influenced social theology while 

passing over other more biblical and Reformational alternatives. 

 In summary, then, my purpose is to evaluate the NGK’s new social theology 

from a five-fold model for social theology.  This model social theology includes the 

following classic Reformational world and life view presuppositions:4 (1) Scripture is 

infallible and without error (Van Til 1967a, 1967b; Geisler 1980; Woodbridge 1982).  (2) 

Eschatology is optimistic and victorious (Campbell 1954; DeJong 1970; Kik 1971; Murray 

1971; Gage 1984; Gentry 1990, 1992; North 1990a).  (3)  The Trinity serves as an 

interpretative key (Van Til 1967a; Rushdoony 1971a, 1978c; Potgieter 1990).  (4)  The 

                                                

 4The author has rearranged, reconceptualized, and renamed the five presuppositions 

originally gleaned from North and Chilton (North and Chilton 1983; North 1987a, 1990a). 



covenant binds family, church and civil governments (Carney 1964; Robertson 1980; 

Sutton 1987; Van der Waal 1990).  (5) The grace of the redemption of Christ, who applies 

both tables of the Decalogue are to transform the family, church and civil governments 

(e.g., see Rushdoony 1973, 1986;5 Kaiser 1983, 1987; Wright 1983; Bahnsen 1985; 

Poythress 1991; Klein, Blomberg, Hubbard 1993).   

 This model then generates five questions, each of which is based upon the 

classic Reformational presuppositions given above.  Each question is foundational to the 

following question, so that each flows directly into the next:  (1) What view of biblical 

authority does C&S’ social theology adopt? (2) What is the eschatological viewpoint of 

C&S’ social theology? (3) What understanding of the Trinity governs the thought 

structures of C&S’ social theology? (4) What understanding of the covenant is used to 

explain social and ethno-cultural interactions in C&S’ social theology? (5) What view of 

the applicability of the principles of both tablets of the Decalogue is found in C&S’ social 

theology?  

Parameters of Study 

 Because of the scope of the subject, I must exclusively limit analysis to the 

Nederduitse Gereformeerde Kerk’s social theology as it is expounded in the policy 

document Church and Society and its antecedents.  The social theologies of the two sister 

Dutch Reformed denominations, the Gereformeerde Kerk van Suid-Afrika (GKSA) or the 

Hervormde Kerk van Suid-Afrika (HKSA) must be subjects of other works.  I will also 

not deal with the social theologies of the NGK’s mission churches in southern Africa other 

than to compare, illustrate or contrast at several points.  Second, this study will limit itself 

to the three crucial General Synods of the NGK (1982, 1986, 1990).  These General 

Synods decided to commission, to approve and then to revise Church and Society.   

 Last, a missional social theology seeks to interpret and address God’s word to 

the whole man and hence must use and interpret data from the study of man as found in 

                                                

 5Reviewing recent history of Afrikaner, Dooyeweerdian dissent on apartheid, Hexham 

mentioned that R. J. Rushdoony could “provide an intellectual bridge between [these Dooyeweerdian] 

group[s] and English speaking Calvinists” in South Africa (Hexham 1981, 194).  While disagreeing 

significantly with him in certain areas, this author has attempted to use Rushdoony’s insights as just such 



the social sciences (Conn 1984; Hiebert 1985; Bosch 1992).6  However, the concept of a 

paradigm shift comes from the philosophy of science through the work of Kuhn (Kuhn 

1970; see Bosch 1992 for discussion of use in missiological research).  Thus to borrow a 

metaphor from computer science, missiology and a missional social theology is the 

interface between theology and the social sciences.   

 Without accepting all of its presuppositions, I also use a key insight from 

theoretical hermeneutics in seeking to understand and evaluate C&S.  This basic insight is 

used in “theology, philosophy, and literary criticism” (Patton 1990, 88) and claims that all 

human thought and language occurs within a cultural and environmental context.7  In 

other words, theoretical hermeneutics constantly asks: “What are the conditions [i.e., 

context] under which a human act took place or a product [e.g., C&S] was produced that 

makes it possible to interpret its meanings?” (Patton 1990, 88).  Thus I have attempted to 

pay careful attention to the social, cultural, theological, and political context within which 

the General Synod document was produced.  

 Last, please notice that I am examining and evaluating the worldview 

presuppositions of C&S (1990), using primarily the insights of various Reformational 

presuppositional apologists.  Only through careful analysis of the theological and 

philosophical background of the concepts in C&S can the various underlying 

presuppositions of C&S be discovered.  Furthermore, I will often push these concepts to 

their logical extreme in order to show the end result of the direction the C&S document is 

moving the leaders and people of the Dutch Reformed Church of South Africa. 

Sources of Research 

 Furthermore, this descriptive and evaluative study must necessarily give primary 

attention to documents in Afrikaans, the original language in which C&S was written.  

                                                                                                                                            

an “intellectual bridge” to help all South Africans develop a more biblical social theology.  

 6Bosch (1992, 368-507) discusses the emerging ecumenical missionary paradigm using 

insights from various social and theological sciences, e.g. “Mission as the Quest for Justice,” “Mission as 

Contextualization,” “Mission as Inculturation.” 

 7This is not to imply that all thought is contextually determined and hence has no validity 

outside of that context.  This would make all language mutually non-understandable cross-culturally and 

if the point were to be pushed, even between two individuals within their own personal contexts (see 

Stackhouse 1988 for a good critique of this contextualist theory). 



However, because the scholarly discussion in languages other than Afrikaans has occurred 

primarily in English, Dutch, and German, I will cite English translations of several 

important works in these languages as well.  

 Second, because I was personally present in South Africa working for a 

research institute funded by the DRC, I will sometimes use my own personal experience in 

the NGK as well as personal interviews with key players when necessary for elucidating or 

establishing a point.   

Note on Organization 

 Because of the large mass of written information on the subject, the first 

chapter will review the significant background literature discussing the theological and 

missiological assumptions found in C&S.  Furthermore, it will discuss and evaluate some 

of the relevant literature on C&S that has appeared over the years since its appearance. 

 Each of the next five chapters will cover one of the five presuppositions of the 

Reformational culture transformation paradigm I have developed. Each chapter will 

evaluate the data derived from C&S to discover whether it measures up to a classic 

Reformed social theology.  

Presuppositions 

 1. The twin doctrines of the covenant and the kingdom are the unifying theme 

throughout Scripture (Robertson 1980; Sutton 1987; Van der Waal 1990; Spykman 

1992).  The covenantal relationship between man as the vicegerent of God and God as 

suzerain of his kingdom is comprehensive, involving all of life.  It unites into one 

perspective the cultural mandate of creation with the   redemption covenant mandate of 

the mediatorial king, Jesus.  This mandate is none other than the Great Commission in its 

various forms (see Gentry 1990).  Robertson describes this relationship aptly:  

 The total life-involvement of the covenant relationship provides the 

framework for considering the connection between the “great commission” and 

the “cultural mandate.”  Entrance into God's kingdom may occur only by 

repentance and faith, which requires the preaching of the gospel.  This “gospel,” 

however, must not be conceived of in the narrowest possible terms.  It is the 

gospel of the “kingdom.” It involves discipling men to Jesus Christ.  Integral to 

that discipling process is the awakening of an awareness of the obligations of 



man to the totality of God's creation.  Redeemed man, remade in God's image, 

must fulfill — even surpass — that which was originally determined for the first 

man.  In such a manner, the mandate to preach the gospel and the mandate to 

form a culture glorifying to God merge with one another. (Robertson 1980, 83) 

 In summary, “by sovereign design, the Garden was destined to become a City” 

(Spykman 1992, 256).  The Fall into sin was only a temporary obstacle to that goal, but 

the redemption in Christ has overcome every obstacle sin erected (Ro 5:12ff).   

 2.  The idea of covenant is intimately related to that of the kingdom of God, and 

both are a “bi-unitary index to the meaning of the creation.”  Neither is independent of the 

other but are “two sides of a single coin.”  They begin and end together and are “alike in 

their depth of meaning and coterminous in their cosmic scope” (Spykman 1992, 257-258).  

The concept of covenant connotes an “abiding charter,” whereas the concept of kingdom 

implies the idea of an “on going program.”  Thus “kingdom may . . . be conceived of as 

covenant looking forward with gathering momentum toward its final fulfillment” 

(Spykman 1992, 258). 

 Covenant and kingdom are “interchangeable realities” having a common origin 

in the Creator, cover the same terrain, and “involve the same people” (Spykman 1992, 

258).  Therefore, at the beginning of the creation, mankind was covenanted into the 

kingdom of the triune God who reigns over all things in heaven and earth (Ps 103:17-22).  

As a result, God's “royal authority . . . proclaims his covenantal claim on his creatures” 

(Spykman 1992, 258).  Man and all creatures are responsible to thank, trust, and obey the 

Creator (Ro 1:18-30).   

 Without the historic Reformational emphasis upon the close connection 

between an all encompassing covenantal kingdom and a redemption that extends as far as 

the creation was affected by the Fall (Ro 8:18-22), these concepts are reduced to an 

“exclusive salvific reality,” leading the people of God inexorably into a “dualist worldview, 

structured along nature-creation/grace-covenant lines” (Spykman 1992, 261). 

 3. The growth and victory of the Kingdom of God, in King Jesus, is the goal of 

the missio Dei. “He shall reign until He makes His enemies a footstool under His feet” 

(see 1Co 15:22-28; Eph 1:10 NIV). 

 4. The family, church, and civil governments are created to be structural means 

of glorifying the Creator.  Hence, though the people in them are fallen, the structures in 



themselves are not.  They can be included in the Kingdom of God and Christ.  The goal, 

purpose and meaning of these institutions involves the outshining of God's glory into the 

surrounding moral darkness of the peoples of earth (see Mt 4:15ff; Isa 9:1).  All societal 

groups must center around His majesty! 

Definitions of Terms 

 1. Ethnic Solidarity (ESOL) and Ethnic Solidarity Principle (ESOP).  A 

Reformational alternative to Homogeneous Units (HU) and the Homogeneous Unit 

Principle (HUP) (see Kreitzer 2009).  A self-identified people group, bound by a common 

language, covenanted religion, territory, custom, and history.  

 2. General or Universal Equity.  A principle of evenhandedness, justice and 

neighbor love (charity) found in every judicial law and defining both impartial justice 

(social and legal-system ethics) and loving righteousness (individual and interpersonal 

ethics) (see especially Kaiser, 1983, 1987; also Wright 1983; Bahnsen 1985; Poythress 

1991; and Klein, Blomberg, and Hubbard 1993 for works that seek to develop a 

hermeneutic with which to discover universal equity in culture-enclothed biblical 

legislation). 

 3. Holism.  A word coined by South African Prime Minister, Jan Smuts.  It 

emphasizes that particulars are evolving into wholes, which are above, apart from, and 

more important than any separate part.  Philosophically, holism is similar to Platonism and 

aspects of Hegelianism (Smuts 1935/1987; Beukes 1989).   

 4.  Neo-Puritan.8  The label the author chooses to apply to his five 

presuppositions of Reformational social theology.  This reflects a desire to identify with 

the culture transforming spirit of sixteenth and seventeenth century Anglo-American 

Puritans.  It also reflects a desire to incorporate many of the biblical insights of nineteenth- 

and twentieth-century Dutch, Dutch-American, and Afrikaner neo-Calvinists (e.g., A. 

Kuyper, C. A. Van Til, H. G. Stoker, and H. Dooyeweerd).  Both groups desired the 

purity of the individual, family, and church but also all of society, as each sphere of life 

                                                

 8Several have noticed a similar desire in other writers: Mouw and Yoder 1989 (CRC and 

Mennonite), Barron 1992, Bowman 1988 (evangelical), House and Ice 1988 (dispensational), and Gabbert 



submits to the grace and law of King Jesus.9  

 5. Social Theology.  The outworking of theology into the various social 

spheres, defining their content, boundaries, and interrelationships.  Social theology thus 

includes the sub-discipline of social ethics.  As such, social theology is defined here as a 

branch of missiology that deals with the conversion and transformation of culture (see 

Stoker 1941; North 1990; Rushdoony 1970, 1978b, 1986, etc.).   

 6. Wholism.  The concept that reality must not be seen in terms of a dualism 

between matter and form, nature and grace, form and freedom, good and eternal spirit, or 

transitory and carnal flesh.  Instead, all of life, both body and spirit, physical and spiritual, 

nature and grace, are good in themselves because they are created by the Word.  Both can 

be instruments of evil when controlled by the “devil who holds them captive to do his will” 

(2Ti 2:26; Eph 2:1-2) or instruments of righteousness when they are ruled by the Holy 

Spirit (Ro 6:12-14).  

                                                                                                                                            

1991 (Southern Baptist). 

 9Examples of modern Anglo-American writers who profess to be influenced by both 

movements and who seem to have mutually influenced one another are Francis Schaeffer, Thomas Rose, 

E. Calvin Beisner, C. A. Van Til, George Grant, R. J. Rushdoony, Herbert Schlossberg, Stephen Perks, F. 

Nigel Lee, Gary DeMar, E. L. Hebdon-Taylor, James Jordan, Vern Poythress, Kenneth Gentry, John 

Whitehead, Greg Bahnsen, John Frame, Walter Kaiser, C. J. H. Wright, and Gary North.  

 Theonomy or Reconstructionism is a sub-set of a larger group drawing inspiration from these 

two movements.  This author dissents from the theonomic theocracy movement for its 

 1. Reductionist tendencies: Overemphasizing the Mosaic outline of a just society while 

attenuating the apostolic interpretation of the law (Gal 5:13-26).  Christianity teaches a Christonomic 

Christocracy (Gal 6:2; 1Co 9:21; Ps(s) 2, 110, Ac 2:32-36; Eph 1:20-23) (i.e., Christ’s law with Christ’s 

reign).   

 2. Anachronistic tendencies: Virtual neglect of the Spirit of the resurrected Christ and under-

emphasis on his fruit, which produces a gracious and patient character (Ps 37; Jn 7:37-39; Eph 1:3-18; 

Gal 2:18-3:15).  

 3.  Sectarian tendencies: Several of the movement’s most outspoken leaders and authors have 

broken off from larger bodies to form purified groups of disciples.  These groups are often marked with an 

authoritarian leadership style. 

 Too often Theonomists miss the New Testament emphasis upon peace, wisdom, gentleness, 

and patience, which creates a unity of love and truth (Eph 4:1-7; Col 3:11-17; Gal 6:1-5; Php 2:1-11; Jas 

3:13-18; 1Jn 4:7-11).  Too often leaders and followers have a sarcastic and unkind manner of addressing 

opponents (1Ti 2:22-26).  

 4.  Syncretistic tendencies: A major compromise with Libertarianism so that, for example, 

some advocate unbanning destructive and addictive street drugs, others believe a Theonomic order could 

not ban pornography nor control immigration.  Actually, all these areas are controlled by legitimate 

deductions from relevant case law. 

 5.  Biblicistic tendencies: The error of mandating that all non-ceremonial Mosaic death 

penalties be always enforced.  This neglects the compassion principle inherent to the law of Moses, which 

allows a living victim to plead with a judge for a lessened penalty if it is in the victim’s best interest.   



 

CHAPTER ONE 

BACKGROUND LITERATURE 

Introduction 

 The General Synod of the NGK “decided in 1982 ‘that the synodical statement 

entitled: Human Relations and the South African Scene in the Light of Scripture, should 

be completely revised, for consideration by the next General Synod.’ (Acta Synodi p 

1182)” (General Synodical Commission 1987, 1).  This was revised, slightly condensed 

into two chapters, and reprinted as Church and Society 1990 (General Synodical 

Commission 1991).10 

 The first chapter is entitled “Basic Scriptural Principles.”  It includes discussions 

on the doctrines of (1) Biblical authority, hermeneutics, and its kingdom-focus; (2) the 

church; and (3) “the church and group relationships.”  This review will refer to this section 

as the normative or principial section of the C&S document. 

 The second chapter is “Some Practical Implications.”  It includes four main 

divisions:  The NGK and (1) “the ecclesiastical situation in Southern Africa,” (2) practical 

matters such as membership, accreditation of ministers, visitors and joint meetings, (3) the 

mission and diaconal task, and (4) other spheres of life including the relationship of the 

NGK to the Afrikaner people (volk); to political models, civil government, society, 

“marriage in a multicultural society”; and to education (General Synodical Commission 

1991, n.p.). This review will refer to the second chapter as the practical or application 

section of the C&S document. 

 This review of the literature concerning C&S will include a historical survey 

and analysis of the missiological and theological background literature of the C&S.  It will 

discuss the relationship between the former General Synod decision, HRLS and the C&S, 

                                                

 10Henceforth C&S (1986) and C&S (1990) respectively.  The 1986 edition had three chapters.  



its revision.  The review will survey the ecclesiastical pressure to abandon HRLS, the 

NGK’s movement towards consensus with the NGSK’s Belhar Confession and 

reintegration with the world conciliar movement.   

 

Historical Survey of the Missiological Background 

Literature on Church and Society  

 The literature discusses several background factors that influenced the NGK’s 

decision to adopt Church and Society in the watershed synod of 1986.  Apartheid social 

theology developed historically from missiological roots.  

DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  ooff  AAppaarrtthheeiidd  SSoocciiaall  TThheeoollooggyy  

 First of all, apartheid social theology did not reach the zenith of its development 

until the 1974 General Synod of the NGK, which approved Ras, Volk en Nasie en 

Volkereverhouding in die Lig van die Skrif, sometimes also called the report of the 

Landman Commission in the literature.11  The document was released to the world with 

the English title Human Relations in the Light of Scripture (HRLS) and gave a qualified 

approval of separate or parallel development (HRLS 13.6-7).12  

 In response to severe worldwide criticism of this justification of a “separating” 

                                                                                                                                            

The first chapter was dropped and briefly summarized in the preface of C&S (1990). 

 11The literal translation is Race, [Afrikaner] People and [South African] Nation and 

Relationships between Peoples in the Light of Scripture.  HRLS primarily focused on the relationship 

between the Afrikaner volk, and the various ethno-racial groups in the South African society. 

 12“13.6  . . .  From the fact that the existence of a diversity of people is accepted as a relative, 

but nevertheless real, premise, one may infer that the New Testament allows for the possibility that a 

given country may decide to regulate its inter-people relationships on the basis of separate development – 

considering its own peculiar circumstances, with due respect for the basic norms which the Bible 

prescribes for the regulation of social relations (cf. proposition 3.2.8) and after careful consideration of all 

possible solutions offered.  When such a country honestly comes to the conclusion that the ethical norms 

for ordering social relationships, i.e. love of one’s neighbour and social justice, can best be realized on the 

basis of parallel development, and if such a conviction is based on factual reasoning, the choice of parallel 

development can be justified in the light of what the Bible teaches (RES, Grand Rapids, p. 32 and 225, 

RES Lunteren, p. 340 and RES, Sydney, p. 330)[sic].  

 13.7  According to the New Testament, the danger of a sinful separation of peoples is 

ever present in the diversity of peoples.  The church of Jesus Christ should at all times take 

cognisance of those situations which may promote estrangement and must do everything in its power 

to establish mutual understanding and respect, to talk over problems and to build bridges which will 

prevent the diversity from becoming a sinful spiritual estrangement” (HRLS 13.6-7, bold in original). 



social theology, the 1982 General Synod mandated that a commission13 revise and update 

the 1974 document, HRLS.  The decision to revise HRLS came several years too late to 

stop the severe ecumenical reaction to the General Synod’s official apartheid theology, 

moderate as it was.14 For example, HRLS was “the document that was responsible in large 

part for the action taken by the WARC in 1982 against the NGK” (Villa-Vicencio 1986, 

9).  Church and Society, adopted in 1986, was the NGK’s official response to the criticism 

of HRLS.  

MMiissssiioollooggiiccaall  BBaacckkggrroouunndd  ooff  HHRRLLSS  aanndd  CC&&SS  

 Second, it is necessary to put HRLS and its revision, C&S, in their proper 

missiological context.  HRLS was a fairly comprehensive apologia for the NGK’s mission 

strategy.  It provided a summary of the “theological apology for the philosophical concept 

of the diversity of nations.”  This apology then attempts “to state the theological case for 

ethnicity as the root order of humanity and thus also the root order for socio-political as 

well as ecclesiastical structures”  (Kinghorn 1990b, 27). 

Historical Development of NGK’s Missiology 

 HRLS was the crystallization of a long process of missiological and theological 

reflection.  The process actually began in the early colonial days when the largely Dutch 

Reformed colonists in the Cape of Good Hope, under the influence of faulty views of the 

doctrine of the covenant, began to see themselves as exclusively Christian.  The natives, 

on the other hand, were virtually non-convertible kaffirs, an Arabic term borrowed from 

Muslim slaves, meaning “infidel” or “heathen,” but now used in Afrikaans in a derogatory 

sense.  Jonathan N. Gerstner’s published dissertation, The Thousand Generation 

Covenant: Dutch Reformed Covenant Theology and Group Identity in Colonial South 

                                                

 

 13Made up of missiologists and theologians, including C. Boshoff (Prof. of Missiology: UP), J. 

Heyns (Prof. of Dogmatics: U.P.), and P. A. Verhoef (Prof. Of Old Testament: US). 

 14For an insider perspective of the revision process, see Kerk en Samelewing in Oëskou 

(Boshoff 1987).  Boshoff describes the context in which HRLS was revised and C&S was produced as one 

of increasing ecumenical criticism of the NGK.  First was the accusation that the NGK was a “false 

church because it has violated the unity of the church” through the policy of planting “separate daughter 

churches.”  Secondly, the NGK was “accused of heresy because it made a theology of apartheid and with it 



Africa, 1652-1814, describes this early process in great detail (Gerstner 1991; see review 

by Kreitzer 1994).15  

 The published dissertation by NGSK missiology professor, J. C. Adonis, Die 

Afgebreekte Skeidsmuur weer Opgebou (The Broken Down Dividing Wall Rebuilt), is the 

classic critical documentation of the process of developing a separate mission church for 

Afrikaans-speaking “Cape Coloureds.”  The ecclesiastical process began in 1858.  At that 

time, the General Synod of the Dutch Reformed Church in the Cape decided to allow the 

separation of the “Creole”16 Afrikaner parishioners from the “Dutch” Afrikaner church 

members at the Lord’s Supper.  This process culminated in the founding of the NG 

Sending Kerk in 1881 for the “Creole” Afrikaners (Adonis 1982).   

 By 1935 the policy of separate churches for distinct peoples had been solidified 

and shaped into a solid missiological doctrine adopted by the Federal Council of the NG 

Kerke, the forerunner of the present NGK.   

 

 This policy played an immeasurable role in the NGK.  It was quickly 

used for more than merely a yardstick for missionary activities.  Because of the 

lack of a social theological criteria in the church, it was also put into use in the 

judging of political ideas including, naturally, the question of apartheid. 

(Kinghorn 1986a, 87) 

 J. Kinghorn, charts this whole process of development in Die Groei van ‘n 

Teologie – van Sendingbeleid tot Verskeidenheidsteologie (The Growth of a Theology — 

from Mission Policy to a Theology of Diversity) (Kinghorn 1986a; see also Smith 1980; 

Botha 1984; Loubser 1987; see Van der Walt 1963 for a summary of this process from an 

indigenous church perspective). 

Summary of Missiological Background 

 HRLS was the apex of the NGK’s theological support for planting 

                                                                                                                                            

raised irreconcilability [of races and peoples] to a basic [scriptural] principle” (Boshoff 1987, 6). 

 15Gerstner lays to rest several myths regarding the growth of apartheid missiology and 

theology.  D. Akenson’s God’s Peoples: Covenant and Land in South Africa, Israel, and Ulster (Akenson 

1992) documents this debate.  His thesis is that Afrikaners were influenced from the beginning by a 

Calvinistic covenantal model leading to a exclusivist, “us” versus “them” worldview. 

 16This term, coined by Christiaan L. Jordaan of Pretoria, would perhaps be a less offensive, 

non-race based term. 



autochthonous, self-governing daughter churches for each ethno-racial group.  After its 

adoption, HRLS’ opponents’ primary goal was to substitute a policy emphasizing one 

unified Reformed church for Southern Africa.  Adonis, for one, summarizes the reasons 

for this goal.  First, the older NGK mission policy was “synonymous with the ‘apartheid 

policy.’”  Second, the relationship between the churches should no longer be one of 

mother to daughter but a relationship between mature sister churches.  Therefore, the 

NGK should cease to control the younger churches as immature daughters but should be 

in relationship with them “in all circumstances as equally worthy of the status of the 

church” (Adonis 1982, 207; emphasis in original).   

 The implication, according to Adonis, is that if there is indeed only one church 

of Christ according to the Scripture, and if all younger churches equally possess the status 

of “the church,” then there should be in fact as well as theory only one church of Christ.  

Thus there is no justification for the concept of mission churches or mother-daughter 

church relations.  The NGK thus is mandated by Christ to unite into one structure with the 

churches they planted.  This is Adonis’ proposal as well as that of his church’s Belhar 

Confession. 

 This conclusion seems to be an understandable reaction to the policy of a volk-

based, apartheid missiology.  Ironically, in most other sectors of the world following the 

Second World War, in the years of anti-colonial and liberation sentiment, many younger 

churches wanted exactly the opposite.  These younger churches usually desired structural 

independence and equal status with the planting church, wanting the right to control their 

own theological, linguistic, cultural and financial direction under God (see Beyerhaus 

1956, 1964).17 

 Several Dutch missiologists and their Afrikaans-speaking disciples (see e.g., 

Hoekendijk 1948; Verkuyl 1978; Adonis 1982; Bosch 1991; see Padilla 1985 for Latin 

American perspective) 

oppose independent ethno-churches on principle.  Church growth (e.g., McGavran and 

                                                

 17Unification with the planting church seems rarely, if ever, to have been an issue except 

perhaps in cases of close geographic proximity (see Wagner 1979, 1981 for discussion of the opposite 

situation in the North American context). 



Wagner), German (e.g., Warneck and Gutmann), and Afrikaner (e.g., HRLS) volk–based 

missiologies, they claim, divide the unity of the church, which is one in essence.  

Therefore, it should be structurally one in fact.  Second, these non-ethnic missiologists 

claim that emphasizing the ethno-cultural distinctiveness in church planting is actually 

building upon the divisions of the fallen first creation.  Hence it is not building on the 

unities of the eschaton, the New Creation.   

 They claim, thus, that any emphasis upon the created uniqueness of the peoples 

of the earth is exclusivistic.  The gospel on the other hand is inclusivistic, breaking down 

gender, ethnic, class, and racial divisions.  They conclude that no people has any New 

Testament authority to express their uniqueness within the universal church by means of 

ethno-linguistically distinct self-governing, self-financing, self-propagating, and self-

theologizing ethno-church structures.  To teach otherwise would be to teach an essentially 

heretical form of apartheid missiology.18  The NGSK’s Belhar Confession, the WARC 

decision on apartheid as heresy, supported their inclusivist perspective.  

 In conclusion, instead of divisive, creation-based structures, inclusivist 

missiologists teach that the church is one “new fellowship [that] . . . transcends every limit 

imposed by family, clan, tribe, ethnic group, nation, and culture.  This new people is a seed 

of the new humanity” (Verkuyl 1978, 107).  This one church is the harbinger of one new 

world.  Therefore, the church should express its culture transcending newness (1) by 

unifying all ethnic branches into one universal structure in which (2) the church and 

mission distinctions cease to exist, and (3) social divisions should be leveled as much as is 

possible.  This is the ideal of the world ecumenical movement represented by the WCC 

and WARC.  

 

 

 

 

                                                

 18Inclusivist critics of HRLS (see Bosch 1991) rarely discuss which language and culture will 

dominate a unified institution or whether there should be a new culture and a common unifying language.  

The intended meaning of the Babel and Pentecost pericopes in their context is the center of the debate. 



Evolutionary Development of NGK Social 

Theology since 1986 

DDooeess  CC&&SS  AAbbaannddoonn  HHRRLLSS’’  AAppaarrtthheeiidd  SSoocciiaall  TThheeoollooggyy??  

 Some have interpreted Church and Society as only making moderate changes to 

the older divisive social theology of HRLS.  That document, it is alleged, emphasizes 

Afrikaner interests and security above everything else (see Kinghorn 1990c; Villa-Vicencio 

1986; Heideman 1988).  As others have interpreted the situation, the commission 

preparing the C&S document actually abandoned the previous report and its justification 

of apartheid (see Schrotenboer 1986; Loubser 1987).   

 It was indeed a radical break with the past according to a group of protesters19 

within the NGK who issued a manifesto in 1987 entitled Geloof en Protes (Faith and 

Protest) (Voortsettingskomitee 1987). The authors of F&P foresaw then that C&S was in 

principle a complete abandonment of racial separation and the acceptance of its corollary, 

an ethnically and racially unified church in a unified, pluralistic state:   

 Once again . . . [C&S] betrays the fact that it is absorbed up in a 

world climate that wishes to explain away “race” (a creation fact) for the sake 

of a borderless human community (and a multiracial, unitary state). (Die 

Voortsettingskomitee 1987, 29)  

 Kinghorn and others dispute the claim that C&S abandons ethno-racial 

exclusivity, saying that the claim is at best only partially true, depending on “how 

apartheid is defined” (Kinghorn 1990b, 22).  Some such as Villa-Vicencio originally 

claimed that C&S (1986) only includes a mild shift or revision in the basic apartheid 

theology expressed in HRLS.  To this he attributes mixed motives.  C&S (1986) is merely 

a move “toward a more moderate stance on the points that made the NGK most 

unpalatable to the ecumenical church” (Villa-Vicencio 1986, 9).  

 The difference of opinion between the critics from the exclusivist and inclusivist 

                                                

 19This group later split.  One part formed the “Afrikaans Protestant Church (a Reformed 

Church of Christ among White Afrikaners)” (Afrikaanse Protestantse Kerk [‘n Gereformeerde Kerk van 

Christus onder Blanke Afrikaners]) while another group, including retired theologians, and politicians 

within the opposition Conservative Party remained in the NGK, “vowing to nullify C[&]S at the next 

synod (October 1990)” (Kinghorn 1990a, 21).  The attempt to block the ratification of C&S (1990) failed 

in every regional synod and in the General Synod. 



points of view seems to have come about because different sections of the C&S document 

are emphasized by each group.  The inclusivist critics appear to be mostly responding to 

the paragraphs in the moderate application section of C&S, with little reference to the 

logical outworking of the more radical paragraphs in the second, norm-giving “Scriptural 

Principle” sections (see König 1989).  The Voortsettingskomitee, on the other hand, seems 

to focus most of its attention on the implications of the more socially and theologically 

radical paragraphs of the normative section(s) of C&S (1986).   

 However, in the midst of virtually rejecting the whole of the 1986 Synod’s 

decision, the radical inclusivist critic, Charles Villa-Vicencio, makes a crucial admission.  

The admission contradicts his criticism cited two paragraphs above.  In his article, “Report 

from a Safe Synod,” he claims that “many of the cardinal theological principles found in 

the report are acceptable and pleasing [from his inclusivist perspective].  But they are 

irreparably compromised when they are put to the hermeneutical service of the prevailing 

political dispensation [in the practical sections]” (Villa-Vicencio 1986, 10).  From Villa-

Vicencio’s perspective, the privileges and prejudices of the white Afrikaner oppressor 

class are coddled to in the practical sections.  This compromised the radical, structure-

overturning principles in the normative section. 

 The moderate, evolutionary perspective of Paul Schrotenboer (then REC 

moderator) sheds light on the impatient and radical tone of Villa-Vicencio.  In a specific 

reply to Villa-Vicencio’s report on the 1986 NGK Synod, he says: “The backwaters of 

apartheid have, in my view, begun to recede and the trend is irreversible.  But there are 

always recurring, weaker waves until the tide is fully out” (Schrotenboer 1987, 10).  He 

notes that at crucial points, such as that of the call for church unity, the document shows a 

compromise between norms and applications.  The acceptable and unacceptable parts of 

the compromise “may be expected to exist side by side until a resolution is reached” 

(Schrotenboer 1987, 10).20 

                                                

 20Several others have noted the conflict within C&S between a newer social theology rejecting 

apartheid and the older justification of it.  After comparing C&S and HRLS, Ellingsen concludes:  “[C&S] 

clearly is a compromise document” (Ellingsen 1988, 239).  Pickus concurs: “The wording of the final 

decisions [of C&S (1986)] reflected a forced compromise between the verligtes [enlightened] and 

verkramptes [cramped conservatives].   



 A resolution of the internal conflict within the NGK and within the C&S 

document is occurring.  This is an implication of what the NGK delegation stated to the 

1993 WARC consultation in Johannesburg, at which the NGK requested readmission to 

WARC:   

 We recognize that, in view of changing circumstances as well as of 

criticisms received, the policy document [C&S] will probably have to be 

rewritten in the future.  We, however, hope that this exercise will not be 

undertaken by the DRC [NGK] on its own, but as a joint venture of the DRC 

family. (Réamonn 1994, 75) 

 Former Moderator Johan Heyns candidly admits the same.  He wishes that the 

commentators had taken into account the “historical development” within the NGK, that is 

“what is said now over against what was earlier said.  [C&S (1990), is] . . . a further 

attempt at self-positioning” (Heyns 1991a, 256).  These are clear acknowledgments that 

C&S is an evolving document. 

 John De Gruchy updates the account of this struggle to abandon the older 

separating social theology.  He demonstrates the gradual paradigm shift in the NGK and 

its emerging convergence with the SACC’s social theology, up to the WCC sponsored 

Rustenburg conference in 1990 (De Gruchy 1991b).  This conference was virtually a 

repeat of the earlier WCC sponsored Cottesloe conference in the early sixties, but this 

time it occurred in the midst of a rapid change process in which the ecclesiastical and civil 

government pressure was exactly the opposite of that which occurred after the original 

conference.  The Rustenburg conference was held just after the NGK General Synod that 

approved the revised C&S (1990). 

 As it did in the first ecumenical Cottesloe conference, the NGK leadership again 

fully participated in the conference.  They signed the following confession, with some 

reservations:  

 We confess our own sin and acknowledge our heretical part in the 

policy of apartheid which had led to such extreme suffering for so many of our 

                                                                                                                                            

 He continues, “The key to the . . . compromise motions regarding both church membership 

and apartheid was the measure of ambiguity built into them” (Pickus 1990, 60).  Pickus further reports 

that when the compromise, hammered out in secret by a special commission instituted for that specific 

purpose during Synod, came back to the floor of the 1986 Synod, all were urged to agree to the “delicate 

balance” of wording.  Any change in the wording, the Synod was told, would upset the careful equilibrium 

fashioned by the commission (Pickus 1990, 61). 



land.  We denounce apartheid in its intention, its implementation and its 

consequences as an evil policy.  The practice and defense of apartheid as though 

it were biblically and theologically legitimated was an act of disobedience to 

God, a denial of the gospel of Jesus Christ and a sin against our unity in the 

Holy Spirit. (Potter 1994, 123-124) 

 Pieter Potgieter, then Moderator of the General Synod, expressed objections to 

this and other statements as excessively “one-sided.”  However, he stated that “on this one 

issue all agreed, the unequivocal rejection of apartheid” (Alberts and Chikane 1991, 92, 

100; note criticism of the NGK for equivocating on the Rustenburg declaration [Villa-

Vicencio 1991]).  

CCoonncclluussiioonn    

 In retrospect, even such a longtime apartheid critic as UNISA missiologist J. J. 

(Dons) Kritzinger could admit in 1994 that C&S (1986) “was a radical break with the 

previous efforts to base racial policies on scripture” (Kritzinger 1994, 11).  NGK pastor 

and apartheid critic, J. A. Loubser, agrees.  Concerning C&S (1986), he claimed: “In 

general one can thus say that the DRC has finally closed its ‘apartheid bible’” (Loubser 

1987, 114).   

 Both C&S (1986 and 1990) seem to be a finely tuned compromise 

between an older and newer school of thought concerning the relationship of 

church to society.  This balance has been steadily tilting in the direction of the 

verligte, inclusivist wing of the NGK up to the 1990 revision of C&S and 

afterwards.  Thus C&S seems to be an evolving transitional document helping 

move the church (and perhaps through it the former civil government 

dominated by NGK members) away from the separating apartheid social 

theology represented by HRLS, and towards a reunion with the world 

theological and social consensus.  

Pressure to Abandon Apartheid Social Theology 

 The international and internal pressure put on the NGK to modify their social 

theological doctrine had been massive and very painful (see Jordaan 1994).  After the 

WCC sponsored conference at Cottesloo, the NGK resigned from that organization.  

Lückhoff’s account, entitled Cottesloe, carefully documents the conference and the 

surrounding events (Lückhoff 1978; see also, WCC 1961).  The NGK leadership who had 

attended the conference accepted the joint conference resolution criticizing certain aspects 

of apartheid.  Ironically, the resolution “was largely based on the preparatory documents 



[the NGK leaders themselves] . . . had produced for the consultation” (De Gruchy 1966, 

66).  However, all the NGK regional synods, under political pressure from the National 

Party and its constituency, rejected the document.  This led to incrementally increasing 

ecumenical pressure upon the church from all parts of the world. 

 After the Cottesloe conference, various sources in the international and South 

African ecumenical movement as well as several internal NGK sources published 

documents that were critical of apartheid social theology (including its missiology).  The 

tempo of negative criticism increased after the approval of HRLS in 1974.21 

 One important example of an ecumenical critique of HRLS’ social theology is 

Theologie zwischen Rechtfertigung und Kritik der Apartheid (Theology – Advocate or 

Critic of Apartheid: A Critical Study of the “Landman Report” [HRLS] (1974) of the 

Dutch Reformed Church [South Africa]) (Von Allman 1977 [English], 1978 [German]), 

published by and for the Institute for Social Ethics of the Swiss Federation of Protestant 

Churches.  Von Allman is especially critical of the hermeneutical and exegetical principles 

used in the HRLS.  He claims that in spite of careful denial that the Bible can be used as a 

handbook for sociology or ethnology, the HRLS does indeed use the quasi-ethnological 

concepts of ras and volk as the, to paraphrase the German, interpretive grid(s) 

(Leitmotiven) through which the Scripture should be read:   

 Genauso, wie es andernorts Versuch einer atheistischen oder 

materialistischen oder marxistischen Bibelauslegung gibt, finden wir hier eine 

Bibelauslegung vor, die die Begriffe des Volkes (ethnologisch verstanden) und 

der Rasse zu ihren Leitmotiven erhebt.  Kein Wunder, wenn das Ergebnis in den 

Augen des Aussenstehenden rassistische Züge aufweist. (Von Allman 1978, 5) 

 Von Allman is certainly correct in stating that an extra-biblical criteria should 

not be used as the glasses through which to read Scripture.  He correctly asserts that 

HRLS justifies the separate existence of volk-groups and makes this the guiding motif in 

developing a scriptural doctrine of interethnic relations.  While certainly a very relevant 

motif, its focus is too narrow to develop a comprehensive social-ethical doctrine.  At least, 

the multitude of passages in the Pentateuch speaking of the just treatment of the ger 

                                                

 21HRLS is often called The Report of the Landman Commission.  W. A. Landman was the 

chairman of the Commission that wrote HRLS.  See Johanson 1975 for review of ecumenical critiques of 

HRLS. 



(permanent resident alien) needed to be taken into account, as well as a correct 

understanding of the redemptive historical development of the people of God in the new 

covenant.   

 However, HRLS tried to take seriously the biblical material on ethnicity, which 

C&S refuses to do.  That was commendable.  All Scripture is God-created and applicable 

to all of life (2Ti 3:16-17).  However, HRLS’ shortcoming was, at critical points in the 

argument, equating ethnic identity with race, using skin-color as a crude ethnic 

demarcation indicator.  That identification is nowhere to be found in the biblical material 

analyzed by the study but seems to have been derived from the racial prejudice of the well 

documented Afrikaner ideological history and culture (see Moodie 1975; De Klerk 1975; 

Hexham 1981; Templin 1984; Gerstner 1991).  Thus HRLS at this point was clearly 

syncretistic.   

 In answer to the critical studies by the ecumenical movement of HRLS, the 

NGK released official replies of its own.  The purpose was usually to defend the practice 

of apartheid, not the biblical exegesis upon which the church tried to support apartheid 

theology and missiology.  For example, A Plea for Understanding: A Reply to the 

Reformed Church in America, by NGK Scriba (Stated Clerk) W. A. Landman, carefully 

documented the genuine misinformation and distortions in the RCA’s criticism of 

apartheid.  He attempted to fend off criticism by showing how much the South African 

government was actually doing for the Bantu.  He defended apartheid by claiming that 

according to the doctrine of separate development whites would only dominate others in 

the so-called white areas.  Non-whites were analogous to foreign guest workers there, 

albeit under white “guidance” for a long while (Landman 1967, 135). 

 Landman, in this reviewer’s perspective, lacked a scriptural evaluation of 

apartheid’s paternalistic guardianship based on the love Yahweh commanded his people to 

show the ethnic alien living in their midst.  Thus, to a great extent the criticism Landman 

was reacting to had genuine elements of justice in it.  It seems that Afrikaners could have 

had more gentle sensitivity to Afro-ethnic feelings because of their feelings of oppression 

by British imperialism.  Their perception of themselves as having been serfs of the British 



should have sensitized them to their enserfment22 of the “Bantu” (see Ex 23:9; Dt 5:15, 

15:15, 24:18, 22).  The apartheid system’s paternalism and lack of legal impartiality was a 

violation of biblical justice: “The same laws and regulations will apply both to you and to 

the alien living among you" (Nu 15:16; see Nu 15:29; Lev 19:15, 33-34; 24:22; Dt 1:16-

17; Ro 2:5-11; 1Ti 5:21; Jas 2:9). 

IInntteerrnnaall  NNGGKK  DDiisssseenntt  aafftteerr  AAddooppttiioonn  ooff  HHRRLLSS  

 1982 marked the decision by the NGK General Assembly to revise HRLS.  

NGK church history professor P. J. Strauss writes that HRLS had been the “culmination 

of a Kuyperian support of apartheid [with]in the DRC [NGK]” (Strauss 1995, 22).  After 

the publication of the HRLS document, “particularly at the non-official level the debate on 

the role of the church in society was stimulated.  The church’s standpoints were 

increasingly questioned” (Meiring 1983, 309).  As already discussed, the theological 

consensus in the NGK was rapidly breaking up under the leadership of the newer 

generation of scholars influenced by the theology of Karl Barth.   

 The decade of the seventies, with its long and divisive debate, was closed on 

Reformation Day (31 October 1980) when “eight professors from [the prestigious 

Universities of] Stellenbosch and Pretoria (six of them lecturers at the two [NGK] 

theological faculties) participated” in the publication of a mildly critical Reformation Day 

Testimony urging the NGK to change its social theological justification for apartheid 

(Meiring 1983, 309; see  

Serfontein 1982, 270 for full text). 

 As the eighties dawned, the NGK was shaken by several book-length internal 

documents that were critical of apartheid social theology and the dogmatic theories under-

girding it   

 First appeared a collection of essays titled Storm Compass: In the Search of a 

True Direction in the South African Context of the Eighties (Smith and others 1981; see 

Serfontein 1982, 271-274).  The editors were two prominent NGK missiologists, Nico J. 

                                                

 22E.g., the homelands had less economic freedom until the mid-eighties than the eastern block 

countries had under the mercantilist, state socialism of the Russian-Soviet empire (see Louw and Kendall 

1989, Williams 1989; see Ex 21:16; Dt 24:7 [Heb]; 1Ti 1:10; Rev 18:13 [Grk]). 



Smith23 and Pieter G. J. Meiring,24 and an ecumenicist, F. E. O’Brien Geldenhuys.25  

Storm-Kompas, consisting of articles written by well-respected church bureaucrats and 

professors, was a cannon-shot across the bow of the NGK.  These men rejected the 

isolationist social theology of the church and its Kuyperian view of Scripture and were in 

favor of reunification with the world ecumenical movement.  The book was a warning of 

the strong resistance building in the church against apartheid.   

 The next volley was the Ope Brief (Open Letter) signed eventually by 148 

influential pastors and individuals in the NGK.  The subsequent volume commenting on it 

elicited much discussion.  It was edited by UNISA theologians David Bosch and Adrio 

König, as well as NGK pastor Willem Nicol (Bosch and others 1982; see Serfontein 1982, 

275-278 for text).  The volume is dominated by  

non-Kuyperian scholars educated in the 1960s and 1970s who have rejected Kuyper’s 

creation ordinances as well as his doctrine of Scripture. 

 Third, F. E. O’Brien Geldenhuys, the influential director of the NGK’s 

ecumenical affairs in the 1970s, wrote a commentary on the development of the NGK’s 

social theology, in 1982 after his retirement (Geldenhuys 1982).  One key implication 

Geldenhuys makes is that the inerrantist, Kuyperian scholars were the developers of 

apartheid theology.  In rejecting the Kuyperian support for apartheid, Geldenhuys rejects 

the Kuyperian doctrine of Scripture and creation.   

  

EEccuummeenniiccaall  EEffffoorrttss  ttoo  DDeeccllaarree  NNGGKK  

SSoocciiaall  TThheeoollooggyy  HHeerreettiiccaall    

 As reviewed above, the inter-church conflict over HRLS social theology, both 

within southern Africa and in the international arena, had been growing increasingly 

painful.  This was especially true even for the designers and proponents of the C&S 

document who  

 

sincerely desir[ed] to return slowly to the international church scene as a 

respected church, and also genuinely believ[ed] that . . . [C&S] would satisfy 

                                                

 23Smith was then Professor of Missiology at the NGK seminary at the University of 

Stellenbosch. 

 24Now Professor of Missiology at UP. 

 25Geldenhuys was then head of the NGK’s department of ecumenical affairs. 



the conditions which the World Alliance of Reformed Churches (WARC) and 

the Reformed Ecumenical Synod (RES) had set for the re-entry of the . . . 

[NGK] into ecumenical relations. (Kinghorn 1990a, 22)26 

 The LWC (1977) and the WARC (1982) had earlier taken a strong initiative in 

the theological war against the HRLS’ justification of apartheid by officially proclaiming, 

“Apartheid is a heresy” (see De Gruchy and Villa-Vicencio, 1983).  Apartheid, they 

declared, was a violation of their mutual confessions of faith.  In other words, apartheid in 

all of its ecclesiastical, ideological, social, and civil aspects, along with its theological 

justification, outrages the very essence of the gospel of reconciliation.  The two 

ecumenical bodies, therefore, declared the South African situation to be one necessitating 

the confession of a theology stressing the unity of humankind over any apartheid ethnic or 

racial division. 

 A status confessionis context, thus, had arrived, that is a “situation had arisen 

within the . . . [South African church] requiring the [universal] church to confess its faith 

anew against an ideology that was subverting the gospel and its proclamation” (De Gruchy 

1991, 210; see De Gruchy and Villa-Vicencio 1983; Nordholt 1983).27  Many other 

denominations in South Africa and the world followed, including the Reformed 

Ecumenical Synod, Gereformeerde Kerke in Nederland, Reformierte Bund in Germany, 

the Christian Reformed Church in America, the Evangelische Kirche in Germany and the 

Federation of Protestant Churches in Switzerland (Meiring 1983, 313-314; see also Marais 

1983).28 

 The WARC suspended the membership of the NGK with the conditions for 

                                                

 26For RES conditions, see Secretariat of the RES 1982; for complete discussion of WARC 

conditions, see Réamonn 1994.  

 27The quote actually refers to Barth and Bonhoeffer’s decision to see Nazism as such a 

confession-demanding situation.  Later De Gruchy shows how the world churches saw the South African 

situation as an analogous situation. 

 28See North American, Christian Reformed Church on apartheid and the dissenting opinion 

(Vander Goot 1986).  See also the United Church of Canada publication entitled Apartheid is a Heresy, 

summarizing what many other churches in the world conciliar movements believe.  “The Bible reveals 

that God’s intention for all creation and for all humankind is harmony, peace, unity, friendship, justice 

and righteousness.  Human beings are created in the image of God and in Christ all cultural, racial, sexual 

and other differences are rendered void (Galatians 3:23 [sic, 3:28]).  Apartheid denies not only these 

biblical truths but also denies the central act of reconciliation in Christian faith — the life, death, and 

resurrection of Jesus Christ.  Apartheid maintains that human beings are fundamentally irreconcilable — 

a flat contradiction to the life and ministry of Jesus and to the heart of the Christian message” (Naylor 



readmission threefold: (1) “Black Christians are [to be] no longer excluded from holy 

communion;” (2) “Concrete support in word and deed is given to those who suffer under 

the system of apartheid (‘separate development’);” (3) “Unequivocal synod resolutions are 

[to be] made which reject apartheid and commit the Church to dismantling this system in 

both church and politics” (Réamonn 1994, 83).   

 In short, the WARC was requiring the NGK to agree with their declaration that 

“apartheid is a sin” and the “theological justification of it . . . is a theological heresy” 

(Heideman 1988, 7).29  

MMoovveemmeenntt  ttoowwaarrddss  CCoonnsseennssuuss  wwiitthh  tthhee  BBeellhhaarr  CCoonnffeessssiioonn  

 In direct response to LWF and the WARC declarations, the synod of the 

NGK’s largest mission church, the NG Sending Kerk (NGSK), presented the Belhar 

Confession in 1982 to the NGSK’s General Synod (see Cloete and Smit 1984).  It was 

officially approved the same year (1986) as was C&S by the mother church, the NGK.  It 

was to be a fourth confessional statement binding the ministers and officers of the church 

alongside of and on equal par with the Three Forms of Unity.  The Belhar Confession 

adopted the WARC and LWF’s perspective that apartheid in all of its manifestations is so 

evil and heretical that a status confessionis situation existed (see De Gruchy 1991; Cloete 

and Smit 1984; cf. the North American, CRC dissenting opinion, Vander Goot 1986).   

 John De Gruchy was quite candid about the Belhar Confession.  It “connect[s] 

Reformed and Liberation Theology,” reinterpreting “the confession of Jesus Christ from 

the liberatory perspective of a commitment to the poor.”  Ethnically or racially separated 

denominations break the unity of the church in its mission to the world.  The confession 

“affirms the true nature of the church’s unity and mission: a confession of Jesus as Lord 

and a commitment to the struggle for God’s justice in the world” (De Gruchy 1991, 214-

215).   

 De Gruchy clearly sees the implications of the Belhar Confession’s emphasis 

upon structural unity of the church in the struggle against social injustice, racism, and 

                                                                                                                                            

n.d., 4; emphasis added).  

 29See also a comprehensive review of the ecumenical struggle to declare as heresy sins against 

orthopraxis: Apartheid, Heresy and the Church in South Africa (Richardson 1986).  



poverty.  The church situation and the societal situation are parallel, he claims:30 

 Here . . . we see the extent to which church order and unity in turn 

impinge upon the social and political situation in South Africa.  For if black and 

white are baptized into the same Christ they are part of the same church, 

privileged to share in the same Eucharist, and this means that there can no 

longer be any theological grounds for segregation in society.   

 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. .  

 A true understanding of baptism not only undermines apartheid in the 

church; it should also undermine apartheid in society; and all other forms of 

oppression as Paul indicates in Galations 3:27-28.  For baptism is a sign of 

human solidarity redeemed in Christ. (De Gruchy 1991, 215-216; emphasis 

added) 

 All those who confess the unity of believers in the Church — symbolized in 

baptism — must stand with God, who himself stands “against injustice and with the 

wronged” (Belhar Confession; Cloete and Smit 1984, 4).  Thus to know God is to side 

with him and all others who struggle against racism and any other structures causing 

poverty and social divisions.  

 The October 1994 NGK General Synod has now decided to take steps to join 

the Uniting Reformed Church (Verenigende Gereformeerde Kerk).  This forming church is 

made up of the NGSK (Afrikaans-speaking) and the Nederduitse Gereformeerde Kerk in 

Afrika (NGKA) (primarily Nguni and Sotho-speaking Afro-ethnics).  Both have accepted 

the Belhar Confession.  To join this new church, the NGK must accept Belhar as well.  

Accepting Belhar and joining the Uniting Reformed Church are key prerequisites for 

rejoining the world reformed movement. 

 As preparation for this step, the October 1990 General Synod declared that 

Belhar is “not in itself contradictory to the [NGK’s doctrinal standard, the] Three Forms 

of Unity and that it need not bring any distance between the churches” (see Kerkbode, 1 

November 1991).  The process of demonstrating that the Belhar Confession is not in 

conflict with Church and Society is proceeding.  For example, the Western Cape Regional 

Synod took the initiative in 1991 by declaring that Belhar is a stumbling block that can be 

                                                

 30See also critique by the chairman of the Council of the Evangelischen Kirche in 

Deutschland [EKD], Bishop Martin Kruse, who in his official capacity, accuses the C&S of making 

“belonging to the [Afrikaner] volk and the [Afrikaans language] . . . a stronger bond than the baptism 

with the living water of divine grace” (Kruse  1988, 9). 



overcome in the striving towards unity in the family of churches planted by the NGK 

(Kerkbode, 1 November 1991).  The NGK regional synod in Namibia also has clearly 

identified several themes in the C&S which are compatible with Belhar and the demands of 

the world conciliar movement.  

 The Kerkbode dated 1 November 1991, the official organ of the NGK, reported 

that the Namibia synod approved a report to be spread among their congregations that 

states or implies among other things:  

 1. “It is good that churches confess the sin of apartheid.  This is precisely the 

point upon which a new (hopefully!) more just future can be built.”  Belhar also clearly 

calls apartheid a sin and injustice.   

 2. “For the Church of Christ the ‘service of Reconciliation has special 

meaning.’”  It is hoped that reconciliation resulting from confession of the sin of apartheid 

will lead to greater cooperation between the Council of Churches of Namibia (CCN) and 

the NGK in Namibia.  Reconciliation and unification of the whole church of Christ is a 

central theme of the Belhar Confession.  

 3. Confession of the sin of apartheid will bring restitution in deeds not just 

words.  This will be part of the process of making whole, bringing shalom, “a 

comprehensive healing in a sick society . . . in order to help undo the division and damage 

caused by apartheid, in order to proclaim a comprehensive message of the kingdom.”   

 4. In practice, reconciliation and proclaiming the kingdom of shalom will ask 

the NGK of Namibia “to help liberate her members from the sins of racism and apartheid 

and to actively take part in the national struggle again poverty, unemployment,” etc.  

 5.  It will also demand that the church “begin to reflect afresh on making the 

ideal of one, visible, church structure [kerkverband] among the NGK family in Namibia.”  

These both are clearly compatible with the demands of the NGSK’s Belhar Confession.   

 Another example of the process is a recently printed article by well-respected, 

NGK ruling elder and UNISA theologian Adrio König.  Significantly, the prominent 

Kerkbode article was entitled: “Belhar – Uniting or Dividing Factor?” (Belhar — 

Verenigende of Verdelende Faktor?).  He demonstrates at several crucial points “a large 

agreement” between Belhar and Church and Society (König 1995, 7):  (1) Both Belhar 



and C&S “confess that faith in Jesus Christ is the only prerequisite for membership in the 

[institutional] church and that heredity or any other human or social factor may not be a 

co-determining [factor of such membership]” (König 1995, 7). (2) There is also a 

“remarkable agreement in the passage in which the Belhar Confession and Church and 

Society confess the unity of the church” (König 1995, 7). (3) Both claim that “in the Bible, 

God places diversity in the service of unity (1 Cor 12)” (König 1995, 7).  In other words, 

both refuse to “absolutize” diversity, that is put diversity on an equal par with unity as 

equally ultimate and important.   

 In addition to mentioning that there are “many more such striking agreements 

between the two documents” (König 1995, 7), he cites two more crucially important ones: 

(1) The two documents agree that God is “in a special way the God of the destitute, the 

poor, and the wronged and that he calls his Church to follow him in this” (Belhar 

Confession).  König cites several passages in the 1986 and 1990 editions of C&S which 

are very similar (König 1995, 7).  (2) Both documents “show agreement in the statements 

about apartheid” (König 1995, 7).   

 König then summarizes: “There are no theological objections to accepting it in 

the future as a confession” (König 1995, 7).  Loubser agrees that C&S has a “high degree 

of theological agreement with the Confession of the DR Mission Church [NGSK]” 

(Loubser 1987, 115, bold in original). 

NNGGKK  DDeessiirree  ttoo  RReejjooiinn  tthhee  WWoorrlldd  CCoonncciilliiaarr  MMoovveemmeenntt  

 As Kinghorn stated above, many church officials and several professors of 

theology, missiology and ecumenics at NGK seminaries have been very vocal in the need 

to abandon apartheid social theology, unify the NGK with the younger churches of 

southern Africa, and rejoin the world ecumenical movement (WARC, REC, and the 

WCC/SACC).   

 NGK Theology professor, C. F. A. Borchardt (Borchardt 1987a) and NGK 

missiologist, Pieter G. J. Meiring (Meiring 1983) summarize the inter- and intra-church 

struggle against apartheid from an inclusivist NGK standpoint.  Meiring is in favor of 

rejoining the world ecumenical movements and bemoans the isolation that HRLS in large 

part solidified.  Gous and Crafford, Meiring’s colleagues at the NGK Seminary (UP), have 



recently edited an important volume, Een Liggaam -- Baie Lede: Die kerk se Ekumeniese 

Roeping Wêreldwyd en in Suid-Afrika, pleading strongly for a reunification with the world 

ecumenical movement (Gous and Crafford 1993).31 

 Two important collections of articles appeared in the late seventies and eighties 

by dissidents in the NGK and its daughter churches on this specific theme: Die Eenheid 

van die Kerk (The Unity of the Church) (Meiring and Lederle 1979) and Die Eenheid van 

die Kerk van Christus (The Unity of the Church of Christ), which included essays by 

Professors from UNISA and the NGK theological faculties at the Universities of Pretoria 

and Stellenbosch — P. van der Watt, J. A. Heyns, W. Jonker and D. J. Bosch (Borchardt 

1987b; see also Crafford and Gous 1993).  Christo Heiberg, from a non-apartheid, 

inerrantist perspective, also demonstrates this desire in an important section “Oor 

Kerkeenheid en Ekumene” (On Church Unity and Ecumenism), in his heavily criticized 

critique of “theological instruction by lecturers at the [NGK] . . . faculty . . . [of] the 

University of Pretoria” (Heiberg 1992, i, see 82-99).  The theologians and pastors who 

supported social apartheid had virtually lost control of the church by the 1986 General 

Synod, leading to dissension and schism, as already discussed (see Kinghorn 1990b). 

 However, to re-enter the ecumenical fold, the church will need to convince 

them that their Synod Policy documents meet the conditions for re-entry.  For example, 

Nothnagel, writing for the NGK theological faculty in Bloemfontein (Nothnagel 1994), 

has done a careful study showing the “large number of [points of] agreement” (as well as 

some points of disagreement) between the the WCC document, Church and World (1990) 

and C&S (1990) (Nothnagel 1994, 45).  He concludes his study with the exhortation that 

since the two documents are speaking language and making sounds that are mutually 

understandable,  

perhaps it is necessary to once again open our ears and eyes for one another in 

order to get the ecumenical discussion going across all borders because Christ 

wants his message to be heard across every border. (Nothnagel 1994, 67)  

 Notwithstanding the movement in NGK circles, the SACC has been continually 

                                                

 31The classic study The Church Struggle in South Africa (De Gruchy 1986), is an account of 

the theological war over apartheid social theology from a Barthian, SACC perspective up to about 1985, 

the year before C&S was approved.  The volume documents the inter-church conflict from the perspective 

of the (primarily) English-speaking denominations. 



pressuring the NGK to unequivocally repudiate the complete system of apartheid as well 

as the theology that justified it.  Thus in 1992 the SACC denied even observer status in the 

council to the NGK because the SACC “believe[s] that the white church has not done 

enough to repudiate apartheid.”  The SACC severely criticized even C&S 1990, which 

included a paragraph moderating the NGK condemnation of apartheid.  That paragraph 

reads as follows: “It would also be unreasonable to brand as wrong and bad everything 

which took place within the political structure of apartheid and to deny the positive 

developments achieved in various fields” (see Christian Century 1992, 579). 

 In response to this ecumenical pressure, the NGK delegation unreservedly 

identified themselves at the Reformed Ecumenical Synod in Athens (June 1992) with the 

following:  

 Apartheid is an oppressive political system that is unacceptable in the 

light of Scriptures.  All our churches condemn apartheid unequivocally in all its 

ideological, politico-economic and religious manifestations as essentially and 

fundamentally a sin. (Réamonn 1994, 34) 

Final Conclusion 

 There exists a virtual consensus that a theological paradigm shift does seem to 

have taken place in the NGK theology over the past twenty years.  At the 1993 WARC 

consultation in Johannesburg, Beyers Naudé, a dissident NGK theologian much respected 

in world ecumenical circles, summarizes what has occurred in the years since 1986:   

 Over [the] past seven years, especially since 1986, a fundamental 

shift (sometimes not clearly visible or acknowledged) has taken place within the 

DRC [NGK] regarding the issue of apartheid.  The DRC has stated that 

apartheid is a sin and the theological justification of apartheid is a heresy.  This 

admission, in different forms, was made in B[r]oeder[s]troom, Athens [REC 

assembly], and Bloemfontein [1990 NGK General Synod].  The DRC has 

expressed its longing to become one with the other three Dutch Reformed 

churches [in the NGK family].   . . .  (Naudé 1994, 73)   

The response of the official NGK delegation at this consultation is revealing:  

 We want to assure this consultation that the DRC is committed to 

the unity of the DRC family.  We agree with the statement that this is the acid 

test whether the DRC has finally distanced itself from the racism of apartheid 

and we are willing to be part of this process.   

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

We hope that these answers will satisfy the consultation . . . and that it will be 

possible for WARC to restore this church as a full member of the Alliance. 



(Réamonn 1994, 77)  

Ferdinand Deist, influential NGK member and head of the department of Ancient Near 

Eastern Studies at US, summarizes the changes in the science of biblical research in the 

NGK.  This science has gone through various dramatic changes in direction in the last 

twenty years, he concludes.  

 In more than one respect it was a confusing time that was especially 

marked by a one hundred and eighty degree reversal in the church’s opinion on 

what the Bible has to say about the South African social, political and economic 

scene [social theology].  Many people are shocked that the Bible now suddenly 

says precisely the opposite as what it has always said. (Deist 1994, iii; 

emphasis added)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

CHAPTER TWO 

THE NGK AND SCRIPTURE 

Introduction to Classic Sola Scriptura Doctrine 

 The most foundational question this dissertation addresses is what view of 

biblical authority does the NGK adopt in Church and Society?  If C&S denies a historic 

understanding of Scripture, it denies a foundational principle of the Reformation itself.  If 

this is so, instead of paving the way forward into a new and more just society, is C&S not 

turning its back on the comprehensive freedom biblical Christianity brings?  Is it not 

instead pointing the Afrikaner and other southern African ethnic and cultural groups back 

to an “Egypt” of human bondage (see Walzer 1985)?   

IInnffaalllliibbiilliittyy::  FFoouunnddaattiioonnaall  PPrreessuuppppoossiittiioonn  

ooff  SSoollaa  SSccrriippttuurraa  

 The doctrine of Scripture is based on a two-sided presupposition.  Either man 

has the necessary and sufficient Word of God and submits his whole being to its 

perspicuous and infallible authority, or rebellious man will inevitably grasp to himself 

another “word” and then put this self-made law, truth, and reality above God’s biblical 

Word (see Rushdoony 1978a).   

 Our Lord insisted that man has only two foundations upon which he can build 

his whole life.  Either he builds upon the Rock, Christ’s Word revealed in the whole Bible, 

or he builds on the sand, his own word of wisdom (Mt 7:23-39).  Thus, Christ implies that 

every man must not ask “whether” he has an authority upon which to build his life, but 

“whose” authoritative word he uses.  If sola Scriptura is not the sole “source and norm of 

Christian doctrine, then it is not the source and norm at all; any violation of the sola 

scriptura principle is a violation of biblical authority per se” (Preus 1984, 125).   

 Summing up classic Reformed confessions, Anthony Lane concurs: “[The] 



essence of the sola Scriptura principle . . . is that Scripture is the final authority or norm 

for Christian belief” (Lane 1994, 323).  Those who reject this, claim that the “interpreter is 

the final norm.”  However, the historic doctrine of “sola Scriptura asserts the supremacy 

of the text over its interpreter” (Lane 1994, 326), whether it be an individual or an 

institution.   

 Now certainly it is true that the doctrine(s) of “infallibility” (onfeilbaarheid) 

(BC, 7), and “inerrancy” (feiloosheid), must be deduced from relevant scriptural passages 

(see Feinberg 1980, 1984; Grudem 1983; Wenham 1994) and the meaning of the biblical 

words for “truth” (see Thiselton’s article in Brown 1978; Thiselton 1980).  However, this 

does not detract from the fact that this doctrine is inescapable.   

 The Lausanne Covenant, later expanded and nuanced by the Chicago Statement 

on Biblical Inerrancy and Hermeneutics (ICBI 1980, 1982), shows the inseparable 

connection between the two terms “infallibility” and “inerrancy.”  

 We affirm the divine inspiration, truthfulness and authority of both 

Old and New Testament Scriptures in their entirety as the only written Word of 

God, without error in all that it affirms, and the only infallible rule of faith and 

practice. (ICWE 1974) 

 The classic Reformed perspective has always been that “infallibility” and the 

later technical term “inerrancy” are interchangeable synonyms (see Sproul 1978; 

Woodbridge 1982).  This was the essence of the theological battle with Rome.  The 

church, its synods, popes, and doctors have erred and will continue to err (BC, 5, 7).  

However, Scripture alone will not and cannot be erroneous (see ICBI 1980).32   

A Pluralistic View of Scripture 

DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  ooff  tthhee  NNGGKK’’ss  VViieeww  ooff  SSccrriippttuurree  

 The NGK and its predecessor churches have gone through several periods of 

transition away from and back to an inerrantist view of Scripture.  The NGK at present 

                                                

 32For works on inerrancy: (1) Scripture and Truth (Carson and Woodbridge 1983); (2) 

Inerrancy and the Church (Hannah 1984); (3) Inerrancy (Geisler 1979); (4)) Challenges to Inerrancy 

(Lewis and Demarest 1984); (5) Biblical Revelation — The Foundation of Christian Theology (Pinnock 

1971); (6) Hermeneutics, Inerrancy, and the Bible (Radmacher and Preus 1984); (7) Hermeneutics, 

Authority, and Canon (Carson and Woodbridge 1986); (8) The Inspiration and Authority of the Bible 

(Warfield, 1970), a classic. 



officially denies its former doctrine of the inerrancy of Scripture.  The following citations 

are designed not to prove a consensus on any specific theory of Scripture but to 

demonstrate the pluralistic standpoint on Scripture in the NGK.  

 These citations are also designed to give examples of the almost universal 

rejection of the classic definition of sola Scriptura and infallibility within synods and 

theological leadership of the NGK.  Many of these leaders participated in the agitation for, 

as well as the writing and revision of, C&S.  

 First of all, the historic verbal-organic doctrine of sola Scriptura with its 

corollaries has been much disputed in recent decades in various Reformed areas of the 

world.  C. Heiberg, under commission of the NGK West Transvaal regional synod, 

documents in the NGK a completed paradigm shift away from the historic doctrine of 

Scripture.  He liberally illustrates his contentions from inter alia, class syllabi and notes 

(Heiberg 1992).33  Secondly, a major new work edited by Ferdinand Deist, entitled 

Ervaring, Rede en Metode in Skrifuitleg, documents several decades of dispute and 

change in the NGK (Deist 1994).  

 The first change was in the Cape Colony during the first third of the nineteenth 

century.  Only by 1880 and largely as the result of Stellenbosch Seminary was this liberal 

movement overcome (see Van der Watt 1980; Deist 1994).   

 The next major stand for the Reformed sola Scriptura doctrine of inerrancy was 

the church, and later civil, court case involving Johannes du Plessis, Professor of Missions 

at Stellenbosch (see Malan 1933; Van der Watt 1987; Deist 1994).  Johannes Du Plessis 

claimed that the Belgic Confession allowed for several   interpretations on inspiration.  He 

used this defense to deny the inerrancy/infallibility of Scripture, the divinity of Christ, and 

the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch.  

 The charge against Du Plessis was that he taught “that the holy Scripture was 

not infallibly inspired in all its parts” (Malan 1933, 298).  After quoting Articles 3, 4, 5, 6 

and 7 of the Belgic Confession, the charge of the church stated:  

 Not only do our Confessions know no distinction between 

                                                

 33See also Gittens 1991.  Heiberg and Gittens graduated from the UP, NGK seminary in the 

late 1980s.   



errant/fallible and inerrant/infallible parts of God’s Word, but the Holy 

Scriptures themselves struggle against such a distinction. 1 Thes. 2:13 . . .  

 We refer to the Articles [3-7 of the BC] reported above. Based upon 

these articles, the history as it is prima facie taught by the Scripture must be 

accepted.  This applies just as much to the historicity of the separate events, as 

to the order of occurrence that the Holy Scripture itself states.  

 This history is accepted as the truth by the Lord Jesus Himself.  He 

establishes the historicity of Adam and Eve (Mt. 19:4); Abel and his murder by 

Cain (Lk. 11:51); Noah and the Flood (Mt. 24:37-39); Abraham, Isaac and 

Jacob . . . [and the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch, citing Mt 19:8; Mk 

10:3; Jn. 3:14; Jn 5:45, 46, 7:19]. . . . 

 In contrast to the attestation of the historicity of the separate facts 

and events named above, as well as the order of the writing of the documents in 

which these and other events are described, the higher-critical school . . . 

[denies both]. Professor Du Plessis is in accord with this school. . . . (Malan 

1933, 300-301) 

 In 1930, the NGK’s highest court expelled Du Plessis from his professorship at 

Stellenbosch Seminary, and he was never reinstated, even though he won a subsequent 

civil court case.  Ferdinand Deist claims that this synod decision showed the negative 

influence of Kuyperian fundamentalism and strengthened the hand of the “orthodox and 

fundamentalist majority” for years to come (Deist 1982, 37; see 37-39).34  

IInnfflluueennccee  ooff  GG..  CC..  BBeerrkkoouuwweerr’’ss  PPaarraaddiiggmm  SShhiifftt  

 This Kuyperian consensus held on tenaciously until the late sixties.35  At that 

time a paradigm shift began to occur under the influence of theologians influenced by Karl 

Barth such as the later G. C. Berkouwer and H. Ridderbos (see chapter one).  

 In the 1950s under Barthian influence, Berkouwer and Ridderbos reversed their 

former orthodox views, introducing the neo-orthodox position on Scripture to Dutch 

                                                

 34Du Plessis is being rehabilitated in the NGK.  See Meiring 1991; Erasmus 1986; and the 

series of articles by D. Bosch, J. W. Hofmeyr, J. H. Le Roux, F. Deist 1986 in Theologia Evangelica 19:1 

(March). 

 35Further documentation of the NGK’s former belief that infallibility meant inerrancy: 

Whereas all the articles listed below were not written exclusively by NGK scholars, all were in volumes 

(co)edited by major NGK theologians and were universally approved of by the NGK.  See the following: 

(1) “Die Goddelike Inspirasie van die Skrif” (The Divine Inspiration of Scripture) (Muller 1940); (2) “Die 

Barthiaanse Teologie (Dialektiese Teologie)” (Barthian Theology [Dialectical Theology]) (Snyman 1940); 

(3) “Bybelgeloof — Bybelkritiek — Bybelfoute” (Biblical Faith, Higher Criticism, Biblical Errors) (De 

Wet 1935); (4) Die Teopneustie van die Heilige Skrif met Besondere Verwysing na Karl Barth (Inspira-

tion of the Holy Scriptures with Special Reference to Karl Barth) (Potgieter 1963). 



Reformed circles worldwide, South Africa included.36  

 Berkouwer’s views are the most important for our purpose.  He accuses 

Kuyper’s inerrantist theory of inspiration of being a “mechanical,” “dictation theory” 

(Berkouwer 1975, 18). At the same time, however, he acknowledges that “no one 

deliberately takes” this fundamentalist mechanical view (Berkouwer 1975, 153).  

Berkouwer assumes a docetic philosophical background for this theory.  He accuses those 

who ignorantly hold to it of rejecting the full humanity of the Bible (Berkouwer 1975, 

18ff).  

 In Holy Scripture, thus, Berkouwer correlates faith in the absolute 

trustworthiness of Scripture with the mechanical theory.  Following Barth, who attacked 

bibliolatry, Berkouwer’s antidote to such inerrancy teaching is not to link faith with 

Scripture but to link faith with God (Berkouwer 1975, 15).  He thus emphasizes the 

leading of the Spirit through the church to find God’s voice in the Scripture (Berkouwer 

1975, 47-48).  The Spirit is not directly tied to the careful, exegetically derived meaning of 

every word of Scripture.   

 Certainty of faith, then, is not necessarily linked to Scripture but is linked to the 

prior faith-commitment to God.  Though he denies that this amounts to mystical 

subjectivism (Berkouwer 1975, 15), H. Berkhof names this as Berkouwer’s third, 

“kerygmatic-existential” phase (Berkhof 1965).  

 Secondly, he made a sharp distinction between two elements.  The first element 

is the “essential content,” scopus, or intention of Scripture.  This is infallible.  The second 

element, however, because it is the “time-related form” or periphery, cannot be    inerrant.  

Thus it is open to scientific analysis using higher critical processes (Berkouwer 1975, 

175).  Such a form-content (vorm en inhoud) distinction between “kernel and husk,” “fact 

and clothing of the fact,” rejected in his early work on Scripture (Berkouwer 1938, 129), 

                                                

 36See “De methode van Berkouwers teologie” (The method of Berkouwer’s Theology) 

(Berkhof 1965); Aspekte van die Vorm / Inhoud-Problematiek met betrekking tot die Organies 

Skrifinspirasie in die nuwere Gereformeerde Teologie in Nederland (Aspects of the Form-Content 

Problem with Reference to Organic Theory of Scripture Inspiration in Recent Reformed Theology in the 

Netherlands) (Buytendach 1972); “The Umkehr at Amsterdam” (Van Til 1974); “B. B. Warfield versus G. 

C. Berkouwer on Scripture” (Krabbendam 1980); “The Functional Theology of G. C. Berkouwer” 

(Krabbendam 1984); “Berkouwer and the Battle for the Bible” (Bogue 1984).  



was embraced in his later works (see critique by Buytendach 1972; Krabbendam 1984).   

 Each of these perspectives of Berkouwer has parallels in NGK synods’ doctrine 

of Scripture and professor’s scriptural critique.  A major example to be dealt with later is 

Johan Heyns, who had a major influence upon C&S and the General Synod’s doctrine of 

Scripture.  He follows the lead of Berkouwer, his esteemed Th.D. promoter, in several 

works on Scripture, for example, Brug tussen God en Mens (Heyns 1976; chapter 4: “Die 

sentrum en die periferie in die Bybel”).  Heyn’s views are also paralleled in a moderate 

form in the NGK’s official policy document on Scripture (S&S). 

NNGGKK’’ss  SSyynnooddiiccaall  VViieeww  ooff  SSccrriippttuurree  

1986 General Synod on Biblical Authority 

 The same General Synod that approved the first edition of C&S (1986) passed 

this crucial document on the authority of Scripture.  It is entitled, Skrifgesag en 

Skrifgebruik: Beleidstuk van die Nederduitse Gereformeerde Kerk, soos Goedgedeur deur 

die Algemene Sinode, 1986 (The Authority and Use of Scripture: Policy document of the 

NGK, Approved by the General Synod, 1986) (Potgieter 1990; henceforth S&S; see 

critique by Heiberg 1992).  

 Like Berkouwer, S&S caricatures the doctrine of organic-verbal inspiration as a 

mechanical theory.  It replaces this view with what it calls “dialogical inspiration” (S&S, 

1.2), a term used by Johan Heyns, who was then General Synod Moderator, to    describe 

his theory of inspiration (see Heyns 1976).   

 Furthermore, S&S, also like Berkouwer, has a strong tendency to dialectically 

limit the authority of Scripture to merely religious matters.  In this regard, the General 

Synod seems to contradict itself.  It wants to hold, in an orthodox manner, to the 

“reliability and truthfulness of everything that is proclaimed in the Holy Scripture” (see 

BC, 5), correctly claiming that “the whole message of the Bible is truly dependent on the 

reliability of the history of God’s salvation-deeds that are proclaimed in it” (S&S, 2.3). 

 However, the Synod also claims that a “modern-Western” theory of truth is 

“abstract, rational and positivistic” because it does not “reckon with the unique character 

[eie-art] of the Scripture” (S&S, 2.3).  It should be rejected as non-biblical because it does 



not take into account the central, limiting scopus of the Scripture, wisdom unto salvation.  

The implication is that inerrancy doctrines are based on an autonomous, humanistic 

concept divorced from the reality of the errors of the Scripture phenomena.  The reason 

given is that Scripture does not “strive after scientific precision” (S&S, 2.3).  Thus, S&S 

claims that the general redemptive history proclaimed in Scripture occurred, but not every 

detail is accurate.37   

 The 1986 Synod’s moderate neo-orthodoxy at this point is still much better 

than radical and consequent dialecticism.  That is virtually indistinguishable from classic 

nineteenth century liberalism.  However, the door has been opened to increased pressure 

to accommodate even theological error.  This S&S, 2.1 implies: “The historical-critical 

method . . . puts the confession concerning the infallibility of the Scripture under severe 

pressure.”  This is true even though S&S, 2.7 (“Dangers”) and the last section on 

interpretation (S&S, 2.6) attempt to warn against some of these errors: 

2. The Nature of Scriptural Authority  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . .  

2.2 The Horizons of Knowledge. . . .  Even those who do not in any way want 

to derogate the absolute authority of the Holy Scripture have found it necessary 

in a certain sense to speak in a more nuanced manner concerning the authority 

of the Scripture because of the general acceptance of the modern worldview 

and the broadening of the horizons of knowledge. The Bible is not a textbook 

[handboek] for science or history and is not given to us as a source of 

revelation for all sorts of affairs that lie upon the broad terrain of our 

knowledge.  It has a limited religious scopus or goal. It is given to us in order 

to make us wise unto salvation, so that the person of God can be perfect, 

completely equipped for every good work (2 Tim. 3:16). . . . (Potgieter 1990, 

60-61) 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . .  

                                                

 37“2.3 Scopus of the Scripture.  . . .  To accept that the Scripture has a limited scopus does 

not mean the rejection of the faithfulness/reliability and truth of everything that the Holy Scripture 

proclaims, but asks of us to keep everything that the Scripture proclaims in the context of the purpose for 

which the Scripture is given to us.  We must refrain from judging the Biblical proclamation on the 

grounds of abstract, rational and      positivistic criteria of true and false that do not take into account the 

unique nature of the Scripture.  The statement that the Bible is not a textbook of science or history does 

not mean that the Bible has no meaning for science, or that the Bible is historically unreliable.  The whole 

message of the Bible is indeed dependent on the reliability of the history of God’s salvation deeds that are 

proclaimed in it. But the Bible does not handle history in the modern-Western manner.  It does not strive 

for scientific precision and comprehensiveness” (S&S, 2.3). 



2.5 Concept of Truth. . . .  Whenever one does not take into account the 

scopus of the Scripture, there exists a great danger that an objectivistic and 

positivistic concept of truth that is foreign to the nature and goal of the 

Scripture will be used in the dealings with the Scripture. This is true in thecase 

of the Higher Criticism [Skrifkritiek] that has severely attacked the Bible since 

the 18th century.  

 Unfortunately, those who would take a directly opposite position and 

who wish to defend the Bible against such criticism, often proceed from 

precisely the same positivistic concept of truth. The common result of this is 

that people find it difficult to accept the human character of the Bible and that 

leads to a fundamentalistic and biblicistic attitude towards and handling of the 

Bible that does not do justice to the Bible’s unique nature such as it is given 

unto us.  This appears especially in the manner in which the Scripture is 

interpreted and used. 

2.6 Interpretation. . . .  It is necessary to take into account the scopus and 

purpose of the Scripture in the use and interpretation of the Scripture. We 

believe that the reformational principle that Scripture interprets Scripture 

remains valid.  This principle comes under attack when the historical situation 

of the scriptural words, together with their salvation-historical context, the 

richly variable meaning that language symbols can be used, and the nature of the 

genre of literature that we are dealing with are not taken into account.  

Everything in the Scripture is then simply leveled and the words of Scripture are 

applied to the people of today in a capricious and selective way, directly and 

without interpretation.  This principle of interpretation is attacked through 

those who would subject Scripture to the modern person’s possibility of 

understanding, by means of a previously formed philosophical hermeneutic.  

The presupposition of the philosophical hermeneutic is often positivistic and 

ignores the authority that the Scripture has on our presuppositions.  It is 

therefore necessary to begin from the standpoint that the nature of the authority 

of the Scripture is defined by the Scripture itself. (Potgieter 1990, 61, 62; bold 

in original) 

The Western Cape Regional Synod 

 The Commission on Doctrine and Contemporary Affairs (Kommissie van Leer- 

en Aktuele Sake)(KLAS-WK) of the Western Cape regional synod published Die 

Reformatoriese Sola Scriptura en die Skrifberoep in Etiese Vrae (The Reformational Sola 

Scriptura and the Appeal to Scripture in Ethical Questions).   

 The document, though still moderate, shows a strong tendency towards 

reducing sola Scriptura to “narrower” personal sanctification issues because social ethics 

must deal with the       intimidating verities of the physical and social sciences.   

  The problem concerning “sola Scriptura” comes clearly to the fore 



if we go further into the salvation question and ask whether the Scripture is also 

perspicuous [duidelik] and sufficient [genoegsaam] and necessary 

[noodsaaklik] whenever we seek light in all the various areas of our lives, such 

as science, politics, economics, culture, and ethics.  Is it really true that we can 

and must allow ourselves to be led in all these areas through the Scripture 

alone?  Is that the purpose of Scripture. . . ? 

 The commission is convinced that the Scripture offers the final and 

complete/finished answer for all religious questions (in the narrower meaning of 

the word) whenever it proclaims Jesus as the only Way, and Truth and Life. . . .  

 Even so we believe that the Scripture is a light for our path and a 

lamp for our feet whenever it speaks about the various ethical questions with 

which we are confronted in our modern times.  Yet the commission would point 

out that with reference to the ethical questions it is markedly more complicated 

than in the case of the specific religious questions.  In the domain of personal 

ethics, which is concerned primarily about the sanctification of the individual in 

his personal life, it is not so difficult to receive the light of the Scripture and to 

make direct conclusions from it for the walk of life that is required of us 

Christians.  As soon as it deals with the social ethic, in which the sanctification 

of the society in its various contexts is dealt with, it becomes more difficult 

because such things as science, culture, politics and economics are introduced. 

[See conclusions, 5.2, 5.3 , 5.8]. (KLAS-WK 1980)   

SSoollaa  SSccrriippttuurraa  DDeenniieedd  bbyy  CC&&SS  TThheeoollooggiiaannss  

 As was discussed in the first chapter, several internationally respected scholars 

have noted a shift by important NGK theologians in the doctrine of Scripture.  Others 

agree.  

NGK Family Theologians Document Paradigm Shift 

 For example, Deist38 approvingly states that 

the fact that younger ministers and lecturers now stand up publicly and claim 

that contradictions and even errors occur in the Bible, that Moses did not write 

the first five books of the Bible, that Isaiah wrote only a part of the book of 

Isaiah and another part of the book came into being only after the Babylonian 

Captivity, that the book of Daniel came into being only in the 2nd century B.C. 

and that such a book as Jonah probably is not based on historical material (to 

only use Old Testament illustrations)—such things are experienced by the 

                                                

 38Deist, although not a member of an NGK seminary, is a professor in the Department of 

Ancient Near Eastern Studies at US.  He is an NGK member and a major leader of those within the NGK 

propagating the anti-reformed paradigm shift that has occurred.  His many books are widely used in NGK 

theological faculties and Afrikaans Universities. 

 Deist himself denies sola Scriptura as inerrancy in Kan ons die Bybel dan nog Glo? (Can We 

Still Believe the Bible?) (Deist 1986) and Sê God so? (Does God Say That?) (Deist 1982). 



younger generation as a necessary contribution to the understanding of the 

Bible. The older generation, on the other hand, felt that all these teachings were 

an attack on the authority of the Scripture and upon the faithfulness, infallibility 

and inspiration of the Bible. In short, it was seen as an attack on everything that 

was believed and proclaimed about the Bible up to this point. (Deist 1986, 1) 

Deist has written other volumes on the doctrine of Scripture and the relationship of 

Scripture to society.  He claims that Scripture gives no certain, unambiguous answers for 

the basic questions of contemporary social theology, inter alia inter-ethnic relations, 

economics, and political difficulties.39  

 J. J. F. Durand, from the NGSK theological faculty in Cape Town, also 

recognizes that there has indeed been a paradigm shift in the understanding of Scripture 

among NGK theologians.  He states that the Barthian theology and social analysis was 

kept at bay until the late 1960s by a strongly inerrantist Kuyperian theology and its 

“sphere sovereignty” social analysis.  

 In “Church and State in South Africa: Karl Barth vs. Abraham Kuyper,” 

Durand claims that hermeneutic principles have changed in the adoption of the New 

Hermeneutic by younger NGK theologians:40  

  From the beginning of the 1930s to the end of the 1950s, Barthian 

theology had such a formidable opponent in Kuyperianism that it was never able 

to obtain a firm foothold in the field of Afrikaner theological thinking. . . . .

 First, Barth’s theology was regarded as suspect because his views on 

Scripture did not conform to the orthodox Reformed standpoint generally 

                                                

 39Sê God so? (Does God Say That?) (Deist 1982), ironically echoes the Adversary’s words in 

Genesis 3:1.  See chart in Yster en Klei... Suid-Afrikaanse Volkereverhoudinge in die Lig van die Skrif 

that compares this book’s concepts with those of the Belgic Confession (Meijer 1983, 124). 

 40Note also the following: “In the period following the ecclesiastical process 

against . . . J. Du Plessis of Stellenbosch, Kuyperian theology further strengthened its 

position as the maintainer of the orthodox reformed faith in the Church.  In the years 

immediately after the Du Plessis process, it was always the more Kuyperian oriented 

theologians and . . . students who took up the case further against those who suggested 

Du Plessis’s apparently liberal and non-orthodox standpoint.  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . .  
 The second reason why it was actually impossible for a South African Kuyperian suddenly to 

appear as an opponent of the theological and political developments of the day, is the idea that the Word 

of God contained eternal and unchangeable norms or principles for the totality of life together with a very 

biblicistic approach to the Bible in which little respect is shown for the context and historical situation.  

When certain principles are first accepted as being Biblical, the rejection of these principles can easily be 

seen as a rejection of the Bible itself” (Durand and Smit n. d., 166-167). 



accepted in South Africa during those years. . . .  It was only as late as the 

1960s, and particularly in the early 1970s, that the Barthian resistance . . . began 

to take hold among young Afrikaner theologians and new thoughts with a 

definite Barthian flavour made significant inroads into the debate on church and 

society. . . . 

 During the same period a further development in theology 

compounded the problem.  A new awareness of the hermeneutical problems 

involved in interpreting a text within a given situation came to the fore — in 

this case the question of whether theologians drawing on the Bible can make 

meaningful pronouncements about any subject, given the historical gap between 

biblical times and the present.  Any attempt to compare and evaluate the 

respective influences of Barthian and Kuyperian theology on the issue of the 

relationship between state and church in South Africa must therefore take this 

hermeneutical problem into consideration. (Durand 1988, 122) 

Examples of Professors’ Paradigm Shifts 

P. Potgieter, UOVS theologian and 1990 General Synod moderator 

 Pieter Potgieter followed his father, F. J. M. Potgieter, as professor of 

Theology in the NGK.  However, unlike his father, Potgieter equates inerrancy with the 

mechanical theory of inspiration.  This he caricatures as the doctrine of absolute 

faultlessness (foutloosheid) in the original manuscripts.41  

 His account of how errors are explained demonstrates that he has not 

understood much of the extensive evangelical and Reformed, inerrantist literature on the 

subject:  

 The advocates of the mechanical doctrine of inspiration do not want 

to recognize that the human writers of the Bible have any independent role in 

the inscripturation of the Word. They were merely instruments in the hand of 

the Holy Spirit, through whom He literally caused to be written word for word 

that which He spoke to them. . . .  The implication of this is clear: In the Bible, 

there can be no single fault [fout] of whatever type due to the human factor.  As 

the Word of God, the Bible is, in the original autographs . . ., not only infallible 

but without fault. Where there are apparent errors such as different accounts of 

the same event by different Biblical authors, it must be explained as a 

transmission error in the later copies of the original manuscripts.  Such 

“faults/errors” in the autographs would mean that the Holy Spirit made an error 

and that, naturally, can not occur. (Potgieter 1990, 19) 

  

                                                

 41I.e., instead of the less negative sounding and more accurate term, errorlessness 

(feiloosheid). 



Potgieter falsely equates infallibility as inerrancy with a sectarian fundamentalist dogma:42 

 It is indeed ironic that the fundamentalist, who glories in his 

faithfulness to the Bible, brings the very inspiration of the Scripture into danger 

with his pretense of the untouchable surety of his own view of Scripture (Barr 

1984:124; cf. Van Huyssteen 1982:36).  A fatal fundamentalistic approach is to 

make the infallibility of the Scripture equivalent to a Bible without factual error 

in the sense of scientific exactness. (Potgieter 1990, 31)   

Johan Heyns, UP Dogmatics professor 

 As mentioned, another example of the influence of Barth through Berkouwer is 

that of Johan Heyns.  He was Professor of Theology at Pretoria, moderator of the NGK’s 

watershed 1986 General Synod, and member of the commission which wrote C&S.  

 Though he rejects Barth’s terminology, Barth’s influence can be seen in several 

of Heyns’ works such as his volume on the doctrine of Scripture, entitled Brug tussen God 

en Mens (Bridge between God and Man) (1976) or his later Dogmatiek (1978).  A concise 

example of this neo-orthodox view of Scripture is found in “Bible, Church and 

Proclamation” (Heyns 1973).43 

 Because Heyns was such a powerful leader of the change movement in the 

NGK, this last named article, along with references to his other works, serves as a 

                                                

 42He cites respected NGK member W. Van Huyssteen, then Professor of Systematic Theology 

at the University of Port Elizabeth (UPE).  (UPE is not an NGK faculty.)  The following citation is an 

example of the level of theological discussion on biblical authority in Reformed circles in South Africa:  

 “The worst conceptual problems . . . arise when scriptural conceptions, as models, are 

absolutized in a fundamentalist manner.  A fundamentalistic conceptual model is positivistic; in its 

passion for firm and final certitudes it trades the security of a relationship of faith with Jesus Christ for a 

supposedly greater certainty, which can often be equated with historical certitude, reliability, and lack of 

error. . . . 

 Since fundamentalist biblicism in any form leads to a random use of Scripture, in which 

biblical citations usurp the role of valid argument, it must be totally unacceptable to any theologian who is 

seriously concerned with the Bible as God’s Word. Ironically, that approach puts excessive stress on the 

human, subjective factor (one particular conception of Scripture), which all fundamentalists would surely 

wish to eliminate in their quest for enduring, immutable, and objective truths.  I do not mean, of course, 

that it is necessarily fundamentalistic to accept the Bible, as God’s Word, as the absolute authority in 

church doctrine or in the life of the believer; what is fundamentalistic is to tie biblical authority to extra-

biblical theories . . . [e.g.] of historical infallibility or timeless ethical norms” (Van Huyssteen and Ben du 

Toit 1989, 179-180). 

 Van Huyssteen, now at Princeton Seminary, has not done his theological homework.  The 

above is highly over-confident for a now world-respected scholar.  His accusations have been adequately 

answered in inerrancy literature.  See also his Theology and the Justification of Faith: Constructing 

Theories in Systematic Theology (Van Huyssteen 1989).  

 43Read at the Reformed Ecumenical Synod’s 1972 conference on “Scripture and Its 



commentary on relevant sections of C&S (see C&S, 13-23). 

 First, Heyns rejects verbal inspiration and the Reformed organic theories 

because they show “mechanical traits” (see Heyns 1976, 48, 55; 1978, 19, 21).  In 

contrast to these and other theories, his is a “dialogical inspiration theory”: Scripture is a 

dialogue between God and man (Heyns 1978, 21). 

 According to Heyns’ theory, the first dialogue was between the seers and the 

Divine Spirit.  They reacted with obedience to that revelation as best they could.  In the 

process of obedience, the prophets have irrevocably changed and sifted the word in their 

act of receiving and writing it.  Thus we do not receive a pure inerrant word in the Bible 

but a human interpretation of the original revelation: “God’s first pure and naked Word 

which he gave these writers and which they alone heard, we do not possess, for the simple 

reason that we are not the writers of the Bible.”  The Bible, then, is merely the writers’ 

response “. . . to God’s Word and their answer has become God’s word to us” (Heyns 

1973, 38).44  

 The result of this dialogical view of inspiration is that the Bible merely contains 

words of God mixed with the fallible interpretations and culturally bound fallacies of men:  

“the words of the Bible remain the words of men, sought by men, and found by men.  

However, in and among these words which remain words of men, the Word of God is 

present” (Heyns 1973, 38). 

 The Holy Spirit never “violently overwhelmed” the prophets so as to eliminate 

“all typically human characteristics and activities.”  Hence Scripture authors wrote in 

thought patterns and limited pre-scientific images of their day.  They were not “changed 

from pre-scientific observers of the world around them to the [sic] scientific researchers” 

(Heyns 1973, 39). 

 Instead of being scientific researchers, the Scripture writers made fallible “use 

of certain naive, contemporary and thus limited conceptions about the world, . . . [with 

which] they gave . . . testimony to God.”  This testimony is “unmistakably characteristic of 

                                                                                                                                            

Authority” held in Sydney, Australia. 

 44See then Westminster Seminary professor N. Shepherd’s critique and reply immediately 

following (Shepherd 1973). 



the time of its origin and inevitably influenced by the cultural and spiritual life of the East” 

(Heyns 1973, 39).   

 Because of this “dialogic structure of the origin of the Bible,” the issues of 

infallibility and truthfulness are beside the point: “It is clear that the Bible is a book of 

purpose and destiny; . . . the matter of non-authenticity or untrustworthiness is irrelevant” 

(Heyns 1973, 40).   

 He further states that the central message (scopus) of the Bible is the kingdom 

of God.  The scopus of the Kingdom is God’s revelation in Jesus Christ.  The consequence 

is that the peripheral data, that is “the historical and cosmic information in the Bible is not 

in itself . . . of any importance” (Heyns 1973, 42).45 

 That peripheral information can be erroneous, but that does not effect the truth 

of the message, he claims.  “The Bible, then, has authority, yet it is not directly normative 

to us in all matters” (Heyns 1973, 44).  In other words, Heyns claims that only the central 

“spiritual” message is truly normative.  The peripheral subjects, therefore, cannot provide 

clear and unchanging models or standards with respect to science, sociology, psychology, 

history, political science, nor inter-ethnic relationships except for spiritual principles 

related to the central scopus, the kingdom.   

 When [the Scripture writers] . . . wrote about people they did not do 

so as an ethnologist or a sociologist or a psychologist would write, and when 

the theme was truth they did not approach it in the manner of a philosopher.  

Generally speaking, one can say that the writers were not primarily interested in 

the nature of things but chiefly in their relation towards God and His relation 

towards them. (Heyns 1973, 40) 

 To deny inerrancy and its corollaries, biblical objectivity and perspicuity, is to 

devastate any attempt at forming a truly biblical missiology, social theology, or social 

                                                

 45F. Klopper (Old Testament, UNISA) gives the logical consequence of a dialogical view.  

Because Skrif en Kerk is the official journal of the NGK Seminary at UP, partially financed by the NGK of 

Northern Transvaal, and because it was published without negative editorial comment, it shows the 

increasingly pluralistic nature of the NGK Northern Transvaal.   

 She writes: “In modern society it is not possible to rest findings for or against capital 

punishment solely upon Scriptural testimony. A relational view of Scripture is adopted which takes into 

account the text is historically determined; was meant to fulfil a particular function in an ancient society 

and was therefore written from a perspectivist view on reality. It denies that Scriptural norms are directly 

applicable to all times and in every situation” (Kloppers 1990, 174). 

 This is similar, though not exactly the same sort of conclusion to which C&S comes with 

respect to socio-political models.  



ethic.   

A. B. Du Toit: UP New Testament professor 

 Andrie B. Du Toit, NGK New Testament professor at the University of 

Pretoria, published a highly inaccurate article in the Afrikaans press entitled 

“Fundamentalism.”   

 In the beginning of this article, he states that both liberalism and fundamentalism 

are problematic and are causing confusion among Christians.  Fundamentalism, he reports, 

was a reaction to the “flood wave” of liberal theology and that the leaders “defended a 

number of convictions which they considered to be fundamental.”  Among these “were the 

inspiration of Scripture, the divine nature of Christ, the virgin birth, redemption from sin, 

creation not evolution, etc.” (Du Toit 1991, 12). 

 According to Du Toit, it was the manner in which the fundamentalists 

expressed the concept of infallibility (onfeilbaarheid) that made “fundamentalism here . . . 

controversial and which obligated sound (behoudende) theologians to take a standpoint 

against it” (Du Toit 1991, 12).   

 He further claimed that fundamentalists 

force a self-constructed concept of Biblical infallibility upon the Bible, that 

doesn't do justice to what the Bible is . . . namely a religious book in which God 

speaks his perfect Gospel word through fallible people in their specific historical 

situation and in a truly human manner. 

 To fundamentalists, infallibility means that the Bible contains no 

errors at all and that the Bible books are timeless documents that place 

everyone on the same level and from which the dictums can be immediately 

applied to our situation. The historical situation as well as the unique character, 

and the special defined kind of literature of Biblical books are never earnestly 

taken into consideration. (Du Toit 1991, 12) 

 Du Toit continues by saying this is the reason that inerrantists explain away 

historical errors in the Bible.  Differences between the Old and New Testaments and the 

various authors of the Bible are ignored.  There is no account given of the growth in 

insight in the divine revelation of both the Old and New Testaments and even within the 

two testaments themselves.  The Gospels are forcibly harmonized, and so forth.46   

                                                

 46Clenching his case, Du Toit uses the logical fallacy of Guilt by Association.  He connects 

inerrantist fundamentalists with those who must enforce ceremonial-dietary laws as well as believe in 



 Du Toit’s comments summarize a common viewpoint among NGK leaders. 

Specific Application to C&S 

CC&&SS’’  NNoobbllee  AAtttteemmpptt  ttoo  MMaaiinnttaaiinn  BBiibblliiccaall  AAuutthhoorriittyy  

 Compare the following as proof of C&S’ noble attempt to see the Bible as 

relevant for all of life and as “the church’s sole yardstick”: 

 

1.2 The Bible is the church’s sole yardstick.  We believe and confess that 

Holy Scripture is the complete revelation of God, authoritative revelation for all 

time. Thus for us it is the sole yardstick by which all standpoints, attitudes and 

actions in the South African situation must be tested. 

 This means . . . that consistent with our articles of faith, we need to 

study Scripture carefully and correctly, in order to determine what message and 

mandate comes to us out of the Word and how we must apply it in our own 

situation.  

 We must constantly be on our guard that no other voice, however 

appealing or beguiling — be it that of a particular ideology, school of thought, 

political trend, tradition, personal bias, national sentiment, or whatever — 

speaks decisively to us above or alongside the truth of the Bible.  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . .  

 The new covenant proclaims that through Jesus Christ, God has 

reconciled the world to himself. Furthermore, that he has brought together in 

his church all those who believe in him and have accepted the message, giving 

them the vocation to serve him as king in all spheres of life, and to be a blessing 

to the world until that day when he brings all things to consummation. (C&S, 

13-15, 20; emphasis in original) 

Read in the light of classic sola Scriptura doctrine, these paragraphs appear accurate.  

However, these words sound like an empty shell of the once robust NGK affirmations of 

biblical authority when several factors are taken into account.   

 First of all, the emphasis on the “humanity” of the Bible and the New 

Hermeneutic within the NGK should be recognized as the underlying premise behind the 

following words: “specific nature, context, style, purpose and historical situation” (C&S, 

17).  This passage would then presuppose the neo-orthodox and classic liberal emphasis 

                                                                                                                                            

“seven day creationism” [sic] and pre-millenialism.  They, in turn, must also force women to wear hats 

and be totally silent in church (Du Toit 1991, 12). 

 Note that no connection exists between inerrancy and chiliastic doctrines.  Reformed 

developers of inerrancy, Kuyper and Bavinck were amillenialists; Hodge and Warfield were 



upon the errors and fallibility of the packaging around the central scopus of the Word.   

 Because of that fallibility, an interpreter cannot make a “superficial 

interpretation or application of biblical statements” (C&S, 17).  It is because the Bible is a 

fallible human witness of God’s word that “one may not read into the Bible our own  

circumstances and problems, thus reducing the Word of God to a contemporary recipe 

book with instant solutions for all human problems” (C&S, 18).   

 This would imply that the text of Scripture is relative.  In other words, it is only 

a witness of the dialog between God and man.  Because it was recorded in a pre-scientific 

context, it contains an erroneous worldview of a long lost era.  Hence there is a major gap 

between the cultures of that day and today. A further implication is that human 

interpreters cannot take any of the truths of the Bible at face value.  Presupposing error in 

the packaging of Scripture truth must also cast grave doubt on the doctrinal truth 

surrounded by the packaging.  “He who is faithful in little can be trusted in much.”  

AAttttaacckk  oonn  CCeerrttaaiinnttyy  AApppplliieedd  

 Secondly, dialectical theology leads to confessional ambiguity.  This ambiguity 

is also true of C&S.  This is one of the biggest complaints of inclusivist theologians (see 

e.g., Villa-Vicencio 1986; Van der Merwe 1989; Kinghorn 1990c) and traditional 

“apartheid” theologians (see Faith and Practice [F&P]).47  All agree that C&S is 

ambiguous and even contradictory in several key paragraphs (e.g., C&S, 274-288 on 

apartheid; 13-15 with 19-23, etc.).  

 Neo-orthodox or dialectical theology, thus, inevitably leads directly to a 

dualistic dilemma: the Bible is both authoritative in all areas but yet is an exclusively 

“spiritual message of spiritual redemption,” and thus is “not a political manual from which 

specific political models can be deduced” (see C&S 1990, 19, 274).   

 This teaching makes the Bible merely a vague book with non-specific 

                                                                                                                                            

postmillenialists (see Oden 1992, 423; Gaffin 1990). 

 47See A. P. Treurnicht’s insertion in the OMSENDBRIEF (28 November 1991) from the 

Voorsettingskomitee: NG Kerk (committee of dissenters to the C&S) headed by former General Synod 

moderator, Kobus Potgieter.  Treurnicht summarizes the document in a letter to Die Kerkbode, 29 Nov. 

1991, entitled: “Apartheidsbesluit gee probleme” (The decision on Apartheid is problematic). 

 Under the title “‘Yes’ and ‘No’ at the same time”, F&P’s chapter ten cites several clear cases 



“principles and norms” into which theologians can read a man-created ecumenical agenda.  

C&S purposefully disallows specific models, blueprints and unchanging practical standards 

derived from the Word.  These are necessary to help struggling modern men out of the 

morass into which humanist-influenced theology has caused them to sink.  

 C&S therefore denies that the Christian exegete can ever find a solid socio-

political or even ecclesiastical model valid for all times and all places.  “Scripture is not a 

political manual from which specific political models can be deduced” (C&S, 274) and  

 The structures in which this unity [“one church bond” between NGK 

family of churches] are to be expressed, is at this stage not clear”, but will be 

determined through discussions with the parties concerned. (C&S, 236) 

In other words, the synodal-presbyterial form of government for church and civil orders, 

deduced from Scripture by an earlier generation of exegetes, is no longer trans-culturally 

valid.   

 C&S, 275 continues the thought: 

 Scripture proclaims norms and principles such as love, justice, human 

dignity and peace which must be embodied in society.  Therefore the church 

may not prescribe political models to the government, but by virtue of its 

prophetic function the church will continue to test every existing and proposed 

political model against the Biblical principles and norms. (C&S, 275) 

 This seems to be self-contradictory.  Abstract principles and norms can be 

deduced from Scripture, but not specific models.  A vivid contrast to this approach to 

Scripture is biblical orthodoxy’s firm and unwavering “Thus says the Lord God of hosts.”  

Orthodoxy’s humble, yet clear trumpet call to obedient action is based on the 

presupposition of a clear Word (perspicuity) that hears the commands of God in the 

inerrant words of Scripture and the logical deductions from these words.  

 The above statements from C&S, thus, seem to assume a drastically limited 

scopus of Scripture.  Second, C&S seems to reject the logical deductive method of classic 

Reformed theology.  One major consequence of this dialectical reduction of biblical 

authority is that C&S seems to indicate truth cannot be directly expressed in propositions 

and deductions from propositions.  One can only experience biblical truth as a sense of 

awe and reverence.  That awesome feeling, however, can never arrive at any real objective 

                                                                                                                                            

of C&S paragraphs in crucial sections that “leave room for a double interpretation” (F&P, 10.2-10.4). 



comprehension of truth, in any exact form.   

 C&S, 8-12 must be read in the light of this neo-Orthodox theological 

background.  In this passage, at least superficially, C&S seems to be teaching a truly 

biblical humility.  However, taking into account the dialogical and dialectical war on 

certainty through the New Hermeneutic and so forth, these paragraphs give a justification 

for a complete paradigm shift away from the older logical-deductive method of finding 

truth: 

 In this seeking after God’s will we cannot afford the luxury of 

regarding our reflections as final at any particular stage.  The reasons are as 

follows:  . . . believers have to keep on growing in a better understanding of 

God’s will; . . . we live in a dynamic situation which is continually changing; . . . 

the validity of previous pronouncements has to be continually tested; . . . . the 

insights . . . of other churches . . . induces us to think again and so to come to a 

richer and deeper understanding of God’s will. (C&S, 8-12) 

Sola Scriptura Implies Models Can Be Deduced from Scripture 

 Contrary to C&S, Reformed theologians, synods, and confessions have 

classically claimed that the doctrine of sola Scriptura results in a Bible of certain truths.  

Scripture, they historically taught, can be carefully searched and analyzed with the purpose 

of reaching certainty on many areas that it addresses.  These certain areas have indeed 

included such social and physical science subjects as origin biology, economics, political 

science, social ethics, and inter-ethnic relations.  The catechisms and confessions are full of 

socio-economic, political and cultural applications of biblical laws.  For example, the 

Anglo-American Puritans, correctly deduced from Scripture the ideal of a Christocratic, 

Republican form of government (using e.g., Dt 4:5-8; Jdg 9; 1Sa 8-12; Hos 10:3-7,13-15, 

13:4,9-11; see Wines n.d./1980; Smyth 1843; Breed 1876/1993).  

 This is explicitly denied by C&S (1986), which states that the Bible is a virtual 

spiritual-platonic form with no direct and specific relevance to the details of modern 

culture: 

 As the Book of God and His kingdom, the Bible is exclusively a 

“religious” book. . . .  This means . . . that the Bible, because of the decisive 

spiritual character of its message, may not be used as a manual [handboek] for 

solving social, economic or political problems. Consequently all present and 

previous attempts to read into the Bible a particular social or political policy . . . 



must be emphatically rejected. (C&S 1986, 42-43; bold in original) 

 This paragraph in C&S (1986) so limits the scopus of Scripture that C&S 

(1990) removes the offending words.48  However, a de-particularizing of very earthly 

Christianity seems also to be described in the following correction in the 1990 C&S:  

 The Bible focuses on God and his Kingdom . . .  The Bible as 

proclamation of God’s Kingdom is not a textbook [handboek] on, inter alia, 

sociology, economics or politics. The Bible is the Good News that God in his 

grace seeks out human beings, alienated from him through their sin. He then 

redeems them, makes them his own, and entrusts them as his chosen people 

with a supreme calling. (C&S 1990, 19, emphasis in original) 

 This is true if C&S means by the words “manual” or “textbook” (both editions 

use, “handboek”): “a systematized textbook of information on political or socio-economic 

models.”  Of course, the Bible is not that.  Much systematization and exegesis must be 

done to discover biblical models and blueprints. However, as the words “manual” or 

“textbook/handbook” are so often used to mean “having no specific and practical 

relevance to a subject apart from general, spiritual principles,” it is possible this is the 

meaning here.49  

 However, the context of the statements about models imply something 

different.  Assuming the rejection of sola Scriptura, as discussed above, C&S seems to 

imply a “blueprint-less,” “model-less” Christianity.  C&S, however, nobly tries to escape 

this non-reformed dilemma (see C&S, 13-15, 20, 222-224, 227-228).   

 C&S thus correctly denies that the Bible is irrelevant.  However, it again 

contradicts itself in C&S, 21 and 22, using language virtually identical to C&S (1986), 43, 

cited above.  It rejects, without any attempt at exegesis, some of the very relevant 

passages needed for developing a transforming social-theological ethic for southern 

Africa:50 

                                                

 48Note the critique by the Kairos Document (1986).  This error is philosophically similar to 

the dualist, proto-gnostic heresy of the “anti-Christ” spirit (1Jn 2:18-23, 4:1-6).  It denies that the Father 

and the Son can be one and yet distinct, and denies that the good, undivided Christ-spirit could appear in 

real, physical matter. 

 49E.g., biblical chronologies cannot be trusted because Scripture is not a “handbook of 

history.”  Or it is not a “handbook of origins science” because Genesis 1-2 “was never intended to provide 

lessons in biology, or tell us exactly what we must think about anthropogenesis.”  Verkuyl continues, “It 

cannot even decide for us whether man came from a single or from several lines of origin” (Verkuyl 1973, 

23). 

 50See also C&S, 21, 22, and 108.  Any idea of biblical support for the defense of the right to 



 This means . . . that the Bible, because of it’s [sic] own nature and 

character may not be used as a manual for solving social, economic or political 

problems. Consequently all present and previous attempts to deduce a particular 

social or political policy from the Bible, whether it be apartheid or separate 

development or a policy of integration must be emphatically rejected; . . . that 

portions of the Bible such as Gen 2:18, 10-20, 11:1, 7-9, Deut 32:8, Pr 22:28; 

Matt 24:7, John 17:20-23, Acts 2:8, 17:26, 1 Cor 12, Gal 3:28-29 and Rev 

21:3, 24 may therefore not be used as a Scriptural basis for political models. 

(C&S, 21-22)  

 A basic question remains.  How can Jesus exercise kingship over every sphere 

of life (C&S, 20) if he does not have specific, just and wise words through which to rule 

therein?  If we excise many relevant passages of the Bible, as paragraph 22 does, how can 

we say that a “policy document” (beleidsdokument) is in any way based on the sola 

Scriptura doctrine?  

FFiinnaall  SSuummmmaarryy  

 C&S wants to maintain the sola Scriptura principle that accepts Scripture is 

relevant to all of life.  However, C&S is not consistent due to anti-biblical presuppositions 

coming from the rejection of sola Scriptura.  These presuppositions reject the principle 

that “no other voice, however appealing or beguiling . . . [must] speak decisively to us 

above or alongside the truth of the Bible” (C&S, 15).   

 To be fair, C&S genuinely desires to escape from the non-biblical 

rationalizations for coerced racial separateness that helped justify the Apartheid system.  

However, even granting this, dialectical dualism still must do its leavening work of 

gradually destroying consistency, specificity, and certainty.  

 It is for this reason that C&S does not seem to be listening to the historical 

consensus of theologians, creeds, and synods concerning what the Scripture says about 

itself.  Instead, in interacting with the contemporary and ever-changing critique of modern 

theologies, C&S syncretizes many of their presuppositions into itself.  Does this not imply 

an opposite form of syncretism from that of the older apartheid social theological 

paradigm?  

 Thus the beguiling voice of humanism’s “particular ideology, school of thought, 

                                                                                                                                            

an independent ethno-cultural identity or any other socio-political or economic system is rejected without 



political trend, tradition, personal bias, national sentiment,” with its politically correct 

agenda, seems to be a grave danger implicit within C&S.  This will be progressively 

clearer as each chapter unfolds.   

 Therefore, in rejecting sola Scriptura, the NGK has not followed the voice of 

the Spirit of Christ.  In this rejection, is not the NGK running the danger of returning to an 

institutional infallibility, in a synodocracy, against which some clearly warn?  A new 

priestly class, as an enlightened elite, would then mediate Scripture to the laity.  The 

consequence will continue to be the overthrow of doctrines accepted by the consensus of 

the church throughout its many eras of existence.  Overturning the prohibition of females 

in church offices is merely one example of this overthrow.  The doctrine of creation and 

created design-norms are other examples very relevant to this study.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                            

discussion of other standpoints.  



 

CHAPTER FOUR 

THE NGK AND ESCHATOLOGY 

Recapitulation and Restoration of Creation 

IInnttrroodduuccttiioonn  

 Redemptive history is not static but moves.  It began with a “very good” 

creation out of nothing (creatio ex nihilo, Ge 1:1).  Next, God worked both directly and 

through human agents to develop this creation, resulting in growing differentiation (Ge 

1:2-11:32).  In the process of this growth came the Fall (Ge 3).  Next, to prepare for the 

coming comprehensive restoration of the fallen creation, he chose Abraham’s family (Ge 

12).  He then sent the law and the prophets and promised a final Davidic monarch.  When 

he came, the final stage arrived.  To the present, his people are involved in the progressive 

application of Christ’s finished work until the end (see Dooyeweerd 1979; Wolters 1985; 

Spykman 1992). 

 A classic, reformed eschatology is both optimistic and victorious in its outlook 

(see Murray 1971; De Jong 1970).  Paradoxically, it accepts a backward looking, 

creationist perspective yet remains both forward looking and socially progressive.  It looks 

forward to the recapitulation of a matured protology.  In other words, it expects a return 

to the first things, that is the creation design, in developed form.  Thus the classic 

Reformed faith is a dynamic and restorative faith.51  As the only restorative, recapitulative 

faith, it looks to creation for its norms (e.g., Ge 2:2; Ex 20:8; Mt 19:4; 1Co 11:7-9; Col 

1:15-16; 1Ti 2:12-15).  Christians fulfill the first Adam’s mandate by means of the second 

Adam’s Great Commission.   

 

                                                

 51In other words, all that God created in the end is repeated and restored in the completed 

work of Christ and his ongoing work of transforming the whole earth.  



BBaacckkggrroouunndd    

 The antidote to anti-creational worldviews is the “comprehensive and balanced 

trinitarian approach” (Spykman 1992, 142) pioneered by the Apostolic Confession.  This 

is constructed around the work of the Father (creation, world), the Son (his humanity, 

historical redemption, kingdom), and the Spirit (the formation of the church and its bodily 

resurrection) (see Wingren 1971, 1979, 1981).  Calvin follows this “order of right 

teaching” (Institutes 1.2.1; 1.61; 2.1.1; 2.6.1).  It is the basic redemptive-historical order 

the Institutes follow: creation, fall, redemption, consummation.   

Trinitarian Approach Protects Against Imbalance 

 Reduction of the work of any one of the three Persons “inevitably results in a 

one-sided gospel and a sectarian church” (Braaten 1974, 79).  As Braaten shows, 

throughout church history the consequences of such doctrinal reduction is quite evident.  

Thus, ironically, movements over-emphasizing the Second Article, for example the Roman 

Church, neo-orthodoxy and pietism, all tend to reduce Christianity to the church 

institution.  That institution is always sectarian and culture bound even when attempting to 

model the kingdom, which is above culture and sect.  Nineteenth-century theological 

liberalism over-emphasized the First Article.  It tended to reduce the church to a vanguard 

group espousing the secular humanist agenda.  That always divides the church.  The 

Holiness Movement, enthusiasm or Schwärmerei, and revivalism over-emphasized the 

Third Article.  The result is the tendency of schismatic groups to withdraw into an inner-

worldly utopia, as found in radical communalist groups such as the Shakers, Amish, and 

Hutterites.  Or, they withdraw into congregations of believers with an other-worldly future 

vision of a rapture-escape from this declining world.  

 The twentieth-century church has had a share in all three areas of imbalance.  

First, modernism as the heir of nineteenth century liberalism had an unbalanced emphasis 

on the fatherhood of God.  This is a first-article theology.  Neo-orthodoxy over-reacted 

with Christomonism, a second-article theology.  Pentecostalism and modern Theologies of 

Hope “drift . . . toward third-article theology” (Spykman 1992, 146). 

 Among ecumenical theology, at present, the “gravitational center” of doctrine is 



indeed shifting steadily towards futurist, Third Article emphases.  These are especially 

influenced by Moltmann and his disciples.  In this imbalance, “creation gets absorbed into 

the process of salvation history” with evident  

ramifications in social theology (Spykman 1992, 60). 

Brunner and Moltmann absorb the first article into the third 

 Brunner’s and Moltmann’s views on creation, eschaton, and ethics reveal this 

absorption process (see Schuurman 1991).  These future-oriented theologians are typical 

of much modern theology.  Both cut culture and truth off from any normative design 

framework in the past.  They postulate a radical discontinuity between the protos and 

eschatos.  

 Schuurman has done a masterful study of these two scholars: Creation, 

Eschaton, and Ethics: The Ethical Significance of the Creation-Eschaton Relation in the 

Thought of Emil Brunner and Juergen Moltmann.  In that work, he summarizes Brunner’s 

and Moltmann’s rejection of creation based ethics.  Future orientations, they claim, lead to 

“an open future and a revolutionary social ethic” (Schuurman 1991, 139, n. 1).52  

Backward looking norms they reject as “the conservative ethics of creation” (Schuurman 

1991, 139, n. 1).  These are “closed to the future” (Moltmann 1979, 55). 

 Thus future oriented social norms and structures, seen “primarily in light of 

eschatology” of hope, will leap over the social forms of this age.  These antiquated norms 

are built on the protos, the “created” beginning.  Furthermore, they assume that this 

protological creation actually was not good.  Therefore,    futurist theologians teach that 

protological-creational social forms are inherently evil.  Moltmann names these the 

inevitably declining “forces of history [that] bear the names of law, sin and death” 

(Moltmann 1979, 53).53  Thus, implicitly, the norms of the Mosaic law are outdated.   

                                                

 52“[Brunner], like Moltmann, believes that an emphasis upon creation coheres with 

conservative acceptance of the orders, and an emphasis upon eschatology coheres with revolutionary 

rejection of them” (Schuurman 1991, 150). 

 53Because of a key presupposition he shares with non-orthodox modern theology, Moltmann 

postulates the in-breaking of a totally good, future creation into the present. This assumption is informed 

by the “post-Darwinian insight” concerning an originally defective present creation.  According to this 

insight, “biotic processes have a built-in cruelty” (Wingren 1979, 136, 141-142), a history of billions of 

years of death and an ever threatening divisive chaos. 



 In place of Mosaic and creational norms, only the good, “desirable and hoped 

for future” is normative.  This new thing cannot “be extrapolated from the entrails of 

present [evil] history” (Moltmann 1979, 55).  The future social forms are totally different 

from the oppressive present orders of creation (Schöpfungsordungen).  Extrapolation 

from the present orders and social structures “kills the very future character of the future” 

(Moltmann 1979, 43). 

 Therefore, “the only people who have any interest in prolonging this rule of the 

present over the future are those who possess and dominate the present.”  Those 

victimized by the present structures, that is “the have-nots, the suffering and the guilty, 

however, ask for a different future; they ask for change and liberation” (Moltmann 1979, 

43). 

 Only in “the Christ who was condemned according to the law and crucified by 

the state,” do we find the desirable “anticipation of God’s future,” breaking into this evil 

age.  The gathering place, thus, in the “social order” where future hope and love “ought to 

be found” is where the people with whom Christ identified are.   

 The church should be a radical church not allied to the “progressive leaders of 

society, the spearheads of economic development,” those on top of the social order.  

Christ identified himself with the “victims” of the powerful spearheads of development 

(Moltmann 1979, 53-54).  He identified with the marginalized and outcast, the lowest rank 

of society.  The motivation for at least Moltmann’s radically futurist perspective, thus, 

seems to be a socio-political option to side with the struggle of poor and oppressed to cast 

off the backward looking structures of present society. 

RReellaattiioonnsshhiipp  ooff  PPrroottoollooggyy  ttoo  EEsscchhaattoollooggyy::  OOppttiioonnss  

 Throughout church history there have been three chief options for the 

relationship of protology (creation) to eschatology (creation consummated): (1) 

Annihilation of the world (annihiliatio mundi) with a completely new creatio ex nihilo in 

the eschaton (nova creatio). (2) A simple return to the first creation, a restitutio ad 

                                                                                                                                            

 It is against which collective man-in-the-State must ever be diligently battling with legislation 

mandating the equalizing and unifying coercion of social justice.   



integrum or repristination.  (3) A transformation of creation (transformatio mundi) by 

restoring, in a matured form, that which was lost through sin (recapitulatio) (see 

Schuurman 1991, 147-152).  

Recapitulatio: Not a Nova Creatio 

 Futurist theologians who base their doctrine on the Third Article of the creed 

tend to opt for the first of the above.  They tend to believe in a radical discontinuity 

between the proton and the eschaton, the first creation and the new creation (Schuurman 

1991).  The new creation is a virtual nova creatio.54  Futurist oriented dialectical 

theologies thus conceal a utopian agenda.  Utopia, in this meaning, retains the original 

sense of the word utopia, that is “no-place.”  For them, the history of redemption is 

moving to a future form never before seen or imagined by man in this creation.   

 Moltmann realistically modifies the revolutionary implications of this theory by 

accepting the already-but-not-yet tension of contemporary eschatology.  However, even in 

doing this, the utopian future principle that his theory introduces into the present still acts 

now as a radical sign-post of a hoped-for future (Moltmann 1979).  The institutional 

church, as the sphere of the nova creatio, must be the present model of the future.   

 The moderating function of Moltmann’s theory comes from the patience and 

realism the already-but-not-yet schema introduces to his radical rejection of protological 

design-norms and creational structures. This allows him to reject most structure 

overturning, revolutionary violence, the methodology of classic Marxism-Leninism and 

many forms of Liberation Theology.   

 Moltmann and most other nova creationists seem to prefer the slow but steady 

incremental overturning of “backward looking” social structures through the ballot box.  

This is the methodology of European social democracy.  It is as coercive as revolutionary 

violence.  Both use the weapons of state police and armies.  It, however, substitutes 

gradual coercion for revolutionary violence (see critique in Novak 1991). 

                                                

 54Moltmann moderated this in later writings, yet the emphasis is still upon a radically 

discontinuous new creation even in some continuity (Schuurman 1991). 



Conclusion 

 Theologies of hope, as well as other related theologies, all reject “reactionary” 

creational theologies.  The result is that they are sympathetic with structure-overturning 

ideologies seeking social forms never before realized in human history.  Therefore, these 

theologies tend to favor the ordination of women and homosexuals and reject any form of 

church built upon ethno-cultural solidarity.  

 Nova creatio futurist theologies strongly tend to social radicalism even when 

structure-overturning rhetoric is moderated and an incremental approach to change is 

advocated.  This may explain the difference between the radical doctrinal and moderate 

application sections of C&S (see chapter two). 

 This position of a future, nova creatio proleptively worked out now, is similar 

to that of several of the adherents of the Radical Reformation.  Apartheid theologian F. J. 

M. Potgieter correctly cites Herman Bavinck to warn that the doctrine of nova creatio is 

“not Reformed but Anabaptistic” (Potgieter 1990, 45; see also Balke 1981).  In contrast 

to this, the biblically orthodox position has always been that “grace does not destroy but 

perfects nature”; thus the “goal of grace [is not] . . . a creatio ex nihilo” (Schuurman 

1991, 157). 

Recapitulation: Not a Return to a Pristine Eden 

 The second alternative in the attempt to relate protology to eschatology is that 

of repristination, the return to a pristine Edenic existence in the end.  This view has often 

had a small minority following throughout church history and is based on a cyclical view 

of history that inevitably returns to a mythical golden age.  It normally manifests itself in 

libertine-communalist sects that imagine the first creation as a paradise without law, social 

class, marriage and work (see Cohn 1970, chapter 10: “The equalitarian state of nature;” 

Eliade 1965; Dahl 1964).  In the end, these movements advocate a society similar to that 

envisioned by nova creationists.  

 Ironically, Moltmann accuses the orthodox recapitulatio or renovation 

(reparatio) view of being based on this cyclical return myth.  Orthodox time orientation, 

however, has never been cyclical, but always linear.  Creation moves inexorably on until 



the Final Day.  This is the true basis for a doctrine of progressive dynamism (see Nisbet 

1980; Eliade 1965).  To be socially dynamic, the orthodox church does not need to look 

forward to a future utopia coming from the past.   

 Recapitulatio, the word Ireneaus used against the Gnostics, does not, therefore, 

imply a simple repristination of the creation in Christ, because Eden is gone forever.  

Recapitulatio “is rather the present and future restoration of the fallen creation to all it was 

meant to be” (Spykman 1992, 143). 

Recapitulatio: Transformation of the World 

 The last alternative, therefore, in discovering the relationship of protology to 

eschatology is that of transformatio mundi.  It has historically been the orthodox position.  

It found its culmination in Calvin and his followers.  The renewed, transformed creation 

has arrived in Christ but is not yet perfected.  There are several characteristics 

differentiating the Reformed position from other worldviews.   

 First of all, recapitulatio does not add something to an always imperfect nature 

as in dualist worldviews.  In Roman Catholic dualism, for example, grace adds something 

to nature, so that “salvation is something basically ‘non-creational,’ supercreational, or 

even anticreational.”  These dualists believe that what Christ adds to creation is a holy, 

ecclesiatical realm, the holy Roman Church, while the creation itself belongs to a worldly 

or secular realm (Wolters 1985, 11).  A similar sort of dualism is shared by many pietistic 

evangelicals and by dialectical theology (see Dooyeweerd 1979).  

 Secondly, recapitulatio does not leave creation Ordnungen virtually intact under 

natural law as in Luther’s view.  Sin has corrupted and polluted “every structure of 

humanity and the world.”  However, “God’s abundant grace in Christ triumph[s] . . . even 

more” than sin.  The Gospel is good news of the transforming renewal of “humanity, [it is] 

for the family, for society, for the state, for art and science, for the entire cosmos” 

groaning under the curse (Bavinck 1988/1992, 224).   

 Thirdly, the future in a Reformed worldview follows historic orthodoxy.  Both 

see continuity with the past in the concept of creation design-norms, and extrapolation of 

the originally good creation into a future that is progressively partaking of redemption.  



Orthodoxy organizes history “around the central insight that ‘grace restores nature.’”  

Salvation thus is “to salvage a sin-disrupted creation” (Wolters 1985, 11).   

 History is paradise lost; redemption is paradise regained.  Sin 

perverts, and grace restores, the good creation.  The eschaton, accordingly, is 

the full restoration of the good original creation. (Schuurman 1991, 104) 

 

 

CCrreeaattiioonn--EEsscchhaattoonn  RReellaattiioonn::  TThhee  LLaasstt  CCoorrrreellaatteedd  wwiitthh  tthhee  FFiirrsstt  

 The end is thus a maturation of the beginning.  “The Bible begins and ends with 

creation terms!” (König 1988, 108).  Dahl ascribes this “positive correlation of 

‘eschatology’ and ‘protology’” as holding “a very firm position within the ancient Church” 

(Dahl 1964, 423).55  Not only the anti-Gnostic fathers, but the 

common tradition of the Church [agreed]. . . .  The idea that God will make 

“the last things like the first things” (Barn. vi.13) is used as a [common] 

hermeneutical principle for the interpretation of Genesis.  (Dahl 1964, 423-424) 

The Meaning of Recapitulatio 

 Irenaeus used recapitulatio or a*nakefaloivwsi" to describe this process of 

correlating the end with the beginning.  The word has several implications.   

 First, all things, including all men, are to be summed up under Christ’s headship 

(see Eph 1:10, Ireneaus’ key text).  The protological sin never affected him.  In him, all of 

mankind returns to his proper head as the only source of life.  From this flows “the 

renewal of life in men’s public and private lives” (Wingren 1959, 174).  Irenaeus clearly 

saw redemptive history as the growth of the church in every people and tongue. 

 Second, the word recapitulatio implies restoration to a matured form of the 

original creation.  Paul in Romans (8:18-39) clearly states that the first creation will “not 

be abolished. . . .  [I]t will be delivered” (House 1992, 13).  The future thus brings the 

maturity of the original creation.  Just as a flower is the outworking of the created 

potential of the bud, or just as a child grows up into adulthood, so the City of New 

                                                

 55Dahl surveys similar concepts in the New Testament (Ro 5:12ff; 1Co 15:22ff; 2Co 4:4; Eph 

1:22ff, 2:15, 4:24, 5:21-33; Col 1:15-20, 2:10,19; 3:10;).  Several important volumes have been written 

since on this theme (Gage 1984; Chilton 1985a; Dumbrell 1985; König 1988, 1989; Minear 1994). 



Jerusalem is the outworking of Edenic potentials.  Recapitulatio implies, therefore, a 

backward and forward look.  Grace in Christ restores and reforms the original creation, 

bringing with it a growing maturity which wars against and overcomes sin.  

 Third, recapitulatio implies repetition.  The second Adam repeats the first 

Adam’s history with opposite results.  However, man in Christ has been growing and 

differentiating.  Hence the word, in Ireneaus, does not imply mere reversion to mankind’s 

original pristine immaturity.  Recapitulatio “contains the idea of perfection or 

consummation” because “man’s growth is resumed and renewed” in Christ (Wingren 

1959, 174).   

 Christ, then, is the Recapitulator, the “pattern of the new humanity,” in 

orthodox, anti-Gnostic theology (House 1992, 13).  He repeated Adamic history in his 

sinless birth as the second Adam.  In his life, resurrection, ascension he repeats, restores 

and consummates all things lost by Adam until his Second coming when he sums up all 

things in Himself in actuality.  “There is an unbroken unity in the whole of Christ’s work 

right up to the events of the last time — everything is recapitulatio” (Wingren 1959, 194; 

Ac 3:21ff).  Ireneaus saw this clearly: “From beginning to end recapitualtio involves a 

continuum which stage by stage is realised in time” (Wingren 1959, 193).  

 As “an expression of recapitulation,” (Wingren 1959, 171), the Body of Christ, 

as the people of God militant in culture, act as leaven, salt, and light in all institutions of 

society.  Christ as the Recapitulator is now working recapitualtio in his body until the last 

day (Ps 110).  “Christ’s work in itself is finished and complete, but it has not yet extended 

to every part of human life” (Wingren 1959, 171).  Christ thus is the proton and the 

eschaton, the first and last (König 1989).  

Conclusion 

 In conclusion, this dissertation follows classic biblical orthodoxy in eschatology.  

Thus, the last things are “squarely based upon biblical protology, [in which] the ending of 

history could only be comprehensible within categories by which the beginning of history 

is described” (Gage 1984, 8).  Mankind-in-Christ is restored in Christ already, but also 

looks forward to being restored both as individuals and communities.  A recapitulated 



Christian person and a restored Christian society is fully and healthily human, as they were 

designed to be.  Hence Christian society and Christian individuals are not eccentric or out-

of-step with the development of history.  The effect is that the church as God’s steward “is 

turned outwards towards the world.  Its function is to protect whatever has been created 

from the forces that destroy life” (Wingren 1971, 8).  Only in this sense is Christianity 

conservative.  

Recapitulatio Does Not End Creation Covenant’s Law-Order 

 The recapitulatio principle of the classic Eschatology of Victory does not accept 

the radical perspective followed by Luther.  This “puts an end to the law by announcing its 

fulfillment” (Braaten 1974, 119).  Man was created in covenant with the Creator as 

Sovereign King and Lord of the Universe: “in creation God covenanted his kingdom into 

existence” (Spykman 1992, 11).  Part of his kingdom’s rule was an implicit covenant with 

an ethical standard, a law.  The law of God was revealed in the heart of man and in the 

explicit words of the Creator (see e.g., Ge 1:26,29; 2:16-17,24).  That law order, since it 

is based on the character of the Creator who is unchanging, is itself absolute and 

unchanging (Ps(s) 19, 119).   

 Mankind broke the royal law, and God sent a covenantal curse upon Adam, his 

seed through history, and the creation (see Ge 3; Ro 8:19ff).  However, the Suzerain 

graciously consented to restore man and cursed creation through the redemptive renewal 

of the original covenant of creation. 

 Recapitulation assumes the continuity of the “historical covenants of Jahweh 

with his people” (Braaten 1974, 119).  Those covenants began in the Garden and are 

progressively renewed until Christ completes their intention in his renewed covenant (see 

Robertson 1980; Dumbrell 1984; Sutton 1987; Van der Waal 1990).  Christ the King 

restored the broken covenantal law by obeying it completely as it was originally designed 

to be (Ge 3:15; Ro 5:12ff, 16:20; Rev 12:7-9).  Each renewal of the covenant of the King 

reaffirmed the originally revealed design-norms of Eden in a progressively more specific 

manner.   

 Grace thus neither abolishes the created covenantal design nor does it abolish 



the King’s law, which is the norm of that design.  Instead, Christ, the King’s Anointed Son 

(Ps 2; Ac 2), affirms and restores the correct use of the creation as he restores the King’s 

covenant law (Mt 5:19ff).  The King commands dominion oriented, covenant keeping 

families to transform their various cultures on the basis of the comprehensive rule of the 

covenantal law-ethic first given in the Garden.  “Covenant and kingdom are like two sides 

of a single coin” (Spykman 1992, 11).  

 The message of the covenant of redemption is kingdom oriented from the 

beginning.  The “original covenant stands forever as the abiding foundation and norm for 

life in God’s world” (Spykman 1992, 12).   

IImmpplliiccaattiioonnss  ooff  RReeccaappiittuullaattiioo  ffoorr  SSoocciiaall  TThheeoollooggyy    

Christ Recapitulates Moses 

 The recapitulatio principle rejects the dialectical view of the law, followed by 

Luther, Anabaptists, most pietists, and neo-orthodoxy.  These teachers and movements do 

not understand that the covenant law of Moses was essentially the original covenant law 

of creation.  That, in turn, finds true restoration in the new covenant in Christ.  Dialectical 

worldviews tend to teach instead that Jesus introduces a neo-nomos that “presuppos[es] 

[radically new] eschatological provisions of the [future] kingdom” (Braaten 1974, 119). 

 Futurist oriented, dialectical theologians often teach that the rule of justice 

through the law is an inherent part of the fallen order of this age (e.g., Moltmann 1979).  

The old law is not part of the “perfections of Christ” in the new order.  This is similar to 

what the early Anabaptists taught.  In Christ a “new law of love is at work in the same 

contexts of life” dealt with by the old law (Braaten 1974, 119).  Again similar to the views 

of the Radical Reformation, this ultimately results in two differing norms for the secular 

and spiritual kingdoms. 

 The recapitulatio principle teaches the opposite because of its continuity 

principle.  Instead of two norms, it teaches that there is only one normative order for all 

spheres of life and for all cultures.  The Mosaic-Prophetic law is a model for all peoples 

(see e.g., Lev 18:1-23, esp. 24-30; Dt 4:5-8; Ps 9:5-12; Jer 50:14-15,29; Eze 5:5-6, 

14:12-23).  Jesus, the Davidic King, is thus a “second Moses,” delivering from the Mount 



the correct interpretation of the law (see Ridderbos 1982).  He is the Great Prophet 

foreseen by Moses (Dt 18:18; Ac 3:22-23, 7:37).56 

 Christ’s kingdom and his law, as understood in orthodoxy, is therefore not 

merely future looking.  In a real sense it is also backward looking.  The principle of 

recapitulation is both conservative, if that which is to be conserved is indeed built on 

created design-norms, and dynamically transformative.  There is continuity between 

creation and eschaton, not conflictual, dialectical dualism.  As a result, there is no 

theological necessity to give “hermeneutical priority” to either the beginning or the end 

(see Schuurman 1991, 151-153). 

The Second Moses Restores All of Culture 

 Secondly, recapitulation in Christ, the Second Moses, does not imply that the 

institutional church is the only part of the creation that partakes of restoration.  All things 

have come under his sovereignty as an inheritance from his Father (Ps 2).  All things are 

being brought under his headship, his grace, and his law.  This includes all kings, families 

and peoples of earth.  The last thing to be totally conquered by him is death itself (Ps(s) 2, 

47 [NIV], 96, 110; Ac 2; Eph 1:20; 1Co 15; Heb 2).  That occurs at the resurrection.  In 

the meantime, he is progressively putting all his enemies under his feet (Ps 110). 

Classic Puritan Hope Versus the Modern Eschatological Hope 

 This dissertation adds to the orthodox recapitulatio theme a modified form of 

the classic Puritan hope (see Murray 1971).  An optimistic eschatology has been much 

refined since the time when postmillennialism was the consensus of most denominations 

(see De Jong 1970; Kik 1971; Murray 1971; Bahnsen 1976-77; Kreitzer 1991; 

Schirrmacher 1996; WLC, 191; see implicit optimism of HC, 48).  This dissertation adopts 

the term, “eschatology of victory” (Kik 1971) or optimillennialism to describe this position 

of realistic optimism.  

 Optimillennialism combines the “already-but-not-yet” consensus of 

amillennialism with the realistic anticipation that the peoples and cultures of the world will 

                                                

 56Moses was, in turn, in continuity with Abraham, Noah and the covenant norms of the 



be substantially discipled before the second coming (see McGavran 1955).  This means 

that Christ’s reign has earthly effects as it is progressively actualized upon earth by the 

collective, faith-filled works of God’s people (Mt 6:9-13; Col 3:1ff; see WLC, 191; HC, 

48).   

 This does not imply that mankind brings in the kingdom.  Christ has already 

brought it in.  However, as the King works now through his people, his kingdom acts as 

leaven upon all the     peoples and cultures of earth (Mt 13).  The Spirit of the King works 

now already, through obedient men, to bring comprehensive kingdom growth (North 

1990a).  That work, on the other hand, is not yet perfect, nor will it be until the 

resurrection.  This allows for a realistic faith that the Great Commission can and must be 

fulfilled before Christ comes.  In the world there always will be tribulation, but that does 

not mean we should not always look forward to ever greater works and an ever greater 

spread of his kingdom before the end.   

 Optimillennialism gives a biblical futurist orientation to God’s people’s 

dominion work under the Cultural Mandate.  This is in direct contrast to much of the 

futurist orientation of contemporary theology.  The modern theological consensus accepts 

the church as an exclusively “eschatological event,” one not in continuity with the creation 

and covenants of the past.  

CChhuurrcchh  aass  EEsscchhaattoollooggiiccaall  ““SSiiggnn””  ooff  FFuuttuurree  KKiinnggddoomm  

 Viewing the church as an eschatological event means that the church is not 

founded upon the past Edenic Dominion Covenant (Ge 1:26-27) and the covenant 

promises of the patriarchs and prophets.  It is thus not modeled upon the design of 

Abraham’s created extended family, a national unity in sub-ethnic diversity.57  This 

covenantal continuity perspective focuses upon a foundation consisting of both the 

individual and the family group(s).  In direct contrast, the modern consensus seems instead 

to teach that the church is founded upon the work of Christ’s kerygma exclusively applied 

to the individual hearer or responder alone.  The groups of the Old Testament past are an 

                                                                                                                                            

Garden. 

 57In other words, Israel is a nation consisting of twelve tribal, sub-ethnic parts (thirteen if 

Levi is included). 



anachronism, overcome by the always present of the word proclaimed (kerygma). 

 Emphasis upon group solidarity, because it comes from the past, is thus 

relativized or denied.  The church, therefore, is the preliminary and anticipatory form in 

today’s world of an exclusively future kingdom that Christ brought to humanity.58   

Proleptic Eschatology is Exclusively Future Oriented 

 Most contemporary theology sees this exclusively future kingdom as 

proleptively present now.  “Prolepsis” means “anticipation.”  Therefore, the kingdom is 

present “in the person of Christ first, and then in those incorporated into his love, into his 

freedom, his peace and the fullness of his life,” that is, his church (Braaten 1974, 82).  In 

other words, the present church anticipates now what will be in the future.   

Ethical Implications of Proleptic Eschatology 

 According to many proleptic theologians, the opposite of proleptic eschatology 

is anachronistic theology and anachronistic eschatology.  Proleptic eschatology perceives 

the church to be a microcosm and anticipation of what the future world will look like.  

The church must therefore reject in its structures all backward looks to the creation such 

as is found in anachronistic eschatology.  It must reject the anachronistic structures and 

social order built upon the past.  “Just as anachronism limps after time, so prolepsis hurries 

ahead of it, already realizing today what is to be tomorrow” (Moltmann 1979, 47).  

Kuyperian and Latin Thomistic theologies and eschatologies that desire to recapitulate in 

the future the past creation structures are thus rejected.  

 The doctrine of prolepsis has further ethical implications.  “Just as the coming 

God already antedates his future, giving it in advance in history,” Moltmann states, “men 

and women can and should anticipate this future in knowledge and in deed” (Moltmann 

1979, 47).  The church and its ministry of word and sacrament are therefore the 

“spearhead of the kingdom of God, which moves through both the church and the world” 

(Moltmann 1979, 47).   

                                                

 58This view seems more similar to the various forms of dispensationalism found in the 

Radical Reformation and revivalism than to Reformed covenantalism.  



 The result of this spearhead effect is that the in-breaking Kingdom sets up 

“signs of the kingdom not only in the church’s sacraments but also in the world’s struggles 

for brotherhood, equality and freedom” (Braaten 1974, 83).  Such proleptic anticipation 

creates hope for those who have identified with the poor, and “who with the poor hope for 

the new, liberating future of God.”  Proleptic eschatology then “is not content with the 

present, but does not take the place of consummation either.  It is the ‘now already’ in the 

midst of the ‘not yet’” (Moltmann 1979, 47).  

 In other words, the signs of God’s kingdom for which people must now unite to 

work are the three slogans of the French    Revolution: fraternity, equality, and liberty.  

This alone anticipates the final eschaton.  Proleptic eschatology must therefore work 

backward from a postulated equalitarian future to the oppressive non-equalitarian present.  

Prolepsis teaches that there “cannot be an extrapolation of the future from history” 

(Moltmann 1979, 48).  The opposite is the case.  The present must begin to anticipate the 

never-before-seen future.  The in-breaking future brings liberation into present oppression. 

The WCC and Proleptic Eschatology 

 The WCC has published a comprehensive survey of the growing consensus in 

the world church (Roman Catholic, WCC, and Orthodox) concerning this proleptic 

eschatology.59  Günther Gassmann, who was Director of the WCC’s Faith and Order 

Commission, surveys the adoption of the “newly adopted ecclesiological terminology,” 

which describes the unity of the church using the “terms sacrament, sign and instrument” 

(Gassmann 1986, 13; see also Dulles 1974).   

 In this growing ecumenical consensus, the unity of the church is never seen as 

an end it itself.  It is a sign, that is a “pointer, symbol, example and model,” and a 

sacrament, in the sense of “anticipation” in itself of the coming unity of humanity in the 

kingdom.  It is also an “effective means or tool” in itself to help bring that coming unity 

into effect.  “The church is sign, sacrament and instrument of God’s love, of his rule, his 

universal plan of salvation for all humankind in Jesus Christ” (Gassmann 1986, 14).  Thus 

                                                

 59Church Kingdom World: The Church as Mystery and Prophetic Sign, published by the Faith 

and Order Commission (Limouris 1986). 



the church in itself is the “sign of the coming union of all human beings in God’s kingdom, 

the redemption of creation and the fulfilment of all things” (Gassmann 1986, 14).   

 Gassmann further explains that the unity of humankind that is to come was 

initially understood in realized eschatological terms (Cullman and Dodd) but has been 

shifting to an “eschatological perspective” (likely under influence of various futurist 

eschatologies spawned by J. Moltmann and W. Pannenberg).  The totally new future is 

now proleptively present in the church.  The church, thus, is the vanguard of the coming 

unified and just world.  It is an “anticipatory sign” of a future perfected reconciliation and 

hope for the world and for humanity (Gassmann 1986, 14).   

 Thus, logically, the church in its institutional structures must model the future 

kingdom’s unity, liberty, justice and brotherhood to the world.  The church gives to the 

world an encouraging model of how it should dismantle and replace unjust, divisive 

relationships and oppressive social structures.   

Evaluation of Proleptic Eschatology 

 There is some truth in the concept that the present must anticipate the future.  

In orthodox theology, the church must indeed model or be a sign now of perfected 

kingdom relationships.  “The Church is summoned to be the militant vanguard of God’s  

Kingdom in an ecclesiastical way” (Heyns 1980, 28).60  However, since WCC theology 

does not accept the classic recapitulative eschatological perspective outlined above, it 

departs significantly from orthodoxy.  First of all, it must be socially antinomian (the 

subject of a later chapter) and secondly it must be at least moderately utopian.   

 In other words, the defining norm for justice, liberty, unity, and brotherhood is 

a never-before-seen future vision of the kingdom.  That kingdom is cut off from any 

creational norms as summarized in the Decalogue.  For example, using Moltmann’s 

theology as a base, J. M. Lochman writes the following for a WCC colloquium.  He claims 

that the Spirit combats all “obstacles and rifts between human beings which are barriers to 

the achievement of unity.”  He lists “cultural, social and religious” barriers as examples.  

                                                

 60See Heyns’ classic Reformed summary of the relationship of the world to the kingdom 

(except point seven’s conclusion that there is no invisible Church) (Heyns 1980, 20-28). 



Thus the Spirit, he says, is “determined to overcome obstacles and to tear down barriers 

which keep human beings apart . . . so as to renew human community.”  He concludes, 

“Every form of ‘apartheid’ is sin — indeed, in this concrete sense, the sin against the Holy 

Spirit” (Lochman 1986, 71).   

 Clearly for Lochman, since the defining social norms are not derived from a 

careful exegetical understanding of the law-order of revelation, they must be derived from 

the surrounding humanist culture.  Biblical norms are then redefined by the  

standards of humanist culture.  What is rejected is the explicit biblical content of social 

norms as classically defined within the context of the one continuously present covenant of 

grace.  This, as shall be demonstrated in this and following chapters, is also what the 

NGK’s C&S document does.  

Socio-Cultural Implications of Proleptic Eschatology 

 Gassmann spells out some of the implications of this new understanding of the 

relationship of the church, the future kingdom, and its norms to the world’s society.   

 The sign-character of the church is not purely “spiritual” but, 

according to an incarnational understanding of the church, needs to be set in 

relationship to the conflicts, needs and hopes of our world. (Gassmann 1986, 

14)   

For the WCC, the unity of the church is closely connected to the unity of humankind.61   

 Putting its teaching into practice, the WCC has spent many millions of its 

parishioners’ money to help build a unified, just, and more equal world.  The Program to 

Combat Racism (PCR) in southern Africa, with the millions given to southern African 

revolutionary liberation movements, is an example (see Tingle 1992).  This type of social 

activism is a logical outworking of the futurist, equalitarian eschatology adopted by the 

WCC.   

 The working for the unity of the church as a model pointing to the future of the 

world globalizes not just international  

politics but also national and local politics.  For example, the official documents of the 

                                                

 61See especially Unity in Today’s World: The Faith and Order Studies on “Unity of the 

Church — Unity of Humankind” (Müller-Fahrenholz 1978). 



WCC’s World Conference on Church and Society62 in 1966 have a definite bias against 

decentralization of power.  The conference clearly states that the implication of the fact 

that God “created and redeemed the whole world” was that national sovereignty must be 

diminished in the search for a global “just distribution not only of wealth but also of health, 

education, security, housing and opportunity” (WCC 1967, 89).  The WCC was urged to 

study global taxation and certain “regional and world-wide institutions” to coordinate 

redistributionary social justice (WCC 1967, 92).   

 Thus the WCC interprets “protection or advancement of sectional interests” as 

morally repugnant and inconsistent with the love of God for the “whole of his creation” 

(WCC 1967, 89). The WCC defines “sectional interests” as particular nations, classes, 

industries, or individuals.  To emphasize these is always “at the expense of the good of 

[the whole of] humanity” (WCC 1967, 89).  Accordingly, centralized structures are best 

because de-centralized units of even a federal state can “preserve local injustices that the 

federal government seeks to remove” (WCC 1967, 99).   

 Furthermore, the WCC church and society documents gratefully acknowledged 

the Universal Declaration of Human Rights as a standard for social justice.  That 

declaration is praised as already having achieved a “significant impact” in social justice 

though not yet a sufficient impact (WCC 1967, 103).  Furthermore, the documents claim 

that national unity with these universal human rights should be the goal in all multi-ethnic 

countries such as South Africa.  This is because this ideal best serves the “effective 

mobilization of the economic resources of the state in order to achieve social justice” 

(WCC 1967, 107; see C&S, 184-205, 267).63   

 The WCC here clearly opted as the ideal socio-political order a unified, 

powerful, centralized state checked only by human rights.  This description would apply 

                                                

 62Was this an ecumenical precedent for the title of C&S? 

 63The Church and Society conference denies the existence of a “clear set of universally valid 

rules” or a set of “abstract principles” to apply to “concrete situations.”  This seems to be an inaccurate 

characterization of the classical perspective that Scripture alone inerrantly and perspicuously reveals 

creation-based design norms.  These serve as the sole fallible authority from which universal, trans-

culturally valid principles are derived.   

 Instead of having one inerrant authority for these norms, the conference postulated a series of 

multiple authorities: “Holy Scripture, Christian history, contemporary Christian experience, and the 

insights of the social sciences and other secular disciplines do inform the situation” (WCC 1967, 111; 



equally to most Social Democratic states including the United States.  This ideal has been 

realized in the present South African constitution and anticipates, as shall be seen, the 

ideal state of Church and Society (1990) of the NGK. 

SSeevveerraall  LLooggiiccaall  DDeedduuccttiioonnss  ffrroomm  RReeccaappiittuullaattiivvee  EEsscchhaattoollooggyy  

 1. A good creation implies that the universe is not in danger of falling into 

chaotic division destroying primal unity. 

 2. The structures of created reality are revelatory, not mere givens, even when 

polluted by death and sin. 

 3. Redemptive history is not a movement away from an always impinging 

human division.  Redemptive history thus is not a movement toward social-equalitarian 

unity in centralized-unified    institutions.  History restores the covenant fidelity to the 

Creator’s original design, in matured form for all spheres. 

 4. Gender, class, or lingual-culture group divisions are not evil in themselves. 

 5. Schöpfungsordungen, that is static and non-developing creation orders 

designed to protect against an ever-impinging human social chaos-division, are not 

biblical. 

 6. God gave man stewardship for cultivating, protecting, and advancing God’s 

providential design.  This includes God-created languages and culture groups.   

 7. Both indigenous church planting and the transformation of ethno-culture are 

top priority (see Gentry 1990).   

 8. To preserve an Afrikaner Christianized culture and language is just, if truly 

directed by biblical norms.  

Application to C&S 

CC&&SS  RReedduucceess  GGoossppeell  ttoo  SSeeccoonndd  oorr  TThhiirrdd  AArrttiiccllee  

 As seen in chapter four, C&S rejects, among other key passages, those found in 

the proto-history (Ge 1-11).  The reason is that the Bible’s “own nature and character” 

(C&S, 21) is an exclusively kerygmatic, kingdom oriented document: “The Bible as  

                                                                                                                                            

compare C&S, 13-23, with 274-288). 



proclamation of God’s kingdom is not a textbook. . . .”  Instead, it is the book of the 

“Good News [i.e. Gospel] that God in his grace seeks out human beings, . . . redeems 

them, . . . and entrusts them . . . with a supreme calling” (C&S, 19).   

 “The NGK and Scripture” (chap. 3) discusses this issue    extensively.  Of 

particular note are the comments concerning the use of Scripture as a handboek or manual 

for the social sciences.  In sum, the General Synod explicitly denies that the excluded 

passages can be used “as a Scriptural basis for political models” (C&S, 22) and thus 

certainly cannot be used as a “textbook on, inter alia, sociology, economics or politics” 

(C&S, 19).  All the excluded passages listed in paragraph 22 have been used by various 

groups to give norms for the judging of or “deduc[ing] a particular social or political 

policy” (C&S, 21). 

Evaluation 

 First of all, the excised passages theoretically should exclude any Christian 

group from developing and applying biblical models for socio-political (re)construction.  

This does not seem to be the case.  In actual fact, it seems those passages that would aid 

confessional conservatives in (re)building a Christian society are more likely to be 

excluded than those aiding social and theological radicals with their vision.   

Passages used by confessional conservatives 

 An examination of these passages is therefore in order.   

 1. Genesis 2:18 deals with the making of Eve as Adam’s helper. 

 2. Genesis 10-11; Deuteronomy 32:8; Proverbs 22:28; Acts 2:8, 17:26; 

Galatians 3:28-29; and Revelation 21:3, 24 give factual, background information 

necessary to construct a biblical doctrine of (1) the creation of the ethnic groups, (2) their    

continuation into the eschaton, and (3) the necessity of all peoples coming into the one 

church of Christ.64  All of these, except Galatians 3:28-29, are used by the exclusivists and 

                                                

 64C&S is contradictory at this point.  Whereas C&S, 22 rejects the use of certain passages by 

exclusivists, it allows several of the same and similar passages to be used to construct a doctrine of human 

unity, a favorite theme of inclusivists. 

 Actually both uses are correct.  Mankind in Adam and in the Second Adam is a real Unity 

and true Diversity:  



Afrikaner proponents of apartheid.  

Passages used by radicals 

 Other passages listed deal with the unity and diversity of the church (Jn 17:20-

23, 1Co 12).  Their excision from the corpus of relevant Scriptures implicitly denies that 

the structure of the church, as a unified Body, is a proleptic sign of how the future of the 

world will look.  Thus C&S says that the excised passages teach nothing about what ideals 

socio-political and economic  

institutions should follow.  The unified structure of the church is not a metaphor 

concerning God’s future plan for the rest of the institutions of creation.   

 If this is a correct implication, then C&S rejects the use of these passages by 

social radicals.  However, it seems that the document is internally contradictory at this 

point.  It definitely does say the church is a paradigmatic sign of the future, as shall be seen 

below.  

Two possible theories for excision of passages 

 In summary, the reason for these exclusions could thus possibly be explained by 

two theories.  Either one or both of the theories seem to be the only viable possibilities for 

the arbitrary excision of the passages listed.  In the case that both possible theories have 

some validity, then the document is internally contradictory at this point.   

 First of all, C&S could possibly have moved to a focus upon the kingdom as an 

exclusively spiritual phenomenon not dealing with specific mundane affairs.  As seen 

above, this is common in pietistic circles and among dialectical theologians.   

 C&S (1986), 42-43 explicitly claimed that the Bible is reduced to a spiritual 

gospel.  However, this passage has been removed from the revised edition presently being 

evaluated.  Even though it has been removed, this could still remain an implicit motif 

                                                                                                                                            

 “3.1.1 Scripture views the human race as a unity  

The creation narrative, which traces the entire human race back to one pair of progenitors, views mankind 

as an essential unity.  This point of view is confirmed by the genealogical registers in Genesis 10, 1 

Chronicles 1-9, and Luke 3:23-38, where world history is seen as an extended family history. In Acts 

17:26 it is  stated that God made every nation ‘from one man’. In the same spirit Christ is  described as 

the ‘second Adam’ who involves the whole human race as an organic unity in his ministry of redemption” 

(C&S, 96; bold in original). 



within the document as a whole.   

 The second theory is that the NGK has adopted some form of Third Article 

futurism.  Both will be examined in order.  First, however, a possible motive for the 

paradigm shift needs to be examined. 

Ecumenically Correct Expediency As Possible Motive 

 Could expediency possibly be a crucial motive for the reason why such excised 

passages listed above are singled out as not applicable to the development of a viable 

Reformed social theology and ethic for southern Africa?  As chapter two showed, there 

are very strong voices and directions in the church moving it towards rapprochement with 

the SACC and the WCC.  Thus there would be a strong pragmatic need to reject the 

relevance of most of these embarrassing passages because they were and are used by 

proponents of ethnically exclusive church and state.   

 This the WCC emphatically rejects.  For one representative example, note that 

the WCC’s conference on church and society urged its member churches everywhere  

 

to make organized efforts to eradicate from the Church and Christian 

community all forms of discrimination based on race, colour or ethnic origin in 

the selection of persons for church leadership, admission to the membership  of 

congregations, and in adapting social and cultural values and traditions to the 

present” (WCC 1967, 175-176; see Richardson 1977, Webb 1994 for 

comprehensive documentation) 

 The evidence seems to point to such a pragmatic need. 

Higher Critical Rejection of First Article Absolutes 

 However, a theological paradigm shift is most likely the deepest underlying 

motive.  Therefore, a first hypothesis as to why C&S excises the relevant passages is that 

it adopts Second Article reductionism.  Only a comprehensive biblical faith that uses such 

First Article concepts as design-norms, covenantal law, and so forth can develop socio-

political models.   

 C&S teaches that Scripture must not be read directly into “our own 

circumstances and problems,” reducing it to a “recipe book with instant solutions for all 

human problems” (C&S, 18).  Instead, the distinctive “character, composition and style,” 



and each book’s “particular situation” must be taken into account.  Thus “any superficial 

interpretation or application of biblical statements” must be “completely rejected” because 

they ignore “the specific nature, context, style, purpose and historical situation” of each 

pericope, book, and genre.   

 This could very well be harmonized with classic Reformed hermeneutics.  

However, as seen in chapter four, many in the NGK accept the higher critical assumption 

that Scripture is made up of more than one theology.65  This denies perspicuity and the 

concept that human nature and hence norms and remedies are the same for all humans in 

all times and cultures.  Therefore, the Scripture has no direct application to today. 

 Secondly, most theologians in the NGK reject the Creation account and the rest 

of the proto-history as factual history.  A great many would reject the fifteenth-century 

BC date of the  

composition of the Pentateuch, adopting some form of the Documentary Hypothesis.  This 

means that no statement in these books can ever be taken at face value.   

 Taking the point to its logical conclusion, the Creation account or the 

Decalogue, for example, cannot be used as “recipe book with instant solutions” (C&S, 18) 

to the issues directly addressed in these accounts (e.g., Ge 1:28 and Ps 8; Ge 2:2 and Ex 

20:11, 31:17; Heb 4:4; Ge 2:24 and Mt 19:5 and 1Co 6:16; Eph 5:31; Ge 1-2 and Ro 

5:12ff).   

 Following Christ and the Apostles, classic Reformed theology has always 

taught that the Creation and the Decalogue are immediately applicable to every group and 

time in human history.  The creation account is the necessary prolegomenon to both the 

law and the gospel. 

 Therefore, taking these higher critical assumptions as a given, C&S seems to 

mean that the excised passages have been subjected to complex higher critical syllogisms 

and have come out being rejected as relevant truth.  The substratum of relevant truth left 

to the church is merely the gospel truths proclaimed in the Second Article.   

                                                

 65These are sometimes complementary, sometimes parallel, and sometimes contradictory to 

one another.  Therefore, the Bible does not speak with one unified voice throughout.  A doctrine is thus 

not discovered by the compilation of all relevant data that is then correlated, harmonized and 

systematized. 



 The implication thus is that only ecclesiastical experts trained in the various 

Redaction and Form Critical theories or the various theories of the origin of the 

Pentateuch, the historical books, the pre- and post-exilic prophets, the pseudonymous 

books (e.g., Daniel), the Synoptics, Acts, the Epistles, and so forth can understand these 

and other passages.  Scripture becomes a dark book to the man in the pew.  By taking the 

Bible out of the hands of the people, the General Synod would be almost making itself into 

a collective, Medieval papacy — a virtual synodocracy.   

 Old Testament professor P. A. Verhoef, writing in a     commentary on the 

C&S commissioned by the General Synod, tries to refute this conclusion.  “Now does this 

mean, some want to know, that the Bible can only be exposited by experts?”  Verhoef 

writes.  “In this perspective, are we not in the process of becoming Roman Catholic?  Is 

not the Bible meant for the normal believer?” (Verhoef 1987, 6).   

 Verhoef’s answer is two-fold.  First, he claims that the synod was mistaken on 

several things in the past and, in like manner, has now “come to other, deeper insights” 

(Verhoef 1987, 10).  Verhoef, however, does not explain why in the new insights of the 

present, higher critically trained experts and theologians seem to contradict certain 

foundational truths validated by previous synods, including the one adopting the Belgic 

Confession.  For example, to deny the use of significant Scripture passages, using the 

“new insight” that the scopus of Scripture is largely kingdom, kerygma and gospel 

oriented, is certainly a fundamental paradigm shift away from the classic Reformed 

position.66 

 He secondly claims that “the Bible speak[s] in clear language,” but only 

concerning the gospel.  Thus it is only the gospel that people can understand “without 

necessary intermediaries to exposit the Bible for us” (Verhoef 1987, 11).  The rest of 

Scripture not dealing specifically with the gospel, Verhoef concludes, cannot be 

understand apart from experts.  For the rest, “theologians are necessary” (Verhoef 1987, 

11).67 

                                                

 66F. Deist is forthright and honest at this point. 

 67This is not only ecclesiocentric, but it seems to deny the redemptive-historical movement 

from the old to the new covenant.  Before, God the Spirit was with (par *) the people of God, speaking 

through prophets and priests (Jn 14:17; Ne 9:20, 30).  Now he is in (e*n) each one as the prophetic Spirit 



 All of this fits within the hypothesis that the General Synod has adopted a form 

of Second Article reductionism sketched in preceding pages.   

Third Article Reductionism: The Church as Nova Creatio 

 A second theory is that C&S has adopted a form of Third Article futurism.  As 

discussed earlier, this ecumenical theology views the kingdom as a future reality that 

introduces into the church totally-new creation (nova creatio) role relationships.  In this 

nova creatio, the kingdom is always in the process of becoming, and hence it has always 

been cut off from any normative root in a literal creation.  According to this interpretation, 

the passages excised from the proto-history are by and large based upon mythological 

accounts that do not teach fact but only a moral ideal.  That ideal is the unity of mankind 

that has been “lost” and needs to be “restored” in the kingdom of God by the redemption 

in Christ.  Therefore, the world is in itself “broken and  

divided.”  The church, as the proclaimer of the unique, new creation-kingdom, must 

“make this unity visible” (see C&S, 81, pt. 2.9.3). 

 

2.8 The church is a window to God’s imminent new world   

As God’s new creation, and as the sphere of the Holy Spirit’s operation, the 

church must in all its activities provide a glimpse of the future.  The divisions 

within the church must not be accepted as normal.  In the church, love must 

triumph over enmity and hate, the truth  over falsehood, unity over division, 

reconciliation and peace over violence and confrontation.  Only In this way will 

the church be a true church, and prove to be a credible window to the future of 

our Lord Jesus Christ. (C&S, 72, bold in original) 

A first indication of possible futurist influence 

 This future new creation-kingdom focus of the church must flow out into all of 

life.  The church thus seems to be the model for the world.  Immediately after speaking 

about the kingdom focus of Scripture, C&S spells out its implications.  C&S, 22, which 

excises the relevant passages listed above, is one of those implications.  The following 

paragraph gives the next implication of the kingdom’s gospel focus:  

                                                                                                                                            

(Joel 2:28-32; Ac 2:17-18).  Now God has spoken (aorist) by the Son once and for all (Heb 1:1-2; Ju 2).  

All have the anointing Holy Spirit to discern truth and to teach believers through Scripture (1Jn 2:20-21, 

26-27).  This is the doctrine of the priesthood of believers (1Pe 2:9). 



 [This means] . . . that the new relationships in which the citizens of 

the Kingdom were placed  . . . causes them to have a solemn calling which must 

be practised in all walks of life. (C&S, 23) 

The implication seems to be that Christians must first center on the church as institution.  

This affects all human relationships.   

 For this reason attention is given firstly to the nature and calling of 

the church and the relationships which result therefrom, and secondly to 

personal and group relationships as viewed from the perspective of the 

[future] kingdom. (C&S, 23; emphasis in original)   

 J. Kinghorn understands the radical implications of this change in the definition 

of the church.  The change, he perceives, has already begun to permeate the rest of the 

NGK’s social theology as well.  C&S’ “church-centered” ecclesiology is experiencing a 

“de-ideologization” [ontideologisering]68 from apartheid’s “non-ecclesial ideas.”  

Individual faith alone, irrespective of ethnic or racial background, is now the only 

prerequisite for church membership69 (Kinghorn 1989, 38, 37).  

 This shift in ecclesiology, begun slightly in HRLS, has now reached parity in 

C&S (1986) with the older race and people based social theology of creation.  This 

movement is of “greatest importance” because, he anticipates, it can “overflow in the end 

with a fundamental shift in the [NGK’s] standpoint on apartheid [in society]” (Kinghorn 

1989, 38).   

 This emphasis upon the future kingdom makes the church the unique sphere of 

a new creation.  The church as institution thus becomes a “model” for all of society.  In 

other words, the church as an equalitarian society must preview what all the rest of society 

should strive now to become.   

A second indication of possible futurist influence 

 A second line of evidence concerning a possible Third Article futurist 

orientation is the direct use of terminology claiming that the church is a window upon the 

coming future kingdom.  For example: “The church is a window to God’s imminent 

                                                

 68The believer’s church concept is non-ideological but the idea of an indigenous people’s 

church, he claims, shows syncretism with “ideology.”  Perhaps the opposite contention has more truth.  

 69This is a rediscovery, via Barth, of the concept of the “church as the community of the 

believers” (Kinghorn 1989, 37).  As chapter six will discuss, this implicitly accepts the Radical 

Reformation’s ideal of a believer’s church.  That in turn is a denial of the covenant continuity doctrine of 



new world.”  Therefore, “as God’s new creation, and as the sphere of the Holy Spirit’s 

operation, the church must . . . provide a glimpse of the future” (C&S, 72, see whole 

quote above; bold in original). 

 Another example is C&S’ point 3.4.3, which states:  “The church must summon 

its members, equip them, and send them out to serve the coming of the kingdom in 

society” (C&S, 227, see also C&S, 72).   

 Taken by itself, many orthodox theologians could have written this.  However, 

the following paragraphs clarify the meaning.  “3.4.4  The church must furnish society 

with a living example of what God’s work of re-creation accomplishes in people’s lives.”  

To accomplish this, and to “lend credibility to its [kingdom] proclamation,” “the church 

must in its very existence establish a visible symbol and concrete expression of the 

Kingdom of God.”  This means further that the “church must be a living display window 

of what God in his grace accomplishes” (C&S, 229).   

 The following paragraph (C&S, 230) shows the social structural implications of 

this social ethic:   

 In contrast to the social structures emanating from creation, the 

church is the only social structure which is the fruit of God’s re-creation.  It is 

the first-fruit of his new creation. (C&S, 230)  

This paragraph is then a commentary on the phrase used several times in C&S concerning 

the church as a “unique” fellowship.70 

 It seems certain that here C&S is not in continuity with covenantal thought on 

the nature of the church.  Classic Reformed theology defines the church as the people of 

God through the ages beginning with the first family in the Garden and continuing into the 

family of Abraham, then fulfilled in the family of Abraham’s seed, who is the Second 

Adam (BC, 27).   

 Reformed Theology teaches that the New Testament ecclesia is a multi-national 

people of God, the qahal Yahweh in every people.  It is not merely an institution which is 

a “unique wonder of regeneration by God in a sinful and broken world” (C&S, 24).  The 

                                                                                                                                            

the Swiss Reformers.  

 70E.g., “as the unique new creation of God, the church is a fellowship of people” (C&S, 68, 

see also 24-25, 232). 



church of Christ is the community of faithful, covenant-bound families, who live out their 

obedience in the socio-political order, the family, the school, private organizations, and in 

the cultus (see Olthuis and others 1972; Rushdoony 1986).   

 The church institute is not the center of life but only one of several institutions 

partaking of new covenant life.  This does not deny, however, that the church as the 

people of God in all walks of life is the mediating channel of God’s salt and light to the 

unbelieving world-system.  The goal is to have the world and its kingdoms become in deed 

what they are in title, the kingdom of God, which his Christ has inherited (Ps 2; Jn 1:2-3; 

Col 1:13-20; Heb 1:2-3; Rev 11:15). 

 C&S sees the church as the immediate opposite.  As a “unique creation” (C&S, 

25), the “unique nature of the church” must be respected.  We must “not assess it in terms 

of the notions of this sinful, passing world, or confuse it with the institutions of the present 

sinful reality” (C&S, 26).   

 Again the above could perhaps be read in the light of    orthodox theology.  

However, two theological errors need to be taken into account first to correctly 

understand what C&S seems to mean here.  First of all, most NGK theologians do not 

believe the creation account of the proto-history is literal history.  This would then imply 

that death and evil must be inherent in the world itself.  The church, then, must become 

the only institution that has ever partaken of creation newness.  The new creation is thus 

not a recapitulation of the first creation.71  It is in this sense, C&S seems to be claiming, 

that the church is unique.  In itself as structure, it anticipates the “total newness” of the 

future kingdom.  At this time sin and divisive evil will no longer be a constituent part of 

the essence of the old creation called in C&S “the passing world.”   

 If this perspective on C&S is accurate, then Kinghorn’s deduction concerning 

the meaning of this “uniqueness” of the church is again correct:  

  Logically . . . then . . . the church is not bound to the structures or 

biases of the society in which the church operates.  In (the body of) Christ the 

normal distinctions between man and woman, slave and free man, and there also 

                                                

 71If the creation were not inherently broken and deficient, then there would no need for a 

“unique” new creation.  “In this sinful, broken, passing world, God made a new beginning, bringing into 

being a unique creation: his church” (C&S, 25).  Without an originally defective creation, the new 

creation would merely be the restoration of the first creation in matured form. 



between race and nation, are not normative.   

 Obviously, this has far-reaching implications for the question as to 

how the unity of the church should take visible shape. (Kinghorn 1990c, 30) 

 Verhoef’s commentary on C&S supports this understanding of an implicit nova 

creatio principle in C&S.  He claims that the church is not “rooted in the nation, but in the 

incarnation.”  It is not built upon creation but upon the recreation (Verhoef 1987, 19).  

The General Synod Commission (GSC) similarly criticizes the Faith and Protest (F&P) 

apartheid theologians for rejecting C&S.  F&P, they claim, determines the nature of the 

church by means of the fallen creation, not the new creation: “Thus the origin of the 

church is situated not in nature but in grace” (GSC 1988, 10, 11, 18). 

Evaluation 

 To accept this dichotomy between the creation and new creation is virtually to 

accept (1) a semi-Docetic christology claiming that Christ has a humanity not derived from 

the inherently imperfect creation and (2) a form of the Radical Reformation’s dictum that 

Christ’s body was a heavenly body not derived from Adam through Mary (see Balke 1981; 

Potgieter 1990).  Both destroy Christ’s right to recapitulate Adamic history in reverse, 

because to do so, Christ has to partake in the same created humanity that Adam possessed 

before the fall.   

 The implicit assumption here is that the original creation was not “very good,” 

as the Scripture states.  Contrary to Verhoef and the GSC, the church is built on both the 

creation and the new creation, both Adam’s creation and the Second Adam’s incarnation.  

New creation and incarnation are both in recapitulative continuity with the good original 

creation.  Thus it is not evil to build the church upon creational design-norms and 

creational forms (e.g., the family and the extended family).  As shall be seen, this is 

fundamental to the Reformation’s covenantal doctrine of the church. 

The NGK’s implicit radical model for social transformation 

 While denying that Christians may use Scripture-based models for social 

transformation, C&S actually turns around and uses one.  This model’s worldview 

assumptions are actually similar to those of the Radical Reformation and of dialectical 

theology.  As Professor André Dumas of the Protestant Theological Faculty of Paris said 



at the WCC conference on church and society, “Revolutionary leaders find it hard to resist 

the messianic drawing power of a myth of absolute newness.”  However, as Dumas goes 

on to point out, once in power these leaders always “re-establish links with their ancestral 

and national past” (WCC 1967, 21).  Creational design-norms are inescapable for those 

who wish, even pragmatically, to build a lasting social order.  This is true for all secular 

and religious prophets of newness.   

 This pragmatic reality is what Dumas and other ecumenical leaders often point 

out when they note that Christ does not promise a “pure other-worldly utopia” (WCC 

1967, 21).  According to many of these leaders, however, Christ does introduce the other-

worldly future principle into the present fallen, passing, and divided world.  This future 

principle as something not founded upon the institutions of creation creates tension 

between the old and new.  This tension is what drives history forward. 

 Thus Harvard theologian Krister Stendahl, for example, can write about how 

the radically new future breaks into the present, using Galatians (3:28).  The old creation 

order oppressed women (and powerless ethnic minorities), he implies, but the new gives 

them equality.  Thus the church does not need to be reminding people of the oppressive 

not-yet (i.e. the present oppressive reality).  “We need badly the reminder of that which is 

new [the already]. . . .  the forces toward renewal and re-creation” (Stendahl 1966, 37).   

When the church now gradually sets up equalitarian signposts of the kingdom, the new 

future order will gradually transcend the old.  The church thus models for the social order 

what the totally new future kingdom looks like in practice, serving as a gradual leavening 

force there.72 

 To accomplish this gradual transformation of the present by means of the 

future, the Radical Reformation proposed the “withdrawal model” (e.g., Amish, 

Mennonites, and Hutterites) and the “revolutionary model.”  To its credit, C&S denies 

both models.   

 Concerning the withdrawal model, C&S is forthright: “The church is not 

                                                

 72See Bolt 1991 for careful discussion of contemporary eschatological ethics and gnostic-

utopian eschatological ethics.  Contrary to Bolt’s attempt to sharply distinguish the two, this author’s 

opinion is that the two are species of the same genus sharing the same non-recapitulative presuppositions, 

and hence both introducing the utopian revolutionary ethic into society. 



intended to be an alternative society replacing existing social structures” (C&S, 230).  

However, this is actually not as straight forward as it at first seems.  The paragraph 

continues by explaining that “within society it must be an exemplary fellowship.”  In other 

words, the church  

ought to be a fellowship that serves as an example to all, and in its very 

existence . . . provide an inspiring example of the power of the Holy Spirit who 

can also completely renew human relationships. (C&S, 230) 

Immediately, however, the already, futurist vision is again softened by the not-yet:  “Yet 

the church may never imply that it has attained everything or that it has reached its goal” 

(C&S, 230).   

 In introducing a tension between the future and present, C&S seems to have 

adopted a perspective similar to Stendahl and the many ecumenical theologians who use 

similar argumentation.  This can be termed radical gradualism or Fabianism. 

Radical gradualism described 

 The late David Bosch, former NGK minister and UNISA theologian, explains 

what will happen when the church, without withdrawing from society, gradually sets up 

signposts of the kingdom in the world.  Most present leaders of the NGK would recoil 

from the logical extent to which Bosch pushes C&S’ non-recapitulative, already-but-not-

yet eschatology.  Worldview presuppositions over time, however, have profound 

consequences in culture.  It is wise to see what those consequences will be.   

 Without perhaps realizing it, Bosch is not arguing in a vacuum.  The vision he 

expounds has never been held by the orthodox church.  However, it has been the staple of 

the classic gnosticized-equalitarian vision that has fed visionary, utopian renewal 

movements for centuries (see Cohn 1970; Shafarevich 1980; bibliography of Bolt 1991).   

 Bosch writes: “Once Paul became aware of the reality of the new community he 

suddenly discovered that he was now living in another age and time” (Bosch 1982, 28). 

Bosch continues, citing Juan Mattheos with approval, saying that this gradually 

radicalizing community, provides “no privileges [for any individual], either racial, national, 

social, . . . class or sex (1Cor 12:13; Gal 3:28; Col 3:11).”  This new fellowship results in 

“a group where all barriers have fallen (Eph 2:13-16). . . .  There is no one on top or 



beneath. . . .  Here there is no mine or thine (Acts 4:32). . . .”73  Bosch continues the 

citation of Mattheos: “It is a group . . . where no rivalry or partasionship [sic] exists, but 

all are united in love . . . and authority means greater service not superiority” (Bosch 

1982, 29).   

Conclusion 

 Therefore, if this second theory is indeed true, as it seems to be, then the NGK 

church has adopted a moderate form of the “unique,” nova creatio perspective (C&S, 24-

26).  Several of the exclusivist theologians surveyed in chapter three give evidence for the 

validity of this charge.   

CC&&SS  aanndd  tthhee  CCrreeaattiioonn  ooff  tthhee  PPeeoopplleess  

 Secondly, it seems clear that C&S rejects HRLS’ use of the First Article of the 

creed and thereby reduces it to the Second and/or Third Article.  In so doing, C&S rejects 

HRLS’ First Article doctrine of the creation of the peoples (HRLS, 9.3).  C&S explicitly 

states that the “existence and the diversity of peoples per se . . . is accepted as part of the 

given reality.”  As such it is “neither positively commended nor negatively viewed” (C&S, 

103; bold in original).  The peoples and their territories on the earth are merely described 

in relatively neutral terms as “a historic reality which occurred by God’s providential 

ordering” (C&S, 16).   

Reasons for C&S’ Shift in the Assessment of Ethnicity  

 As shall be discussed, this seems quite clearly parallel to how Barthians see 

peopleness.  Merely a “historic reality” or part of “given reality,” such passages as those 

concerning (1) the confusion of languages (Ge 11; C&S, 106), (2) Abraham’s call (Ge 12; 

C&S, 107), and (3) the creation of the peoples (Dt 32:8 and Acts 17:26) speak of nothing 

more than “God is in control of everything” (C&S, 16).   

 According to C&S, the cause of this doctrinal reductionism is that ostensibly 

                                                

 73In the classic equalitarian, utopian vision, all hierarchical relationships are removed, even 

those between magistrate and citizen.  The distinctions between the rich and poor are removed.  All 

capitalistic and economic competition is replaced with harmonious distribution of the community’s goods. 



the “Bible does not concern itself with the discussion of such issues as national policy or 

the maintenance or abrogation of national identity” (C&S, 109).   

Evaluation and Conclusion 

 A paradigm shift from creation-oriented, Kuyperian theology to a pluralistic 

theology deeply influenced by higher criticism and Barthianism seems to be the cause of 

this reductionism.  Since Barthian theology rejects “peopleness” (volk) as a creation 

founded social sphere, there seems to be more than a circumstantial connection here 

between the theological paradigm shift and the change in the understanding of ethnicity.   

 Second, Scripture explicitly states that God created the peoples to worship him 

(Ps 86:9; Ac 17:26).  C&S denies the relevance of this type of passage for any sort of 

political model (C&S, 22).  This can again only be explained by the theological paradigm 

shift that has occurred.  Both the christological, gospel focus of C&S and neo-Orthodox 

views of revelation relegate created social, historical, and material entities to the 

irrelevance of mere packaging around the real message of the Bible.  With the denial of a 

literal creation and the proto-history, Barthians (and C&S) make the existence of the 

cultural mandate and Babel irrelevant for social theology and social ethics.74  They are not 

historically factual.   

 Third, all social phenomena, including the existence and continuation or 

extinction of ethno-cultural groups, occurs at the specific command of the Creator God 

who guides providence.  This is the doctrine of the correlation of creation and providence.  

Thus, all socio-cultural phenomena are revelational of God’s will and foreordained plan.   

 Especially with the guidance of the Word, therefore, such phenomena can be 

evaluated positively if honored and protected according to biblical design standards, or 

they can be negatively viewed when deified or denigrated.  Clearly, then, ethnicity, 

nationhood, and related concepts are more than just a mere observational given in present 

reality.   

 Lastly, if the Barthian background for the shift from HRLS to C&S on ethnicity 

                                                

 74HRLS seems to be correct in founding the cultural mandate in the creation design and the 

covenantal connection between that mandate and the Babel pericope (compare Ge 1:28; 9:1,7 with 11:4; 



is rejected, then the only other explanation for reducing the creed to christology, which 

this passage does, is escapist pietism as Wingren shows.  However, C&S rejects such 

pietistic reductionism.  Several paragraphs espouse the classic Reformed perspective of 

the relevance of the Scriptures for all of life (see esp. C&S, 222-224, 227-228). 

 Here, clearly, C&S is self-contradictory.  It wants to limit the relevance of many 

applicable passages and still maintain a comprehensive, classically Reformed vision for the 

transformation of all of society.   

 Thus it can state: “By virtue of its particular nature God’s Word contains no 

direct prescription regarding the regulation of relationships among peoples” (C&S, 123), 

because of its unique kingdom focus (C&S, 19, 21, 23), yet it immediately then states that 

“this does not mean the Bible has no message concerning group relationships” (C&S, 

123).  These are found in the ethics of inter-individual relationships: “we have to look for 

[that message] . . . in the biblical guidelines for interpersonal behaviour” (C&S, 123).  In 

making these claims, C&S forgets the stranger laws of the Pentateuch, the background of 

the Parable of the Good Samaritan.  The principle of love between peoples is more than 

mere inter-individual ethics.   

FFiinnaall  CCoonncclluussiioonn  

 C&S seems to deny a wholistic tri-article creed.  It seems to reduce Christianity 

to the Second Article when useful to deny odious aspects of apartheid theology based on 

creation ordinances.  This would appear to be pragmatically useful in the attempt to re-

enter the world-wide ecumenical discussion.  However, when it appears convenient to 

emphasize the all-comprehensive nature of kingdom norms, then C&S returns in a 

contradictory manner to a more classic Reformed perspective.   

 A paradigm shift away from a Reformed doctrine of the recapitulation of a 

matured yet literal creation in the eschaton can explain this adequately.  That shift brought 

with it a reduced creed that focuses on either christology or Third Article futurism (or 

both), common in dialectical and neo-orthodox circles.  While denying that Scripture can 

support socio-political models, C&S does indeed have an imbedded covert model.  The 

                                                                                                                                            

see HRLS 9.3). 



future kingdom of God in the church breaks into the world with a totally nova creatio.  

The church, then, must model to all the world what the future looks like (see e.g., C&S, 

303).   

Alternative Critique of Apartheid Needed 

 To adequately critique apartheid social theology, however, this shift is not 

necessary.  Creation design-norms elaborated by Moses, the prophets, Christ, and the 

Apostles, did not create the genuinely oppressive aspects of apartheid theology.  

Following the lead of Wingren and others, Barth and his followers could have used many 

varied sorts of creational-legal and Old Testament prophetic material to refute nationalistic 

idolatry and inter-ethnic oppressions justified in the name of love of nation and even in the 

name of love for one’s neighbor.   

 The C&S theologians could have as well.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

CHAPTER FIVE 

THE TRINITARIAN KEY 

Application to Church and Society 

IIss  CC&&SS  PPhhiilloossoopphhiiccaallllyy  AAnnttii--TTrriinniittaarriiaann??  

 The basis for all correct biblical thinking is the foundational presupposition that 

unity is as equally ultimate as diversity.  The principle of equal ultimacy is valid both 

within the Godhead and within the creation that he made to reflect his triune glory (see 

Van Til 1967a; Rushdoony 1971, 1978).  Potgieter correctly terms this the Trinitarian key 

to biblical hermeneutics (Potgieter 1990).   

 Therefore the most vital question this dissertation must address is whether 

Church and Society relativizes true diversity and makes the principle of unity more 

important and of a better moral quality than true diversity.  Does it thus in effect tamper 

with Nicea and Chalcedon as they apply to missiology, social theology, and ecclesiology?  

In other words, is C&S philosophically anti-Trinitarian, that is to say, covertly Modalist or 

Unitarian in its ecclesiology, missiology and social theology? 

C&S Claims Diversity Must Not Affect Undivided Unity 

 Although ethno-linguistic and other aspects of the God-created human diversity 

have a certain role to play within the unity of the church, C&S states that this diversity 

may not touch true unity. 

 For example, particularity, that is “geographical factors, social conditions, etc., 

can also be a factor in meeting specific [ministry] needs [bedieningsbehoeftes].”  

However, “the ministry must be structured in such a way as to enrich the unity of the 

church and to promote the fellowship of people” (C&S, 32).  A little later, C&S states the 



church is a kerygmatic, Word-bound fellowship75 (see C&S, 32-33).  One implication is 

that  

with a view to the effective ministry of the Word and in order to minister to the 

needs of various linguistic and cultural groups, allowance may be made for the 

church to be indigenous. (C&S, 38) 

 On the other hand, C&S states:76  

 The New Testament is realistic in its handling of the practical 

problems arising from specific needs of various people.  The language miracle 

of Pentecost, for instance, must be understood from the pastoral perspective.  

What is relevant here, is that each listener heard of the great deeds of God in his 

own language.  Therefore, what is of importance is the effective ministry of the 

Word.  The same motive is also apparent when Paul states that for the Jews he 

became a Jew and all things to all men for the sake of the Gospel.  Geographical 

factors, social conditions, etc., can also be a factor in meeting specific needs.  

The ministry must be structured in such a way as to enrich the unity of the 

church and to promote the fellowship of people. (C&S, 32) 

C&S Claims the Primacy of Unity over Diversity 

 The logical conclusion of the above examples is that C&S makes unity primary 

over any diversity.   

Example one 

 The first example seems somewhat ambiguous at first.  Unity is primarily made 

visible through love, it states.  However, disunity among churches of the same confession, 

without qualification, is termed a sin.  Would this exclude, to use a North American 

example, a separate Korean classis in the Christian Reformed Church?  It seems so.77 

 This means . . . that this unity becomes primarily visible in mutual 

love; . . . that Christians may never be content with disunity [verskeurdheid] 

among the churches, especially among those with the same confession, but must 

acknowledge and confess it as a sin;     . . . that the church bears the 

responsibility, in so far as it is practically possible, to experience and make 

visible its unity with all believers. (C&S, 84-86) 

                                                

 75This kerygma-centeredness of the church contrasts with the creation-word and Scripture-

word balance in Reformed theology.  This is an indication of Barthian influence. 

 76Note how this positive point replaces the negative emphasis in C&S 1986: “Such practical 

considerations in ministering to people [voorsiening op bedieningsvlak] must, however, never obscure or 

endanger the unity of the Church” (C&S, 32). 

 77“Practically” is added in English.  Afrikaans reads: “sover dit moontlik is” (as far is it is 

possible). 



Example two 

 In the above example, C&S seems to relativize true diversity and makes it 

secondary, of a lesser quality than the primary good of unity.  C&S, 81 explains this 

primacy of unity in discussing individual gifts and the unity of the church:  

 Diversity must not be seen as a threat to the church’s unity, but as 

enriching it and as an opportunity for mutual service to the extent that each 

member has received his own gift of grace. 

2.9.3 The church has the responsibility to confess its profound, inviolable 

unity in Christ and to experience and make this unity visible in this 

broken and divided world. (C&S, 81, bold in original) 

 The intention here is, of course, noble.  The church must make its unity 

structurally visible in a world cursed by the divisions caused by sin.  Furthermore, a true 

church of Christ in a specific people must never be subservient to the diversities of 

national identity (C&S, 117).  The church is not “in the service of specific nations” (C&S, 

120).  It is the “church of Christ” (C&S, 117), an independent sphere under God.  

 The church of the New Testament is not Erastian, serving the “nation and 

chiefly . . . function[ing] to grant religious sanction to that nation’s values, ideals and 

ambitions” (C&S, 117).  Indeed, it is also certainly true that no one can be righteously 

turned away who desires to hear the word (C&S, 67), 

 However, in appealing to the body and members figure, C&S seems to make an 

exegetical error.  In the context of the passage referred to (1Co 12), Paul is discussing the 

diverse gifts of individuals within the local face-to-face community (plaaslike gemeente).  

No valid conclusion can be drawn from the relationship of unity and diversity of 

individuals in the local congregation that could be applied to the problem of ethnic 

diversity in the universal church.  

 Second, no conclusion can logically be drawn from this passage making unity 

primary and all inclusive (“wat verskeidenheid omvat” [see C&S, 78]) and diversity 

subservient.  Indeed just the opposite conclusion is demanded.  Each person is separate 

and apart as an individual.  God has “divided” to him a gift different and unique from all 

others.  This is a true and definite diversity that stands on its own.   

 However, just as within the triune God, this true diversity does not necessarily 

destroy unity nor does it serve it as secondary as C&S implies: “In the New Testament all 



differences and diversities among believers are regarded as subservient to this unity in the 

Triune God” (C&S, 75; see C&S, 120).  On the contrary, true diversity is as primary as 

unity.  Both are equally good and equally ultimate in the church.  Both serve one another.  

Primary diversity works together with true unity so that both are preserved.  

 As a consequence, the former NGK, as an Afrikaner ethno-church (volksekerk), 

is not committing injustice and oppressive sin simply because it stands ethno-culturally 

separate from other churches and, with its own indigenous leaders, is adapted to a specific 

ethno-cultural group. 

 Only when “apartness” violates God’s specific command to love the alien does 

it become sinful.  In other words, sinful “apartness” occurs when there are services and 

sacraments closed to some believers and a rejection of mutual discipline in an ecumenical 

synod.  

Example three 

 Thirdly, C&S states that “under the Old Testament dispensation the emphasis 

was strongly on the separateness of God’s people” (C&S, 64).  This means that the church 

was mono-ethnic.  Now, however,  

in the New Testament dispensation the church is even less restricted to one 

nation or location.  It includes people of all nations from the whole world, who 

through faith in Jesus Christ have become members of the true people of God.  

All  believers from among all peoples become members of the one people of 

God. (C&S, 65) 

In addition,  

amid and despite all the differences between Jew and non-Jew, Greek and non-

Greek, male and female, slave and freeman, the New Testament knows but one 

church.  

 These people are the one unique nation of God, the one bride of 

Jesus Christ, the one temple of the Holy Spirit.  In the New Testament all 

differences and diversities among believers are regarded as subservient to this 

unity in the triune God. (C&S, 74-75) 

And again,  

 Contextualisation [sometimes] results in the establishment of separate 

closed people’s or cultural churches which exclude believers of other 

communities. (C&S, 122) 

In the above examples, C&S again shows a noble intention to reject “closed” churches 

that forbid other ethnic groups and racial groups from becoming members or attendees of 



the church.  However, this can be accomplished using the Trinitarian principle and the 

specific commands in both testaments that regulate inter-ethnic relations (see “Moses, 

Law, and Culture”).78 

 C&S, however, claims that in the New Testament, ethnic distinction based upon 

God-created linguistic difference is less important and merely useful to or of service to 

(“subservient to” = diensbaar aan) the unity of the one people of God (C&S, 75; C&S, 

120).  On this inclusivist assumption no one can be excluded. 

 Granted, it is true that the new covenant church of God, fulfilling the 

Abrahamic covenant, is not now limited to one people (Ge 12:1-3; Ps(s) 22, 96; Rom 4; 

Gal 3).  However, does the move from the Old Testament to the New Testament entail a 

metaphysical shift from divided and exclusive ethnicity to unified and inclusive non-

ethnicity (i.e., from the group and the family to the individual) as C&S seems to imply (see 

e.g., C&S, 119)?  It seems the contrary is true.79  

 Lastly, C&S 116-122, completely cited below, seems to make the church as the 

sphere of unity something prior to and completely distinct from any created diversities.  

The church as a prophetic institution must be “in” (indigenous and contextualized) and 

yet, in a certain sense, “above” all nations and peoples.  This seems conceptually close to 

the ecclesiocentric, medieval Roman doctrine with its nature-grace distinction, making the 

church a sphere above the specificities of nature.  Further, if this is true, the ethnic and 

sphere sovereignty theologians described in chapter three were correct in calling this 

aspect of C&S out of conformity with Reformed thought.   

 Note, however, there is much good in these paragraphs concerning 

indigenization and not subordinating the church to national interest.  However, the subtle 

                                                

 78C&S denies that these principles exist: “God’s Word contains no direct prescription 

regarding the regulation of relationships among peoples” (C&S 123). 

 79As shall be discussed later, the biblical shift entails a movement away from mono-ethnicity 

(Israel) to multi-ethnicity (“all the peoples”; see e.g. Isa 19).  God’s one people (unity) is now made up of 

many peoples (true diversity).  This “people” does not consist of mere individuals extracted out of the 

various peoples, melted together into one new identity, “a third race.”  Instead, it results in all peoples, in 

their ethnic bonds (volksverband), moving into the one Abrahamic blessing: “all the families of the 

peoples” will be blessed in his seed (Ge 12:3, Ro 4, Gal 3). 

 Actually, ancient Israel encompassed such an ethnic diversity in miniature.  It was a 

confederation or covenantal unity of a diversity of separate tribes, each with their own territory and 

governing elders. 



subordinating of diversity to unity in a nature-grace dialectic is what is at issue: 

 

3.2 The relationship between church, nation and nations  

3.2.1 By virtue of its universality or catholic nature the church is a church 

for the nations   

 The activity of the church has a close relationship with real human 

life.  Through the proclamation of the Gospel to the nations, the church of 

Christ is formed from believers of different nations.  Thereby the church in 

different countries and within different national and cultural communities will 

display characteristics which are typical of those communities. This indigenizing 

of the church is a positive sign that the Gospel has taken root at [sic] local level 

and within a specific community, that is to say, that it has  become 

"contextualized".  

3.2.2 Church and nation may not be identified as one   

 Through the ages the contextualisation of the Gospel owing to many 

factors, amongst others, those of a geographical and political nature, resulted in 

the establishment of people’s churches or state churches in various countries.  

Side by side with the positive fruits that the christianisation of culture and 

public life brought about, there were also negative fruits in so far as church and 

nation were identified with each other, these people’s churches to a great extent 

forfeited their true nature as a faith fellowship.  Therefore it must be maintained 

that the indigenization of the Gospel must never mean that church and nation 

become so interrelated that the church loses its character as a confessional 

church and becomes an exclusive church of a particular nation, which serves 

that nation and chiefly has the function to grant religious sanction to that 

nation’s values, ideals and ambitions.   

This means   

 * that membership of the church is not determined by birthright, 

lineage and culture;   

 * that God does not make his covenant with people on a national 

basis.  

3.2.3 The church’s prophetic task with regard to the nation   

 The church is not indifferent with regard to the diversity of  nations, 

but it is also not in the service of specific nations.  The church is in fact not the 

church of the nation, but the church of Christ, and therefore the church for the 

nation and for all peoples.   

 The church has the calling and freedom to give guidance, to 

admonish, to call to repentance and to combat the sins of the people and nations 

in the name of the  Lord.  The preservation 

 

of its identity as the church of Christ is absolutely essential for. . . [its biblical 

tasks]. 

3.2.4 In the structuring of the church, provision may be made for 

linguistic and cultural differences related to the diversity of peoples, but 

then in such a way that the church’s unity is not jeopardised, but served. 



 The necessity of contextualising and indigenising the Gospel and the 

pastoral needs interwoven therewith, means that in a country in which more 

than one cultural and national community dwell together, provision may be 

made in the structuring of the church for specific needs which are brought about 

by language and cultural differences.  The universal or catholic nature of the 

church is particularly expressed therein.  In the light of what Scripture teaches 

about the nature and unity of the church, however, it may not be done to the 

detriment of the unity of the church or the communion of the saints over all 

boundaries of language and cultural communities.  That happens when 

contextualisation results in the establishment of separate closed people’s or 

cultural churches [volks- of kultuurkerke] which exclude believers of other 

communities. (C&S, 116-122; bold in original, underlining added)  

Diversity Finds Its Reality Only in Unity’s Embrace. 

 As a further confirmation of the above thesis,80 C&S unequivocally states that 

diversity finds its reality only within the embrace of unity.  Unity is of primary 

importance.81 

2.9.2 This unity does not obliterate the diversity among God’s people, but 

encompasses it 

 The diversity in the church of the New Testament is always a  

diversity within unity.  This is clearly evident in the image of the church as the 

one body of Christ, consisting of many parts.  It is precisely, and only, because 

they belong to the one body that the diversity of members can be of service and 

a blessing to each other. (C&S, 79) 

 It is significant that the 1986 reading of the above describes unity as 

“transcending” diversity (“gaan alle verskeidenheid te bowe”), clearly reflecting a nature-

grace dualism.  However, the 1990 reading reflects more of a holistic philosophical 

emphasis.   

 Both the 1990 description of the relationship of unity and diversity 

(“verskeidenheid binne die eenheid”) and the concept of unity “encompass[ing]” diversity 

come dangerously close to a key pantheistic New Age description of the relationship of 

                                                

 80In the immediately preceding citation, C&S seems somewhat contradictory.  The 

implication is that the institutional church must be one structure and also truly contextualized.  This, 

however, will not allow for a completely exclusive church.  This is correct.  However, see section below 

entitled: “Several Practical Questions.”  

 81C&S 1986 reads here “the diversity in God’s creation and among God’s people, but 

transcends it” [gaan alle verskeedenheid te bowe].  This seems to reflect the influence of C. W. H. 

Boshoff.  Note how Boshoff defends the C&S (1986) reading against those who complain that diversity is 

not as important as unity (Boshoff 1987, 11-12).  



unity and diversity: diversity-in-unity or unity-in-diversity.  In saying this, no claim is being 

made that C&S is New Age.  That would be irresponsible.  However, the conclusion 

could be drawn that C&S shares a concept of the relationship of unity to diversity that is 

gaining a considerable following in Western culture. 

 Lastly, it is significant that C&S (1990) removes the reference to diversity 

among the creation.  This certainly must imply that the church wanted to remove any 

vestige of so-called “natural theology” as it is defined by Barthians.  Removing the 

reference implies that in the unique, new creation — that is, the church — created 

diversity is indeed being overcome.  That this is implied is virtually certain when one 

remembers two things.  First, the NGK leadership rejects the traditional justification of 

male only leadership (see chapter three).  Second, the General Synod 1990 mandated that 

women should be ordained into all ecclesiastical offices.   

 In summary, then, diversity is not of the same importance and of equal ultimacy 

as unity.  As we have seen, this rejects and denies Nicea and Chalcedon.  To accept C&S, 

78-79 would be to accept some sort of Sabellianism and modalistic Monarchialism. 

Illustration from the NGK family 

 This process of subordinating diversity to unity is already beginning to appear in 

the NG Sendingkerk.82  Johan Retief, Allan Boesak’s former associate, included the 

following passage in his proposed Katkisasie for the NGSK (Bly by jou Bevryder [Remain 

with your Liberator]).  Retief modifies the formulation of the Belgic Confession and the 

Nicean Council on the relationship of true unity [one essence] and real diversity [three 

persons].  Note his deliberate rejection of the orthodox wording of the relationship of 

unity to diversity within the Godhead:83 

Lesson 25: Revealed in three manners 

 The Bible reveals God in three manners [maniere], namely as Father, 

as Son and Holy Spirit. 

                                                

 82One hopes that a similar analysis of the Belhar Confession would be done in the future from 

the same Trinitarian perspective as this dissertation takes.  It is this author’s preliminary conclusion after 

perusing that document that the same subordinationist perspective is present as in C&S. 

 

 83Note the false dilemma.  Either one believes in Tritheism or in God in three “manners,” i.e., 

Tritheism or Modalism.   



Misunderstandings 

 These “three manners” often gives rise to many misunderstandings 

and confusion.  This confusion can be divided into two groups.  On the one 

hand, there are people who think the church believes in three gods, on the other 

hand, there are those who out of fear for the above, do not recognize that God 

reveals Himself in three manners.  

 One of the things that people confuse the most is the use of the word 

“Person.”  Many people in the church say that God 

 

is one Essence, but three persons.  This manner of speaking is very confusing.  

A Person means someone with a will, understanding, feeling and identity of his 

own.  In order to speak of God as three Persons is to create the impression that 

God consists of three separate identities [afsonderlike identiteite].  Then you 

cannot stop the impression that there are three gods. . . .   

 The best manner to clarify the tri-unity is probably to say that we 

believe in one God that reveals Himself in three manners.  And God has 

revealed Himself in three manners because He exists in three manners.  God 

always reveals Himself as nothing other than what He is.  If we do not believe 

that, we must then doubt the genuineness of the revelation.  Then God is not 

necessarily the One whom He says that He is.  On the contrary, God reveals 

Himself in three manners because He exists in three manners.  God’s threefold 

way of existence [drieledige bestaanswyse] does not mean separateness 

[afsonderlikheid]. It means certainly that there is a certain distinction [‘n sekere 

onderskeiding] in God.  It does not mean that the Father became human or that 

the Holy Spirit died on the cross.  Yet still there is and remains one God even 

though He exists in three manners. (Retief 1988, 70) 

  

 What does Retief mean by the word “manner” (manier).  He definitely rejects 

the orthodox meaning of “person” as a “separate identity,” in other words, one possessing 

“a will, mind, emotions and unique identity.”   

 Here the fundamental question must be asked: Is Jesus Christ, the eternal Son, 

only a “manier” (i.e., a “. . . way; . . . ; mode; strain . . . .”)? (Bosman, Van der Merwe, 

and Hiemstra 1984)?  No, according to confessional orthodoxy, he is definitely a “separate 

identity” with a “will, mind, emotions, and identity.”  

 The same is true for the Holy Spirit and the Father.  Yet the three are one 

essence or one being and not three beings or three gods.  The three Persons are separate 

and have divided (aparte/afsonderlike) identities yet are still one.  In other words, there is 

not just “a certain distinction in God.”  Instead there is an eternal and real diversity, 

distinction and  



separateness along with true and eternal unity.  Retief’s explanation is dangerously close 

to Sabellianism.84  

 In the immediate context cited above, Retief distances himself from pure 

Modalism.  In a later context, he repeats a biblical and orthodox sounding formulation and 

therefore cannot perhaps be accused of pure Sabellianism: 

 In these confessions it is clearly stated that Jesus is God, together 

with the Father; and that Jesus and the Father share the same essence [wese]. 

Jesus is truly and completely God and man; He is not half-God and half-man.  

The church ought not to fear for the worship of more than one God, because 

Jesus (together with the Holy Spirit) is one God with the Father. (Retief 1988, 

98) 

 However, it seems Retief has not thought through the implications of the 

relationship between unity and diversity as it applies to the person of Christ and his 

relationship to the Godhead.  However, if one applies Retief’s logic and his definition of 

the relationship between diversity and unity to the one Person of Jesus Christ, then he 

would not have two separate and distinct wills and two distinct and separate natures (i.e., 

without confusion or mixing), following the formulation of the Chalcedon.  Instead of two 

natures, he would have only two “modes” or “manners.”  This leads to utmost confusion. 

IIss  CC&&SS  IInnffeecctteedd  wwiitthh  DDiiaalleeccttiiccaall  HHoolliissmm??  

 Next in importance, after having established that C&S prioritizes unity, is the 

following question: Does C&S read into the Scriptures an anti-Christian, holistic definition 

of good and evil?  The answer, again it seems, is yes. 

Does C&S Consider Division Less than the Perfect? 

 In several paragraphs, the words “broken”85 (gebroke) and “divided” 

(verskeurdheid = “torn,” “torn apart in pieces” hence, connoting “divided,” or 

“fragmented”) (see C&S, 71, 72, 81 as good examples) are used with other terms to 

seemingly indicate that a problem in the world and in “reality” is its dividedness, that is, its 

fragmented nature.  The assumption would seem to be that nature is basically chaotic.  

                                                

 84When this author brought this analysis to the attention of theologians in the NGSK, they 

were able to postpone acceptance of the catechism book pending further revisions. 

 85An ambiguous word meaning either (1) “ruined, stukkend” or (2) “rent, broken in two, 



Thus, the Holy Spirit working through the church will bring health and wholeness 

springing from unity. 

 If this is true, then the implication is that diversity, which is part and parcel of 

divided data of this world, is evil, or at least not perfect, and certainly not primary. This 

confuses all “division” with “sinful division” and “ruined and sinful” with “broken in two, 

divided, sinful and evil apartness.” 

Example one 

The church is a missionary fellowship 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

[This means] . . . that the exemplary conduct, love, understanding and service 

of the church  and of believers is a powerful means for demonstrating the 

Gospel’s power against all opposition in this fragmented [verskeurde], unjust 

and distrustful world. (C&S 45, 49) 

 An implication seems to be that the good (i.e., unity) must be sought after in the 

fragmented, torn and diverse world.  Is this a statement of what the world is like in 

essence or as a result of a time-space Fall?  Is “sinful and broken” inherent in the world or 

the result of something after the creation?   

 If it is the first, then clearly it is not accurate.  Even after the Fall, this world 

does not lose all its created unities, else, for example, there would be no communication of 

meaning or of written, infallible revelation.  This world now partakes of both creational 

unities and diversities, as well as that which is broken and fragmented by sin.  If it be said 

that sin fragmented everything, this is not accurate.  Sin has polluted everything but not 

fragmented everything in essence.   

 It seems that, subtly, C&S combines words connoting ecclesial and social 

“diversity” with negative words so that the total meaning connoted is social divisions are 

something that are inherently evil.  These divisions “tear up” (verskeur) something good, 

healthy and whole.  

                                                                                                                                            

divided.”  It is a normal description in Reformed circles to describe the ruin sin caused the world.   



Example two 

A further example is similar:86  

2.8 The church is a window to God’s imminent new world   

 As God’s new creation, and as the sphere of the Holy Spirit’s 

operation, the church must in all its activities provide a glimpse of the future.  

The divisions within the church 

 

must not be accepted as normal. In the church, love must triumph over enmity 

and hate, the truth over falsehood [oor die leuen], unity over division 

[verdeeldheid], reconciliation and peace over violence and confrontation.  Only 

in this way will the church be a true church, and prove to be a credible window 

to the future of our Lord Jesus Christ. (C&S, 72) 

Here the word “gebrokenheid” (see note 12) seems to be used as a synonym for 

“separated,” and “divided” (geskei, verdeel).  It is then coupled with “enmity and hate,” 

“falsehood” (oor die leuen), “division” (verdeeldheid), “violence and confrontation.”   

 It seems the connotation, again, is that the NGK as it now exists as an 

independent, indigenous church, is reflecting an old, “sinful, broken, passing [away] 

world” (sondige, gebroke, verbygaande wêreld) (C&S, 24, 25, 26).  This is a world of 

hate, lies, violence, confrontation and division, torn-apartness, and broken-dividedness.  

Thus combining the concept of sin in the above phrase, with words and concepts defining 

various created social divisions (e.g., ethnicity, gender) gives a negative connotation to 

such social group diversities.   

 Therefore, instead of reflecting sin and division, C&S teaches that the church 

must reflect a coming new world of a unified humanity — “one new humanity [mensheid] 

in Christ” (C&S, 25).  In this new world, unifying love, non-divisive reconciliation, and 

warm and accepting inclusive truth must conquer violent and confrontational division.  

 If this interpretation is accurate, then C&S would be accepting a myth without 

all the extreme conclusions, common since Plato, the Gnostics, medieval mystics, 

Anabaptist millenarian visionaries, and socialist Utopians.  One form of this myth teaches 

that the ideal world is a unified and loving communal whole.  All share in the communal 

                                                

 86Note the literal meaning of the second and third sentences: “Iets van die toekoms sigbaar 

maak” means, “[to make] something of the future visible [now].”  “Die kerk mag nie in sy eie 

gebrokenheid berus nie” means, “The church may not rest in its own brokenness.”  “Brokenness” implies 

divided and damaged, i.e., not whole.   



property so all have enough.  There is no inequality, nor hierarchy (not even between male 

and female). 

 This myth led many, such as Thomas Müntzer and Jan van Lyden, to preach 

and live out in practice the concept of communal property and wives.  According to 

another form of the myth, the Fall and hence evil came with social distinction and 

hierarchy, one man above another, private property and private wives.   

 The answer to the Fall, in the myth’s doctrine of “redemption” (soteriology) is 

either to return to an idealized, holistic past (repristination) or move forward to a totally 

new and different future (futurism).  Both forms of the myth believe history is moving 

toward a non-discriminating, non-ethnic, non-sexist, non-creedal (no creed above 

another), non-ageist, non-classist, unitary society.87 

Subtle Derogation of Created Diversity 

 In this connection it is interesting to note that C&S couples all the words 

concerned with diversity in the church, both those with negative and relatively neutral 

connotations,88 with the concept sin (sonde).  C&S usually contends without qualification 

that division is sin and that God’s will is unity (implying an undivided unity).  Thus in 

coupling words concerning any sort of division in the church with the words “sin” and 

“sinful,” C&S leaves the reader, deliberately or not, with certain negative impressions.  It 

implies that any and all division, distinction, particularity, or unique identity in the one 

body of Christ is at least imperfect, perhaps even evil.  There are several examples of this. 

Example one 

 After speaking about the spiritual and eternal oneness of the church, C&S states 

the following: 

 This means . . . that it is the will of God that the deeper spiritual 

                                                

 87See Cohn 1970, chapter 10, “The Egalitarian State of Nature,” and chapters 11-13, “The 

Egalitarian Millennium (i, ii, iii)” (Cohn 1970, 187-271); Vogelin 1987, 1990; see also discussion in Bolt 

1991. 

 88A word describing church dividedness in emotionally neutral terms is “diversity” 

(verskeidenheid).  Words with a negative connotation concerning church division are literally translated 

as “torn,” “torn apart,” “torn up“ (verskeur, verskeurdheid).  Words describing division in moderately 

negative terms: “divided,” “dividedness” (verdeeld, verdeeldheid). 



unity of his church must be experienced concretely and must be maintained in 

the midst of all diversity [verskeidenheid].  Although this unity is given in 

Christ, it can be denied and obscured through the sin of division [verdeeldheid] 

and disunity [verskeurdheid].  Because Christ is not divided, the church may 

also not be divided. (C&S, 78) 

 The document at this point appeals to the rebuke Paul gave to the Corinthians 

for their divisions in the church (1Co 1:10-13).  However, this is an illicit appeal.  In the 

close context, Paul is speaking about ethical divisions, that is, divisions created by sins 

such as quarreling (1Co 1:11, 3:3), jealousy (1Co 3:3) and pride in human wisdom instead 

of God’s wisdom (1Co 1:18ff).  

 Paul is not speaking here about the created, natural  

divisions such as those between male and female, social classes,89 young and old, truth and 

falsehood, and various ethno-cultural groups.  C&S does not give the exegetical evidence 

needed to transfer the rebuke about ethical divisions to social structural issues. 

Example two 

 Immediately after the above (C&S, 80), C&S continues with the concept that 

diversity only finds its being within unity.  The implication again seems to be that all 

“natural” distinctions are merely “givens” and hence to make them equally ultimate with 

unity is to cause the evil of verskeurdheid:90 

 The diversity in the church of the New Testament is always a  

diversity within unity. . . .   

 This means . . . that the diversity which according to the Bible is 

clearly evident in the church, must not be used as a pretext for disunity 

[verskeurdheid] in the church. (C&S, 79, 80)  

 Now in the light of the General Synod’s 1994 decision to seek some sort of 

structural, visible unity with all the Reformed churches in South Africa, this passage 

definitely means that the present system of independent racio-ethnic based churches united 

by confession and councils at General Assembly level is sinful, divisive and evil.  Hence, by 

extension, it seems that no attempt to justify any sort of self-governing ethno-church 

(volksekerk) is righteous.  Indeed this seems to be one purpose of the document, as 

                                                

 89The division between social classes is not as absolute as that between male and female.  

However, when sin and genuine oppression are removed from the equation, still some will have more 

ability to make money than others.  That is merely one created ability that leads to social class divisions. 



chapter two indicated.  

Example three 

 Furthermore, the implication seems to be that Scripture demands some sort of 

holistic, structural unity of all Christian churches.  This gives then the NGK a manifesto to 

engage in comprehensive ecumenicism.  The following paragraphs state this point clearly: 

This means . . . that this unity becomes primarily visible in mutual love; . . . 

that Christians may never be content with disunity among  the churches, 

especially among those with the same confession, but must acknowledge and  

confess it as a sin; . . . that the church bears the responsibility, in so far as it is 

practically possible, to experience and make visible its unity with all believers. 

(C&S, 84-87; see also 93 below)  

C&S, 82, leading up to C&S, 84 also clearly states this principle:  

2.9.3 The church has the responsibility to confess its profound, inviolable 

unity in Christ and to experience and make this unity visible in this 

broken and divided world.  

 

2.9.3.1 It is essential that this unity be experienced and made visible   

 As a result of sin the unity of the church has been endangered from 

the beginning by various factors, such as carnal attitudes, lovelessness, 

unwillingness to accept each other, misunderstanding and misconceptions 

absolutising of the diversity,91 a superficial and spiritualised conception of unity 

as well as political and other interests.  The result was that through the 

centuries the church fell into a state of division and disunity. (C&S, 82; bold in 

original) 

 The implication here seems to be that God-created ethnic identity absolutizes 

that which is imperfect and less spiritually good than the perfect, eternal good of unity.   

 Furthermore, “lovelessness,” “sin,” “carnal attitudes,” “[theological] error” 

(dwaling), “refusal to accept one another,” are all tied with “absolutising diversity.”  This 

diversity must certainly include ethnic and gender diversity when the 1990 General Synod 

decisions rejecting apartheid and mandating the ordination of women are taken into 

account.   

 Thus the paragraph illicitly connects negative sins and attitudes with the fact of 

ethnic and gender diversity as creational norms.  This is a logical fault named colloquially 

                                                                                                                                            

 90“Clearly evident” is daadwerklike gegewenheid.  This means an “actual or real given.” 

 91The translation changes the intent of the original: “misverstand en dwaling, [note comma] 

verabsolutering van die verkeidenheid.” 



“Poisoning the Waters.”  It is a false “guilt by association.”  

Example four 

 The consequence of this holistic doctrine is found in C&S, 85 and C&S, 93-95: 

“Christians may never be content with disunity among the churches, especially among 

those with the same confession, but must acknowledge and confess it as a sin” (C&S, 85). 

2.9.3.3 Church liaison and ecumenical relationships are an essential 

expression of the church’s unity  

 Whereas we are in a situation of division and disruption in the church 

of Christ, it is our calling to seek the unity of the church in the hope that the 

present division [verdeeldheid] and disunity [verskeurdheid] can be done away 

with and the unity of the church be restored. Even though this ideal may appear 

to be unobtainable as a result of the deep seated disunity [verdeeldheid], we 

nevertheless should endeavour through ecumenical relationships to make visible 

the spiritual unity of the church as far as possible, amongst others, in a spirit of 

cooperation and united witness in the world.  

 This means . . . that the church is called to seek ecumenical 

relationships with other churches; . . . that varying degrees of ecumenical 

relationships are established, depending on confessional compatability [sic] 

between the churches. (C&S, 93-95; bold in original) 

 Certainly it is necessary and true to seek some sort of visible structural unity 

among all churches of Christ, especially those of the same confession.  However, these 

passages seem to imply something in addition to this noble effort.  C&S here again seems 

to suggest that all present divisions based on ethnic and linguistic particularity are as evil 

as those caused by ethical breaches.  Being evil, divisions based on ethnic diversity are to 

be “confess[ed] . . . as a sin” (C&S, 85), 

Reformers and C&S Contrasted Concerning Ethno-Churches 

 This type of unity is not that which the Reformers taught.  The Reformers 

allowed independent Reformed congregations in Geneva for the various ethno-linguistic 

groups such as the Dutch, English, and Scots who sought refuge there (Potgieter 1990).   

 They did not see the separateness of these groups as sinful so that they worked 

for unitarian structures.92  Nor did they agree with C&S’ ideal of unity: one structurally 

                                                

 92This does not imply this dissertation agrees with the State as the basis for visible unity in 

Geneva (Potgieter 1990).  Geneva perhaps should have had one General Assembly comprised of various 



unified church with provisions in the structure for unity-in-diversity so long as the 

diversity serves that which is primary, good and eternal. 

 Note the following  

3.2.4 In the structuring of the church, provision may be made for 

linguistic and cultural differences related to the diversity of peoples, but 

then in such a way that the church’s unity is not jeopardised but served. 

(C&S 122, bold emphasis in original; see C&S, 78-81) 

Unity does not obliterate the diversity among God’s people, but 

encompasses it.   

 The diversity in the church of the New Testament is always diversity 

within unity. . . . 

 This means . . . that the diversity . . . must not be used as a pretext 

for disunity in the church. (C&S, 79, 80; bold in original) 

 The Reformers were content in confessional and disciplinary unity for each 

national church, whether in Geneva itself or in each country.  They definitely did not want 

to return to a Romanized, monolithic, unitarian church structure.   

 They saw that such a holistic emphasis upon unity would eventually lead to the 

total swallowing up of the individual and every other distinction, including private 

property and separate wives, in the absolute rebellion against Trinitarian Christianity.  This 

is exactly what happened in the most consequent of the Radical Anabaptists.  This is why 

the Reformers so strongly fought against certain Radical Reformation biases and why the 

fathers included Article 36 in the Belgic Confession.93  

C&S and Church Unity in John 17  

 One foundational passage that C&S uses to justify its definition of the 

relationship of unity to diversity is John 17.  C&S teaches that our Lord prayed for an 

undivided unity in the church in John 17.  For example, C&S, 82 and 83, discusses the 

division and disunity of the church through the ages.  It then cites our Lord’s prayer for 

church unity in John 17 as demanding “clearly visible” unity, implying “that the church 

bears the responsibility in so far as it is practically possible, to experience and make visible 

                                                                                                                                            

ethnic synods. 

 93The BC condemns the Radical Reformation’s bias to communal property as well as its 

rebellion against God’s law-order in rejecting Christian civil rulers.  For two sides of the issue, see 

Verduin 1964 and Balke 1981. 



its unity [in structures] with all believers” (C&S 86).   

 A holistic presupposition would claim that Jesus asked the Father to destroy the 

evil of all church divisions.  This indeed seems to be the intent of C&S, 83-86, and 93.  

The relevant paragraphs are as follows: 

 Christ, however, prayed for the unity of the church (John 17:23).  It 

is indeed true that the unity of believers was given in Christ, but the visible 

revelation thereof in the unity of his church is of the utmost importance for 

Christ, “so that the world may know that you sent me.”  The clearly visible 

unity of the church is a confirmation to the world of the authenticity of Jesus’s 

[sic] mission and therefore the church should seek it for Christ’s sake. 

 This means . . . that Christians may never be content with disunity 

among the churches, especially among those with the same confession,  but must 

acknowledge and confess it as a sin; that the church bears the responsibility, in 

so far as it is practically possible, to experience and make visible its unity with 

all believers. (C&S, 83-86). 

 Whereas we are in a situation of division [verdeeldheid] and 

disruption [verskeurdheid] in the church of Christ, it is our calling to seek the 

unity of the church in the hope that the present division [verdeeldheid] and 

disunity [verskeurdheid] can be done away with and the unity of the church be 

restored. (C&S, 93) 

 C&S here implies that any and all divisions in the church are sins that must be 

confessed, including those establishing gender and ethno-linguistic diversity.  Thus the 

present, independent, self-governing NGK as an Afrikaner ethno-church is sinning.  

 This must be the correct conclusion considering the recent decisions to move 

toward structurally uniting with all the various ethno-racial daughter churches it has 

planted (see Crafford and Gous 1993).   

 Furthermore, it is certainly true that confessional diversion from the biblical 

norm is sin.  However, assuming that unity is primary in the New Testament, confessions 

are themselves also ultimately evil because of their divisive characteristic.  Pushed to its 

logical end, C&S would disallow even the division of the Reformation.  At that time, the 

Roman church was declared a non-church to justify the schism (see BC, 27-29). 

 In conclusion, the implication of the above discussion as well as C&S’ use of 

Christ’s prayer (Jn 17) is that there should be only one church in each geographical 

location.  Geographical separation, thus, being absolutely and immediately inescapable, is 

the only diversity allowed, not the other creational distinctions as linguistic, ethno-

covenantal, gender, or  cultural style.  That in itself is not logically consequent.  If one 



creational distinction (geographical location) is allowable, there is no compelling reason 

why others should not be allowed as well.   

 It must be emphasized again at this point that the Trinitarian principle agrees 

that visible structural unity is indeed demanded by John 17 so long as the unity structures 

allow for the fundamental expression of the equal ultimacy of true self-determining 

diversity along with structural unity. 

NGSK catechism and John 17 

 Interestingly, the NGSK catechism by Johan Retief,  

mentioned above, uses a very similar interpretation of John 17:21 as does C&S.  Holistic 

thought is clearly expressed here: 

 The most important testimony that the church can ever give lies in its 

unity.  People that would not naturally come together, live together in this new 

community.  This is the reason why Jesus prays that His disciples would be one, 

so that the world could believe that God had sent Him to us (Jn 17:21).  It is 

exactly for this reason that unity must be visible unity.  An invisible unity gives 

an invisible (and thus meaningless and powerless) witness.  Therefore, it is so 

tragic that many of the churches in our country are divided from each other on 

so-called racial grounds and with that division rob their own message of power. 

(Retief 1988, 28) 

A more correct understanding of John 17 

 However, in the context of John 17:21 Jesus does not ask the Father to create a 

monolithic, equalitarian church, the non-ethnic, non-sexist, non-ageist, and non-classist 

unified church (and state) ideal of the world ecumenical movement and the logical end 

result of C&S’ ecclesiology.  

 Christ prays:  

 My prayer is not for them alone.  I pray also for those who will 

believe in me through their message, that all of them may be one, Father, just as 

you are in me and I am in you.  May they also be in us so that the world may 

believe that you have sent me.  I have given them the glory that you gave me, 

that they may be one as we are one: I in them and you in me.  May they be 

brought complete unity to let the world know that you sent me and have loved 

them even as you have loved me. (Jn 17:20-23 NIV; emphasis added)  

 Jesus is praying, first of all, for the whole church, on earth at that time, and all 

those who will believe in the future. In other words, the church across the generations.  



Second, he is praying for unity like that found in the Godhead, in other words, true unity 

and real self-determining diversity. 

 Wesley L. Duewel, in a paper read at Trinity Missions Consultation Number 

Two entitled “Christian Unity: The Biblical Basis and Practical Outgrowth,” explains: 

 The unity for which Christ prayed is a oneness like the oneness of the 

Godhead, a trinitarian oneness.  Father and Son are one in the Spirit.  Their 

unity is a unity of doctrine (John 17:16; 8:26,28; 12:49), purpose (John 

6:38,40; 17:4), and love (John 10:17; 14:31; 15:9; 17:23,24,26).  But it is far 

more.  It is a oneness infinitely real yet preserving distinctiveness.  The persons 

of the Trinity are not merged. They are distinct yet one.  God’s highest created 

unity, the unity of the ecclesia in the Spirit, is a spiritual unity like the unity of 

the Trinity.  Despite all differences of language, . . . and background . . ., the 

all-pervading unity of all true believers is blessedly real in the Holy Spirit.  In 

the Spirit there is no tension between unity and diversity; unity does not require 

the merging of diversity.  It does require that all diversity must exist in spiritual 

unity. (Duewel 1979, 268-269) 

Again the Trinitarian principle corrects C&S’ view that Jesus demands a structurally 

unified church of all ethnic groups with the same confession (C&S, 86) as the only answer 

to his prayer.  On the contrary, biblical Trinitarian teaching leads to the development of 

true federal or confederal structures in the ecclesiastical and civil government spheres.   

C&S Concedes Necessity of Some Indigenization 

 Note that the previous paragraphs do not seem to contradict C&S 32, 38 which 

allows language and culture as legitimate ministry needs (bedieningsbehoeftes).  The 

reason is that such diversity is relative to the absolute, the priority of the unity of the 

church.  Therefore, diversity must be worked into the structural unity.  This is impossible 

ultimately on any principle except the “equal ultimacy of the one and the many” (see C. A. 

Van Til 1967a):94  

                                                

 94Again note the neo-orthodox kerygma-centeredness of the church.  In Reformed theology, 

the covenant is the foundation of the church.  Word-, gospel-, and kerygma-centeredness reduces theology 

to the Second Article of the creed.  This makes the word alone (i.e., faith alone) the only determinant of 

church membership, reducing the church to a Believer’s Church (see C&S, 42-44).  Hence, kerygmatic 

theology, similar to pietist and dispensationalist doctrines, ultimately cuts children of believers out of 

covenant promises and curses. 

 The comprehensive Word, founded in the creation covenantal order, is foundational to the 

covenant.  Thus the church is founded upon both blood (i.e., seed, descent) and faith in the kerygma-word 

(see Covenant and Peopleness). 



 The New Testament is realistic in its handling of the practical 

problems arising from specific needs of various people.  The language miracle 

of Pentecost . . . [means] that each listener heard of the great deeds of God in 

his own language.  Therefore, what is of importance is the effective ministry of 

the Word.  The same motive is also apparent when Paul states that for the Jews 

he became a Jew and all things to all men for the sake of the Gospel.  

Geographical factors, social conditions, etc., can also be a factor in meeting 

specific needs.  The ministry must be structured in such a way as to enrich the 

unity of the church and to promote the fellowship of people.   

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . .  

 [This means] . . . that with a view to the effective ministry of the Word and in 

order to minister to the needs of various linguistic and cultural groups, 

allowance may be made for the church to be indigenous. (C&S, 38) 

 The holistic assumption that C&S seems to accept here is that the NGK “fell” 

from “primal” unity into the present unjust system of churches divided by ethnic 

background.  However, Redemption heals all such injustice and sinfulness, therefore 

Christ came to restore non-ethnic unity and hence to destroy ethnic divisions.  

 However, as a concession to reality, C&S allows a certain form of diversity, 

though that diversity is never specifically defined (see again C&S, 32, 38).  C&S states, 

however, that unity must be only part of, enriching to, and encompassed by unity (C&S, 

79-89).  Therefore, it has no real and separate “ultimacy” equal to unity.95  

 In C&S, diversity is always “diversity within unity” (C&S, 79).  It certainly is 

not real self-determining diversity that, C&S seems to be claiming, is “used as a pretext for 

disunity” (as grond vir kerklike verskeurdheid)(C&S, 80) and “a threat to the church’s 

unity” (C&S, 81).   

 Note again C&S, 79-81: 

 Although this unity is given in Christ, it can be denied and obscured 

through the sin of division and disunity. Because Christ is not divided, the 

church may also not be divided.  

This unity does not obliterate the diversity [1986 text adds: “in God’s 

creation and”] among God’s people, but encompasses it [omvat dit]. 

 The diversity in the church of the New Testament is always a 

diversity within unity. This is clearly evident in the image of the church as the 

one body of Christ, consisting of many parts.  It is precisely, and only, because 

                                                

 95Therefore, C&S defines the relationship between unity and diversity, similar to modern 

holistic philosophy.  It does not deny the existence of diversity but downgrades true diversity, making it of 

lesser importance than unity. 



they belong to the one body that the diversity of members can be of service and 

a blessing to each other.  

 This means . . . that the diversity which according to the Bible is 

clearly evident in the church, must not be used as a pretext for disunity in the 

church; . . . that diversity must not be seen as a threat to the church’s unity, but 

as enriching it and as an opportunity for mutual service. 

2.9.3  The church has the responsibility to confess its profound, inviolable 

unity in Christ and to experience and make this unity visible in this 

broken and divided world.  

2.9.3.1  It is essential that this unity be experienced and made visible in 

this broken and divided world. (C&S, 79-82, bold emphasis in original)  

  

C&S, 81-82 makes it clear that recognition of ethno-cultural diversity is only a concession 

because unity must be confessed and lived out as a witness of unifying redemption against 

one major, if not the major, evil of this world, its divided state: “this broken and divided 

world” (see also C&S, 49: “in this fragmented [verskeurde], unjust and distrustful 

world”). 

 “Sin,” C&S, 82 clearly states, “endangered from the beginning” the unity of the 

church.  This is certainly true.  However, sin also endangers true diversity as collective 

man seeks to obliterate all human distinctives in the collective humanity.  Ultimately 

humanity wants to remove the last true distinction, that between himself and his Creator 

(see Kuyper 1870).   

Does C&S absolutize unity? 

 Could it not be then that C&S absolutizes unity and relativizes diversity, while 

accusing apartheid proponents of absolutizing diversity and relativizing unity?  Clearly, 

that is what occurs when C&S prioritizes unity above diversity and something that 

encompasses diversity (see C&S, 73-89).  However, the sword cuts both ways.  To 

absolutize one or the other principle is idolatrous.   

 On this basis, C&S’ prophetic charge that “absolutising of the diversity” and 

“superficial and spiritualised conception of unity” is sinful, endangering true church unity, 

is hollow in this context.  It is true, of course, that platonic concepts of spiritualized unity 

have been rampant in the church virtually since the beginning.  It is also true that many 

have so over-emphasized diversity that, for example, the boundaries of “race” have 



become totally rigid.   

 However, a Scripture-taught emphasis upon true God-formed ethno-cultural, 

gender, age, even social class diversity is not absolutizing that created diversity to the 

sinful expense of unity.  Both can and must exist in the church.96 

Logical Conclusions 

 Therefore, dialectical theories, of which holism is one, tend like pietism and the 

Radical Reformation to define social division as evil.  As seen, this results in social ethical 

radicalism.  When these movements become politically engaged, they tend to assume that 

diversity in social, political, and church institutional structures is unjust and oppressive.97 

 Dialectical, holistic theories assume that all borders and boundaries cause 

division and distinction.  Distinctions, borders, and boundaries are either less than perfect 

or evil.  In the final analysis, they are non-loving and unjust.  

 Therefore, pushing the logic of C&S’ bias toward unity and oneness brings one 

to the following non-biblical conclusions.  Breaking down ethno-linguistic, cultural, 

gender, age,  

socio-economic exclusiveness must be the long-term goal of the reconciling work of the 

church.  Growing inclusiveness must slowly occur now, making the church an anticipatory 

“window on the future” (C&S, 72).  Perfect, loving inclusiveness, of course, will happen 

only at the resurrection.   

 Therefore, those factors which lead to unified, group inclusiveness must be 

“good,” “reconciling,” “just,” and “loving.”  Creational diversities are only tolerated now 

in the in-between-time until the end.  All these groups, smaller than the whole, divide the 

unity of humanity in Christ.  They must, therefore, be de-emphasized and slowly abolished.  

 The ideal of much of futurist dialectical theology and the most logically 

                                                

 96In other words, C&S seems to again assume that “unifying grace” must redeem and destroy 

the “divisions of nature.”  The old, divided and broken, natural creation order is destroyed and replaced by 

a totally new unifying, gracious creation order.  That new order is the church, the unique creation of God 

(C&S, 24-26).  This seems to assume that the new creation is not the old, natural creation renewed and 

freed from the enslaving and twisting effects of sin.  Instead it seems to presume a nature-grace dualism. 

 97In other words, true role distinction between male and female oppresses women.  True self-

determining ethno-cultural distinction in church and state is also evil apartheid. 



consequent of the descendants of the Radical Reformation, is that all individuals are to be 

stripped from a God created group. These individuals can then be united in a unitary 

church institute.  There is little difference between this vision and that of modern 

humanism: “no discrimination on the basis of ethnic group, language, gender, sexual 

orientation, class, or age.”  

 The late NGK missiologist David Bosch concurs with this sentiment (Bosch 

1982).  The Barthian-influenced, Alliance of Black Reformed Christians in South Africa 

(ABRECSA), among whom are several prominent theologians from the NGK family, 

agrees.  The fifth article of its theological basis reads:  

5. The unity of the Church must be visibly manifest in the one people of God.  

The indivisibility of the body of Christ demands that the barriers of race, 

culture, ethnicity, language and sex be transcended. (De Gruchy 1984, 136) 

Mennonite Anabaptist, John Howard Yoder, in “The Social Shape of the Gospel,” also 

explicitly agrees: 

 [Believing Jews and Gentiles] . . . together form the new humankind 

(Eph. 2:15).  What has happened is the creation of a new socio-history which is 

neither Jew nor Greek, or is both Jew and Greek. . . .  The reality is so new that 

the words Paul uses for it are new creation . . . and new humanity.  In none of 

these usages . . . is the new thing Paul is talking about an individual. But neither 

is he talking about an existing ethnic group.  He is talking about a new group 

which is so much like an ethnic group that it can be called a nation or a people, 

but whose constitutive definition is that it is made up of both kinds or many 

kinds of people. (Yoder 1983, 282-283) 

 He concludes his critique of Church Growth missiology, which desires to plant 

self-governing ethno-churches, by saying: “‘If one is in Christ,’ there is a whole new 

world.  Ethnic standards have ceased to count ” (Yoder 1983, 283; see also Bosch 1982, 

1983; Padilla 1985a).98 

 There is only one logical conclusion.  Because unity encompasses particularity, 

all diversity loses “equally ultimate” existence in itself.  Thus, logically, even the individual 

has lost any permanent particular identity and self-determination.  He must be 

                                                

 98Commenting on D. Bonhoeffer’s definition of “community” in the new humanity in Christ, 

J. De Gruchy writes: “All this has far-reaching social, political, and economic ramifications.  But for these 

to be realized the church must be liberated from being the mirror image of broken community “in Adam” 

in order to become a sign of the new humanity of Christ.  The true unity of the church is thus the 

contradiction of apartheid or any division on the basis of race, culture, or class, just as these are 

antithetical to the reconciliation made possible through the cross of Jesus Christ” (De Gruchy 1984, 81). 



encompassed by unity to participate in the good.  Hence, the individual must “lose all of 

himself,” that is “deny himself” even his very particular Afrikanerskap (diverse Afrikaner 

culture) to the “good” of the new humanity coming (see C&S, 72).   

 This type of presupposition works its way out into an elitist, centralized church 

structure.  Marx and other social holists, correctly saw how this understanding of the 

relationship of unity to diversity inevitably leads to control by an enlightened, elitist 

leadership who understand the priority of unity over diversity.  This top-down control 

almost inevitably is exercised with altruistic justifications, often in the form of Social 

Democracy with “free elections.”  It can also operate in the name of a presbyterial-synodal 

ecclesiastical system.  

 This type of social vision is fundamentally the same as that of the Gnostic 

heresy (Cohn 1970; Lee 1987; Vogelin 1990; Jones 1992, 1997).  Gnostics, like other 

dualists and holists, drew inspiration from Plato’s Republic (see Plato 1955).  Biblically, 

however, there is good division in the creation if it exists within the boundaries of the 

Decalogue which, in turn, is in-built into God’s created design-order.   

 Presupposing a type of church or social unity that rejects real gender role 

distinctions and true ethnic self-determination calls something a sin that God does not 

define as sin.  Instead, it is a “commandment and doctrine of man,” against which the 

Reformers mightily struggled.  The resulting guilt is a false guilt.  When submitted to, it 

logically leads to suicidal tendencies, personally and ethnically.   

 “He who hates me [wisdom], loves death” (Pr 8:36).  God does not make 

suicidal demands.  God desires individuals and  

peoples to protect the good of created individual and group particularity.  God created the 

internal instinct for individual and group self-protection.  That instinct is good if God-

designed priorities are followed: God, others, and yourself.  If this were not true, no one 

would cloth, feed, or rest oneself.  Neither would one care for one’s wife (see Eph 5:24ff).   

 Many medieval, solitary monks, Hindu mystics, and Buddhist recluses, 

however, have taken this philosophy to its logical extremes.  The resulting filthy 

appearance, begging for money, forced wakefulness, and other extreme measures are an 

attempt to escape from this old, divided world into the bliss of a unifying vision.   



 The triune God does not make unity primary to real self-determining, ethno-

covenantal diversity.  This would deny his nature in which dwells unity and diversity as 

equally ultimate.  Neither should his church prioritize one or the other.  The evil in 

southern Africa and in the NGK family is not apartheid based, ethnic churches nor “this 

broken and divided world” (C&S, 82).  Evil is disobedience to God’s law revealed in 

Scripture and especially the Pentateuch (see “Moses, Law, and Culture”).  

Several Practical Questions 

AArree  OOnnee--BBuuiillddiinngg,,  SSeevveerraall--CCoonnggrreeggaattiioonn  CChhuurrcchheess  SSiinn??  

 First of all, assume the practical diversity C&S allows (see C&S, 32, 38, 80, 81) 

for the sake of the diaconal ministry of the church (C&S 51-63) and the fulfilling of the 

cultural and Great Commission mandates (C&S, 45-50).  Would this allow truly 

indigenous, biblically contextualized, local congregations?  Would multi-ethnic 

congregations in one building with several church councils reflecting ethnicity be allowed?  

 No, it seems.  If C&S’ logic mandating the priority of unity over diversity is 

carried out to its extent, then all local congregations should be mixed.  The age, sexual 

orientation, social-class, gender, and ethnic mix should reflect the geographic area 

surrounding the church building.  In an ethnically mixed area one local church building 

would not be allowed to contain several cooperating yet ethnically diverse church councils 

and congregations.  Instead, there should be one council and one pluralistically mixed 

body.   

 This then raises questions of geographic (parish, circuit, synod) versus gathered 

church polity.  Which of these is biblically justifiable?  After all, according to traditional 

NGK polity, no one from outside the local congregation’s geographic borders may vote or 

serve in the church council of that church.  Is that discriminatory and exclusive?  It seems 

so if the logic is pushed to its extreme.  Significantly, the NGK has recently opened all 

boundaries, thus abolishing the parish church model.   

AArree  EEtthhnniicc  BBaasseedd  GGaatthheerriinnggss  WWrroonngg??  

 Second, for the same reasons, would an ethno-linguisically indigenous (i.e., 

volkseksklusief), self-controlling circuit (classis) be allowed?  What about an ethnically 



indigenous regional synod or ethnically distinct General Synod within a  

National Synod of churches?  Again, the answer seems to be negative.  According to C&S 

32-38, 67,99 and 85, the local church must include all within the boundaries of its parish.  

At the same time, it must make some adjustments to meet the pastoral needs of those 

having differing language and so forth.   

WWhheenn  DDooeess  EEtthhnnoo--LLiinngguuiissttiicc  DDiivveerrssiittyy  EEnnddaannggeerr  UUnniittyy??  

 Thirdly, at what point is the unity of the church “obscure[d] or endanger[ed] 

(C&S 1986, 53; see parallel in C&S 1990, 32) by true ethno-linguistic diversity?  As seen, 

C&S does allow some sort of indigeneity.  However, it never specifies what amount of 

indigeneity is good and justifiable.   

 Could groups of Afrikaners in English Rondebosch, Zulu hostel dwellers in 

Johannesburg, or Xhosa maids in Valhalla, Pretoria, meet separately to hear the word in 

their own language?  Would this obscure unity (C&S 1986, 53)?  Would this enrich the 

unity of the church and further mutual fellowship (C&S 1990, 32)?  Or would these 

groups be accused of separatism and divisiveness when the logic is pushed?   

 Is the building of one new people that is neither Jew nor Greek the ecclesiastical 

parallel to the one new South African nation?  What language would prevail in this one 

new people of God?  Will English prevail as it seemingly is in the new South African and 

Namibian states?   

 These questions have yet to be definitively answered.  However, Zulus, 

Afrikaners, or Xhosas who love their own language, culture and people, will probably 

dread that they will be required to give up their own God-created language and culture 

with the accusation that clinging to these is divisive.  

CCoouulldd  EEtthhnniiccaallllyy  DDiissttiinncctt  CCoonnggrreeggaattiioonnss  BBee  PPllaanntteedd??  

                                                

 99Comparing C&S, 66 and 67, shows a subtle nature-grace distinction and a rejection of the 

invisible/visible church distinction.  The church in the New Testament, it states, is universal (unity 

principle prior).  Therefore the church cannot be made exclusive or particular (diversity principle 

secondary).  The church as universal, invisible body and the church as local body are confused: “This 

means . . . that the church, as the one universal people of God, may not be restricted exclusively to one 

nation or group, nor may it exclude anyone on the basis of origin, national allegiance, language or 

culture” (C&S, 67). 



 Would C&S allow for the planting of ethno-culturally separate congregations?  

In other words, can evangelists justly seek to plant ethno-linguistically distinct, self-

determining local congregations in order to help the growth and/or consolidation of the 

church?100  The answer is logically no.  However, probably in practice the answer would 

be yes because most members of congregations and many leaders will not allow the logic 

of C&S to be pushed to extremes.101 

 Therefore, would C&S’ logic allow for ethnically distinct congregations to 

separate from a mother church to help the discipling of a specific ethnos?102  The answer 

again is most likely negative.  Self-determining, ethnically exclusive congregations, classes 

or synods would divide the church.  In order to have an ethnically exclusive, indigenous 

church on classis and regional synod level, one lingual-cultural group must be preferred.  

In doing so others must be excluded on the basis of family, language, culture and historical 

                                                

 100David Bosch speaks for many in the NGK: “An unbiased reading of Paul cannot but lead 

one to the conclusion that his entire theology militates against even the possibility of establishing separate 

Churches for different cultural groups.  He pleads unceasingly for the unity of the Church made up of both 

Jews and Gentiles.  God has made the two one, ‘a single new humanity’, ‘a single body’ (Eph. 2:14-16) 

(NEB).  . . .  The Church is one, indivisible, and it transcends all differences.  The sociological 

impossibility (Hoekendijk) is theological possible. . . .  The One body of Christ [is] the ‘one new man.’  

The early Christians called themselves a ‘triton genos’, a ‘third race’, next to and transcending the two 

existing races of Jews and Gentiles, whose enmity was proverbial” (Bosch 1983, 29; emphasis in 

original). 

 101Writing before C&S 1986, D. Bosch gives a good commentary on the thought milieu in 

which C&S was written.  Note his rejection of the “equal ultimacy” of unity and diversity:   

 “This most certainly does not mean that culture is not to play any role in the Church and that 

cultural differences should not be accommodated. . . .   

 “Almost everybody now accepts that the Church should be indigenized or . . . 

‘contextualized.’  The Church has to enter the very fabric of a local community, culturally, sociologically 

and otherwise.  This is the legitimate element in Church Growth missiology and in the views of Warneck 

and his followers. . . .  

 “However, cultural diversity should in no way militate against the unity of the Church.  Such 

diversity in fact should serve the unity.  It thus belongs to the well-being of the Church, whereas unity is 

part of its being.  To play the one off against the other is to miss the entire point.  Unity and socio-cultural 

diversity belong to different orders.  Unity can be confessed.  Not so diversity.  To elevate cultural 

diversity to the level of an article of faith is to give culture a positive theological light which easily makes 

it into a ‘revelation’ [of Kuyperianism]” (Bosch 1983, 30). 

 102See discussion of issues in Wagner 1979, 1981; and McGavran 1955, 1979, 1980.  Church 

Growth and the Whole Gospel especially deals with the ethics of whether an ethnic minority within a 

denomination may split off with the goal of better serving and evangelizing their own people (Wagner 

1981, 179-181).  McGavran in Ethnic Realities demonstrates that non-ethnic/caste, unity churches, do not 

grow and become irrelevant to the transformation of the surrounding culture (see McGavran 1979, 186ff).  

One key reason is that a people group possesses group defense mechanisms that go into play when the 

group feels their identity is being attacked.   



grounds.  This exclusion may be totally unintentional and may even occur with the best 

intention of drawing people from other groups into the fellowship.   

 Years of missiological experience show that when a church is truly indigenous 

(contextual) in language, vocabulary, liturgy, music, preaching style, organization, and 

emphasis in theology, people from other groups do not feel at home.  They tend to leave 

an indigenous, contextualized church altogether or join a congregation of Our Kind of 

People (Wagner 1979).   

 The answer to this is not an implicit or explicit dialectical divorce between 

sociology (nature) and theology (grace) as advocated by Bosch and C&S.  The answer is 

to accept the equal ultimacy of the unity and diversity principles as an inescapable, God-

created reality.  Then a church structure can be designed to express both visible unity and 

self-governing diversity within the biblical parameters discussed below.103 

 C&S 122 also hints at parameters for determining the relationship of unity to 

diversity (cited above):  

 3.2.4 In the structuring of the church, provision may be made 

for linguistic and cultural differences related to the diversity of peoples, 

but then in such a way that the church’s unity is not jeopardised, but 

served. (C&S 122, bold emphasis in original) 

 How this will look can only be inferred.  Perhaps the  

present South African constitution with its strong bias to a centralized, unitary state would 

be a model.  That too rejects the equal ultimacy of unity and diversity.   

 Historically, however, the Reformers have seen a decentralized presbyterial-

synodal system as adequate to express true unity in real diversity within volksverband (i.e., 

various national churches).  This model is rejected by C&S, 117-122, etc. 

SSuuggggeesstteedd  AAlltteerrnnaattiivvee  SSttrruuccttuurree  ffoorr  FFeeddeerraall//CCoovveennaannttaall  UUnniittyy  

 The following federal principles seem adequate to express visible, structural 

unity and real multi-ethnic diversity.   

                                                

 103C&S, 32 and C&S, 63-67 reject the principle of true self-determining ethnic diversity.  No 

form of exclusivity is allowed in the church which is universal.  This confuses the invisible church 

through the ages with the visible, local manifestation of that church.  This principle of no exclusivity is a 

logical deduction from the priority of unity. 



Three Mandatory Stipulations for Ethno-Churches 

 Each of the following biblical stipulations is mandatory for fellowship by ethnic-

based churches in the proposed federation of churches.  These principles imply a constant 

fraternal communication and formal gatherings of at least elders in local areas.  Meeting 

together of parishioners of various linguistic and cultural groups is also highly 

commendable:  

 1. Open Community.  Fellowship between individuals, families, and 

congregations, the proclamation of the word, and the Eucharist and baptismal font must 

be open to all true believers (Jas 2; Gal 2) (C&S, 36-37, 40, 90-92).104   

 2. One Confession.  All must accept one common Confession, that is the one 

common gospel which establishes the one law of God (see C&S 44, 95).  This common 

confession should include the essence of the first five or six Ecumenical Confessions.  

 3. Mutual Recognition of Courts.105  All are under the same church discipline.  

Therefore the jurisdiction of each unit’s church courts/gatherings must be respected by all 

the other gatherings at all levels. 

Concentric-Circle Shaped Federal Gatherings 

 The unity of church gatherings/courts is expressed in a series of federalized 

courts/gatherings structured as concentric circles, not as a pyramid (Kleynhans 1982, I:82-

83).  These gatherings exist in a common socio-politically defined, geographical area: 

congregation, classis/presbytery, regional synod, national synod, regional international 

synod, world synod (C&S, 93-95). 

                                                

 104Love demands that all believers can and should be allowed into church buildings to hear 

the proclaimed word, thus expressing true unity (Jas 2).  But it does not biblically follow that this visitor 

can demand equal voting and leadership rights for himself and his ethno-linguistically alien friends in an 

ethnic based church (C&S 37 is correct but not 39, 66, and 116).  That would destroy true diversity.  

Therefore, it is just to have congregations, classes, and synods of one kind of people. 

 A basic biblical principle is that leadership must come out of a people (Dt 17: 1:9-18), chosen 

by that “people” (i.e., a group of ethno-historically related, intermarried families sharing a common 

covenantal faith).   

 105This implies a rejection of absolute congregational autonomy (a bias to the many), and 

prelacy (bias toward the one).  Eventually these three principles should result in a common polity that is 

built upon the minimum of rule of elected congregational elders and concentric-circle shaped, 

connectional government. 



 Each presbytery or classis would be a very compact geographic area with 

several congregations whose elders consider themselves one church (e.g., the church of 

Rome, Corinth, etc.).  The regional synods are not a church (singular) but a federation of 

churches (i.e., presbyteries, classes) (e.g., the churches of Galatia, Macedonia).  The same 

principle holds true for the other larger gatherings as well.   

Appellate Jurisdiction Only 

 The progressively larger gathering only has appellate jurisdiction over the 

court/gathering immediately next to it and smaller than it.  The larger gatherings do not 

have direct authority over all the other smaller courts nor over all individuals.  No policy 

statements nor confessional changes can be originated in any other than a compact, 

geographically-based presbytery/classis.  For the smallest level, policy statements such as, 

for example, a C&S replacement, would then be passed along to the larger courts.  Thus 

all levels of synods would serve as appeals courts alone, not as a top down tyranny (see 

danger of such governments in Rev 13; see Breckinridge 1843/1988; also Smyth 1843, 79-

107). 

Ethnic Diversity at All Levels 

 The regional and/or national synods could consist of self-governing, self-

theologizing ethno-churches and those churches that claim not to be ethnic-based.  

However, non-ethnic and ethnic gatherings at all levels could choose to meet judicially at 

any of the various levels if the following stipulations are met.  

 In practice, the synod will include Zulu, Xhosa, Sotho, Afrikaner, Anglo-South 

African and multi-ethnic churches in an ever ascending level.  The region can be where the 

churches choose to meet (e.g., Western Cape) or a church such as a transformed 

Afrikaans Protestante Kerk may choose to meet with other synodical assemblies only on a 

national, or sub-continental (Southern African) level.   

Multi-Congregations in One Geographical Parish 

 The federal or covenantal model allows for several ethnic based congregations 

to meet in one geographical parish.  It would also allow for several ethnic congregations 



meeting in one parish building with different variations on the ruling body of the 

congregations.   

 Thus the Trinitarian principle rejects the Roman Catholic model of one 

congregation for each geographic area no matter what varying types of ethno-linguistic 

groups live in it.  Note that this model does not exclude churches who choose not to be 

ethno-linguistically exclusive.  Nor does it exclude fellowship between congregations, 

classes, and regional synods of various language and culture groups. 

 This model of federalism is the Reformed, Protestant presbyterial-synodal 

structure followed through logically to include peoples and to include the reality of true 

unity and real diversity.  If “peopleness” is not evil in itself in Christ, then it is good both in 

the church invisible and visible. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

CHAPTER FIVE 

COVENANT AND PEOPLENESS 

Introduction 

TTwwoo  PPrrootteessttaanntt  SSoocciiaall  TThheeoollooggiieess  

 The two most prominent forms of Protestant social theology are (1) covenantal 

and (2) non-covenantal or individualistic social theology.  These two forms result in two 

streams of thought with much intermixture of the types.106 British, North American, and 

Continental Calvinism are essentially covenantal.  The Radical Reformation107 is 

consciously non-covenantal.  

 The cultural vision of the Radicals and that of the covenantal Reformers are 

antithetical (see following chart).108  One group saw the church as made up of believing 

individuals; the other saw the church and civil order as founded upon believing covenanted 

families. The Radical Reformation’s non-covenantal thought is a logical consequence of a 

rejection or re-interpretation of three classic Reformed doctrines.  First is the 

understanding of Scripture’s infallible authority; second, its Trinitarian key; and third, its 

optimistic yet restorative eschatology.   

 This chapter will demonstrate that Church and Society reads alien 

presuppositions into Scripture.  These assumptions are more akin to those of the 

individualistic radical Reformers than the covenantal Reformers.  Secondly, this chapter 

will contend that C&S (1990) applies these presuppositions primarily to the question of 

                                                

 106Some resist contrasting the two: Yoder 1985; Mouw 1985; Mouw and Yoder 1989; Vom 

Berg and others 1986.   

 107“Radical Reformation” (Williams 1992; see Bender 1957) and “Anabaptist” are the most 

common names.  The Radicals consisted of two wings: the revolutionary and pacifist wing, which shared 

similar principles (see Williams 1992). 

 108Sources: Hershberger 1957, Knox 1961, Verduin 1964, Balke 1981, Good 1986, Eller 

1987, Colwell 1987, Williams 1992. 



church unity and secondarily to the critique of Apartheid as a socio-political system.   

PPrreessuuppppoossiittiioonnss  ooff  CCoovveennaannttaall  vvss..  AAnnttii--CCoovveennaannttaall  RReeffoorrmmaattiioonnss  

 

 

Augustinian, creedal 

 

Semi-Pelagian, non-creedal 

 

Sola Scriptura: Scripture alone plus logical 

deductions from it.  Analogy of Scripture is 

the foundational principle of interpretation. 

 

Sola Scriptura: only New Testament 

norms remain and no logical deduction 

about sacraments can be made from Old 

Testament covenant structure. 

 

Unity of one covenant of grace 

 

Dispensational distinction between 

testaments 

 

One people of God: Israel enlarged by 

adoption of the e!qnh. 

 

Two peoples of God (Church/Israel 

distinction fundamental). 

 

Trinitarian, covenantal culture; family, church 

and state under Christ as King.  Every 

institution transformable 

 

Church separate, alternative society under 

Christ as Lord.  Outside Church is 

irredeemable “world.” 

 

Decalogue as fundamental law. Christ 

interprets intent of the law in Sermon. 

 

Sermon on the Mount as neo-nomos. 

Christ contrasts law with his new teaching. 

 

Church and state distinct yet responsible to 

enforce both tablets of the law.  Judicial law 

determines crimes and to certain extent 

punishments for criminals. 

 

Church and state separate.  Non-believers 

to rule state, which enforces only second 

tablet of law.  State not bound to judicial 

law in any way. 

 

State has sword authority within the 

authorization of the law of King Jesus.  

Christian may be a magistrate and soldier. 

 

State has sword authority “outside the 

perfection of Christ.” Christian may not be 

magistrate or soldier. 

 

Church based on covenant family groups. 

 

Church = regenerate individuals. 

 

Social order built on the covenant family.  

 

Church and society built on the individual. 

 

World as earth = good and to be affirmed.  

World-system of evil values to be avoided.  

 

World = everything outside of church.  It 

is evil and to be avoided. 

 

New creation is restoration of first creation. 

 

New creation is nova creatio: a totally 

new order. 

  



 

   

Non-Covenantal Individualism 

DDooeess  CC&&SS  OOvveerreemmpphhaassiizzee  IInnddiivviidduuaall  BBeelliieevveerr’’ss  CChhuurrcchh  DDooggmmaa??  

 An individualizing process seems clearly at work in C&S.  The following quote 

has a distinctive baptistic emphasis.  It does not mention covenant baptism, covenant 

children, and covenant family bonds as it logically should in this context:  

 In the New Testament the church is in all respects a fellowship of 

faith, confession and worship. Whoever believes the Gospel, confesses that 

Jesus is  Lord, and truly worships God in spirit, is accepted into His church. 

(C&S, 40) 

 The meaning of this “faith fellowship” is spelled out in C&S, 42.  Significantly, 

again, the covenant children of believers are not mentioned as members of the church.  

This is a large gap that needed to be addressed: “This means . . . that faith in the Triune 

God and his revelation in Scripture is the only  prerequisite for membership of the church 

of Jesus Christ” (C&S, 42; emphasis added; see also C&S, 249).  

 C&S, 64 clarifies this further.  Individual people (mense) are taken out of (i.e., 

extracted from)109 the “peoples” (ethno-covenantal solidarities) and united into one people 

of God:  

 2.6 The church is a universal fellowship   

Under the Old Testament dispensation the emphasis was strongly on the 

separateness of God’s people, though not in the sense that Israel existed in and 

for herself.  Her existence had far-reaching significance for the nations.  

Abraham was called and destined to be a blessing to all peoples of the earth.  As 

a kingdom, Israel had a priestly function to serve God among the nations.  Even 

then it was prophetically envisaged that a dispensation of universal salvation 

would come about.  

 In the New Testament dispensation the church is even less restricted 

to one nation or location.  It includes people of all nations from the whole 

world, who through faith in Jesus Christ have become members of the true 

people of God.  All believers from among all peoples become members of the 

one people of God. (C&S, 64-65) 

                                                

 109For a discussion of extractionist missiology, see McGavran 1980 and 1979. 



The Gospel Does Not Reject Group Solidarity 

 The above discussion is excellent as far as it goes.  However, this crucial 

section does not mention that a local congregation is not made up of mere individuals “out 

of” all peoples.  This seems to be the implication of what C&S is saying.  It thus relativizes 

and individualizes the covenant family and the covenanted, extended family group.  To 

C&S’ credit, however, it does not yet reject these and the biblical doctrine of covenant 

baptism as the seal and sign of that covenant.   

Summary and conclusion 

 In summary, then, the Reformed, biblical viewpoint has always been that a child 

is a member of the visible church because he or she is a member of the covenant.  The 

child remains part of the covenant body until he or she shows in action and non-Christian 

faith-confession that he or she deserves to be put under church discipline.  This leads to 

eventual excommunication or at least removal from the rolls (Mt 18:17).  Unfortunately, 

this is rarely consequently practiced. 

 A clear conclusion is that if the family solidarity is incorporated into the church 

as a group, then the gospel is not anti-group, and it is not built of groupless individuals.   

C&S Tends to Break Down Group Solidarity to the Individual 

 This theme of extraction out of the peoples is inevitably individualistic if 

logically thought through.  This will be unmistakably seen with a careful reading of C&S, 

115 and 116 (below).   

 In summary, the section of C&S claims that the church is taken out of the 

peoples and thus shows cultural peculiarities of the various peoples.  This is right and true.  

However, the church can never be identified with a such people group nor serve the 

function of giving religious sanction for a people’s values, ideals and ambitions.  This is 

stated in absolute terms. 

 The following passage thus seems to imply that the unifying function of faith in 

Christ is more important than, and indeed something different from, any of its specific and 

particular groups that add up to the unity. 



 C&S, 115-117 are as follows: 

3.2 The relationship between church, nation and nations  

3.2.1 By virtue of its universality or catholic nature the church is a church 

for the nations   

 The activity of the church has a close relationship with real human 

life.  Through the proclamation of the Gospel to the nations, the church of 

Christ is formed from believers of different nations.  Thereby the church in 

different countries and within different national and cultural communities will 

display characteristics which are typical of those communities.  This 

indigenizing of the church is  a positive sign that the Gospel has taken root at 

local level and within a specific community, that is to say, that it has become 

“contextualized”.  

3.2.2 Church and nation may not be identified as one   

 Through the ages the contextualisation of the Gospel owing to many 

factors, amongst others, those of a geographical and political nature, resulted in 

the establishment of people’s churches or state churches in various countries.  

Side by side with the positive fruits that the christianisation of culture and 

public life brought about, there were also negative fruits in so far as church and 

nation were identified with each other, these people’s churches to a great extent 

forfeited their true nature as a faith fellowship.  Therefore it must be maintained 

that the indigenization of the Gospel must never mean that church and nation 

become so interrelated that the church loses its character as a confessional 

church and becomes an exclusive church of a particular nation, which serves 

that nation and  chiefly has the function to grant religious sanction to that 

nation’s values, ideals  and ambitions. (C&S, 115-117) 

  

 This principle of unity in the church functions in the long run to destroy all the 

group parts that make up the whole.  Logically this means that out of the gradual 

destruction of the group parts, something absolutely new is created.  That something is a 

“third race,” a new humanity not made up of any group parts of the old fallen humanity.   

 Therefore, there is no real, eternal, and substantial self-determining group 

diversity that comes from the old creation humanity.  No family, extended family, or 

federation of extended families is eternal.  They come from the old creation.  Logically, 

then, every such old creation group must eventually be broken down to the individual.  

The reason is that every group is something smaller than, and thus less good than, the 

whole.  These smaller group parts are considered divisive of the unity of the whole.   

 If the unity is more important than any group, then the smallest unit of that 

unity is the individual.  All individuals must be united into unity in Christ.  If the logic is 



pushed, even the individual as a part will be consumed in the inexorably growing unity, the 

oneness in Christ of all things.110 

Questions and discussion about the breaking-down process 

 Several questions need to be asked about this section.  

 1. Is this not using “confessing church” terminology in a manner virtually 

identical to the Radical’s dogma of an exclusive church made up of believing individuals 

(see also C&S, 34: “the church is a faith, confession, and worshipping community”)? 

 2. What if those cultural ambitions, ideals and values are biblical values and the 

Afrikanervolk or any other people being discipled is becoming consistently more 

Christianized?  Certainly this is good.  Of course, this is true if those values are  

non-biblical.  If they are biblical where else can a people get specific norms for all of life? 

 3. To say that God does not make His covenant with people in their 

“peopleness” (volkgewys) rejects the covenant continuity of the Reformed confessions.  In 

other words, this implies that God “cuts” His covenant in this age only with individuals 

out of the various ethno-cultures.  He then melts them into a new humanity in which all 

the old creation groups are relativized, waiting to disappear.  This is in direct opposition 

to the Prophets and Writings (e.g., Isa 19:23ff; Ps(s) 47:7ff; 86:4; see also Rev 15:4).  

Myriads of Old Testament passages predict the conversion of the peoples with their own 

leadership (see Campbell 1954; Kreitzer 1991a; Gentry 1992). 

 Therefore, C&S implies that because the church is made up of individuals out of 

the peoples, no local or geographical church can be exclusively limited to people from one 

people group (ethno-covenantal solidarity).   

 This concept includes several errors: 

 1. It confuses two differing types of churches and definitions of church unity.  

Visible unity, that is the local gathering of believers of one specific geographical and 

                                                

 110This concept differs little from the monistic concept of Holism taught by Jan Smuts.  

Dewey, Marx, and Hitler all used this concept to justify their rejection of the individual and his good as 

less important than the good of the whole.  Though the whole is defined variously as das Volk, the 

Proletariat, or humanity, the results of these ideologies are similar.   

 See The One and the Many: Studies in the Philosophy of Order and Ultimacy (Rushdoony 

1978c).  Note also the Libertarian, nominalist study of Nazism and Fascism, The Ominous Parallels: The 



lingual-cultural area at one time and in one historical era (C&S, 249), is confused with 

invisible unity, that is the unity of all the true saints in heaven and on earth.  Invisible unity 

cuts across history and exists in every geographical area of the world.111  Many Radicals  

reject this distinction due to their emphasis upon a believer’s church of baptized persons 

(see Bender 1957). 

 2. It confuses the local congregation, as well as the circuit and regional synod, 

with the universal, catholic church on earth and heaven (Eph 3:15 NIV).  It is logically 

incorrect to think that the “universal” of the universal church must be made visible in the 

local group to fulfill Christ’s prayer (Jn 17).  A part of the whole is merely that, a part.  It 

does not contain the whole.  To make such unity visible would mean that all would have 

to meet at one time, in one place, in one language, perhaps all dressed in uniform white.112 

The New Covenant Does Not Destroy but Renews the Creation Design 

 This dissertation accepts that Scripture clearly states that God made, designed 

and formed the peoples (Ge 10-11; Dt 32:8; Ps 86:8; Acts 17:26).  It uses the same 

terminology as that used to describe the “forming” or creation of mankind (Ge 5:1-2).   

 All the peoples [gôyim] you have made will . . . worship . . . you, O 

Lord; they will bring glory to your name. . . .  Who should not fear you, O King 

of the nations?  This is your due. (Ps 86:9; see Rev 15:4)  113 

 Secondly, it believes that any attempt to theologically describe the Church as an 

absolutely new entity, one that is not made up of the renewed and regenerated “divided 

parts” of the first creation design, is not orthodox.  

                                                                                                                                            

End of Freedom in America (Peikoff 1982). 

 111This is the universal and true church, those who find their hope and home in the New 

Jerusalem (C&S 42, 65, BC, 27). 

 112This concept is more akin to unitarian Islam with its radical leveling and uniformizing 

during the haj in Mecca.  Such a gathering will occur in heaven and then likely in language and ethnic 

affiliation (Rev 7:9; 21:24, 22:2).  Knowing that God loves diversity, it would not at all be wrong to 

visualize each group wearing a cultural variation of the white clothing!  

 113t'yfi[' rv,a] ~yIAG-lK': Note ‘asah.  The meaning is parallel to evpoi,hse,n (Ac 17:26). 

McComiskey writes: “When used in the sense of ‘make,’ the emphasis is on the fashioning of the object 

(Gen 8:6; 33:17; Ex 25:10-11, 13, 17, etc.).”  The word is used in the creation accounts in “significant 

interchange” or Hebrew parallelism with bara’ (ar"B') (e.g., Ge 1:26-27, 5:1-2) (Harris, Archer and 

Waltke 1980).   



Louis Berkhof and creation design 

 Louis Berkhof agrees that any attempt to see imperfection and evil in the 

“divided” creation design is clearly Radical Reformational and Barthian.114 

  Anabaptists object to the doctrine of common grace, because it 

involves the recognition of good elements in the natural order of things, and this 

is contrary to their fundamental position.  They regard the natural creation with 

contempt, stress the fact that Adam was of the earth earthy, and see only 

impurity in the natural order as such.  Christ established a new supernatural 

order of things, and to that order the regenerate man, who is not merely a 

renewed, but an entirely new man, also belongs. He has nothing in common 

with the world round about him and should therefore take no part in its life: 

never swear an oath, take no part in war, recognize no civil authority [see BC, 

36], avoid worldly clothing, and so on [e.g. avoid private property and opt for 

the poor and oppressed; BC, 36; WCF, 26.3].  On this position there is no other 

grace than saving grace. (Berkhof 1941, 446)   

Berkhof connects this rejection with various movements: 

 This view was shared by . . . Pietism, the Moravian brethren, and 

several other sects.  Barth’s denial of common grace seems to be following 

along these same lines.  This is no wonder, since for him too creaturliness and 

sinfulness are practically identical.  Brunner gives the following summary of 

Barth’s view: [there is no common grace which maintains the world from the 

beginning. There is only] . . . the singleness of the [saving] grace of Christ. . . .  

Similarly, the new creation is in no wise a fulfillment but exclusively a 

replacement accomplished by a complete annihilation of what went before, a 

substitution of the new man for the old. The proposition, gratia non tollit 

naturam sed perficit, is not true [according to Barth] but is altogether an arch-

heresy.  Brunner rejects this view and is more in line with the Reformed thought 

on this point. (Berkhof 1941, 446)  

NGSK and the Radical Reformation 

 Furthermore, it is interesting to note how the NGK’s daughter, the NGSK, is 

becoming more radically consequent to these non-covenantal assumptions.  These 

presuppositions flow from the individualistic-holistic philosophy expressed in the Belhar 

Confession.   

                                                

 114C&S, 24 claims that the church in its Old and New Testament forms is a “unieke 

herskeppingswonder van God in ‘n sondige en gebroke wêreld.’”  Is this an attempt to support the 

Reformed position or to assert the Anabaptist error with respect to the Old Testament church?  It is vague.  

See Kerk en Samelewing – 'n Wesenskou ([F. J. M.] Potgieter 1990, 45ff), section 3: “Herskepping” (Re-

Creation), for a summary of the debate in the Kerkbode between David Bosch and himself on this topic as 

well as related areas. 



 Johan Retief’s proposed catechism, Bly by jou Bevryder: Katkisasie-Boek, 

shows the extent of the adoption of non-covenantal terminology  It clearly uses the 

Radical Reformation’s terminology for the church.  He says that the church is made up of 

groupless individuals who have broken all the bonds of race, color, gender, age, 

education, culture, status, and social class.  He then calls this fellowship an “alternative 

community” (alternatiewe gemeenskap), in other words, “a new community in the  

complete sense of the word” (‘n nuwe gemeenskap in die volle sin van die woord) (Retief 

1988, 28).  

 Immediately afterwards, he explains this to mean:115   

  In this alternative community all bonds of race, color, sex, age, 

education, culture, status, and finances are broken apart (1Co 12:13; Gal 3:26-

29; Eph 2:14-16). That which is important in this new community are not the 

things that divide people from each other [real diversity denied], but Christ 

Himself and his redemptive work, which is of utmost importance.  The blood of 

Christ is of greater importance that the blood that flows in our veins.  As an 

alternative community the church is, then, especially within a situation such as 

ours, itself the answer to the division and brokenness of the world. 

 This alternative community is a reality wherever believers go. . . .   

 Therefore the most important witness the church can give lies within 

its unity. (Retief 1988, 28-29) 

  

Note that Retief denies that the New Testament’s central and most important witness to 

the world is the bodily resurrection of Jesus Christ (see Ac 1; 1Co 15:1ff).  Instead, he 

claims that holistic church unity is its primary witness.  Now if one compares Retief’s 

quotation to C&S’ confession quoted previously, the similarities are startling: 

2.9.3 The church has the responsibility to confess its profound, inviolable 

unity in Christ and to experience and make this unity visible in this 

broken and divided world. (C&S, 81; bold in original) 

Summary 

 Therefore, C&S and its sister documents in related churches seem to indicate 

that every group division in Christ is imperfect or, in a sense, “evil.”  The implication is 

                                                

 115The Afrikaans of the first and last sentences reads:  “In hierdie alternatiewe gemeenskap 

word al die bande van ras, kleur, geslag, ouderdom, opvoeding, kultuur, status en finansies verbreek” and, 

“Daarom is die belangrikste getuienis wat die kerk ooit kan lewer, in sy eenheid geleë.” 



that all group-dividing barriers must be broken down.  These documents either  

imply or blatantly state that each person comes to Christ as an individual alone.  It seems 

to define the church as made up of the whole lot of those individuals who believe and 

experience Jesus Christ.  These individuals have been extracted out of the peoples and 

groups (C&S, 42).  They then form a new unity or a new humanity of individuals in which 

language and culture bonds are relativized.  

 Furthermore, it appears that C&S gives excessive, perhaps exclusive emphasis 

to the personal faith of the groupless individual in the formation of the church.  According 

to this individualistic, “extractionist” type of theology, the church is a new society.  In 

other words, it is a totally new humanity: non-ethnic, non-gender, non-classist and non-

ageist oriented.  The totally new humanity is made up of individuals taken out of their 

previous identity.  Therefore, they are stripped or extracted from real and substantial age, 

gender, linguistic, etc. group identity.  This standpoint is very similar, if not identical to, a 

consequent form of the Radical Reformation’s groupless individualism.  

Descent and Faith of Equal and Non-Contradictory Validity  

 The Synod (C&S, 39, 40, see 100) tries to show that the old covenant church 

made covenantal faith (i.e., unity) primary and the family blood relationship (creation 

diversity) of only secondary importance. C&S implies that this creation-oriented, blood 

relationship is relativized in the New Testament so that faith remains totally primary.  

2.3 The church is a fellowship of faith, confession and worship   

 Being one of “the people of Israel” was an important factor in the 

religious life of the old dispensation.  Yet that was not the decisive factor.  

What was crucial was the fact that God had chosen this people and established 

a covenant with them.  More important than the bloodtie was the relationship to 

God and the confession  that he is the only God.  Whoever confessed Him as 

his God, could, once certain provisos has been met, become a member of the 

assembly of the Lord, even if he was not of the people of Israel.  

 In the New Testament the church is in all respects a fellowship of 

faith, confession and worship. Whoever believes the Gospel, confesses that 

Jesus is  Lord, and truly worships God in spirit, is accepted into His church. 

 The true maintenance of the confession is of vital importance to the 

New  Testament church. . . .  

 This means . . . that faith in the Triune God and his revelation in 

Scripture is the only prerequisite for membership of the church of Jesus Christ. 



(C&S, 39-40, see 100)  

However, this understanding is definitely not based on a covenantal exegesis.116  Both 

covenant faith, that is unity with all believers, and blood or descent, that is the covenant 

family as a part of true created diversity, are of equal validity and equal importance.  

Neither is to be rejected, nor prioritized, nor relativized.  

 Faith in Christ is indeed the basis for membership in the universal and invisible 

Body of Christ, the New Jerusalem above.  Confessional faith is one of the several 

expressions of real unity (see Eph 4:3ff; 1Co 8:6).  However, faith-unity does not 

necessarily mean that true creational diversity is destroyed.  In other words, it could be 

that a right to vote and hold office of elder in a local congregation, classis/circuit, or synod 

may be an expression of real created diversity dwelling in harmony with the unity of the 

church. 

 Furthermore, C&S is clearly inadequate in its understanding of the old covenant 

church.  The paragraphs cited above state that the “assembly of the Lord” was open to any 

person after he had performed “certain provisos” (perhaps meaning circumcision?).  It 

attempts to make the confession of faith the first and most important fact above and 

beyond covenantal descent as a determining factor in allowing an ethnic alien into the 

assembly of Yahweh.  However, this is not exactly accurate.   

 Biblical law did not allow the believing and circumcised alien male into full 

membership of the qâhâl yahweh until at least the third generation.  Some peoples were 

not allowed in until the “tenth generation,” whatever that may mean (see Dt 23:3ff).  He 

was to be treated with kindness and dignity under the same legal standard as the “native-

                                                

 116The WARC document, Farewell to apartheid?  Church relations in South Africa.  The 

WARC consultation in South Africa March 1-5, 1993. . . . (Réamonn 1994), shows the sometimes 

contradictory nature of C&S.  Both documents accept the concept of “faith” being the only prerequisite for 

church membership.  However, the WARC document rejects the notion that the church council (C&S, 

253) may make the determination “to structure itself in terms of a common language and culture” 

(Botman 1994, 45): 

 “The inner logic of this makes provision for a rejection in the vestry because the only proof 

required is that you couldn’t be matched with the pastoral character of the local congregation [see C&S, 

122, 254].  Where cultural positivism takes on regulating features, the question may be asked: How open 

is open?  In a church which is home to so many right-wingers, and especially since Afrikaners claim to 

have their own separate culture, this option to structure the congregation along cultural lines effectively 

closes a significant number of doors on black people.  Instead, it opens the door for white Christians to 

make a mockery of the Reformed notion that faith is the only requirement for membership” (Botman 



born.”  However, he is not given absolutely the same rights as the covenant-born and 

faithful member until his time of full adoption into the people had arrived.  Thus it is illicit 

to read back into the Old Testament individualistic assumptions about the church of 

Yahweh as an exclusively faith fellowship.   

 What this implies, then, is that covenantal relationship involves more than 

merely individualistic “faith” alone.  Covenantal “faith” is a trusting oath of covenant 

loyalty in the King.  Covenantal faith also submits to the other necessary structural 

elements of covenant such as the covenant responsibility of following ethics and necessary 

sanctions for obedience or disobedience.  Passing all of this on to the covenant partner’s 

seed is extremely important in any covenantal formulation (see Robertson 1980; Sutton 

1988; Van der Waal 1990).  

Implications of the confessing church theology 

 Lastly, as stated, it is not dogmatically accurate to claim that a confession of 

faith is the only condition for membership in the body of Christ.  The church, thus, is not 

just a Radical “faith, confessing, and worship fellowship” (C&S, 40) ruled by Jesus 

“through the proclamation of his Word and the operation of his Spirit” (C&S, 27).  

Instead, it is a holy body that baptizes both covenant children and new adult believers.  

Furthermore, those members, child, teenage, and adult, are to be in submission to  

elders ruling by means of the Word.  These elders practice discipline and teach the 

covenant standards of God (BC, 29; HC, ques. 3, 83-85).  Both the commonwealth of 

ancient Israel and that of the New Israel, furthermore, have excommunicating sanctions.  

When the person or group violate the norm of God they must be cut off or expelled from 

the covenant of the People of God (see Mt 18:15ff; 1Co 5:13: Paul cites a case law found 

in Dt 17:7; 19:19, 22:21,24, 24:7).  Why are these characteristics so uniformly left out of 

the C&S? 

 With the NGK’s new individualistic, Radical hermeneutic, the following 

scenario could easily happen.  An ethnically different, materially poorer denomination or 

churches could demand unconditional admission to a materially better-off church that is 

                                                                                                                                            

1994, 45-46). 



predominantly made up of one ethno-linguistic group (as is the case with the NGK).  The 

new members, all of whom are ethno-linguistically different, could demand the following 

because they are the majority:  (1) English or Xhosa or any other language should be the 

language of the Synods.  (2) Every pastor should be paid exactly the same as every other.  

(3) The leading bureaucratic positions of the uniting church be put into their hands as the 

majority.   

 In principle, this is basically what is occurring in the newly organized Uniting 

Reformed Church of South Africa.  Will this mean that Afrikaans will become secondary 

in circuit and synod meetings?  Will all pastors of Xhosa or Zulu linguistic background be 

paid the same as those from the economically better off Cape Afrikaans-speaking 

congregations?  Will this make the church a ward of international, ecumenical welfare?  

This is what happens in socialist-unitarian, political systems as well as what is occurring in 

the South African state at present. 

Both covenants teach blood/descent and covenant faith 

 That the New Testament continues the Old Testament’s emphasis on 

blood/descent and covenant faith is clear. 

 1. Paul strongly rebuked those who rejected honoring and providing for their 

blood family in God-given love.  This included at least the extended family of parents and 

grandparents.  Those who do neglect them, he says, have denied the faith and are worse 

than unbelievers (1Ti 5:3ff).  This apparently includes even unbelieving parents and 

grandparents (see Pr 1:8ff; 13:1, 15:5; Eph. 6:1ff citing the 5th commandment).117  

 Furthermore, Christ criticizes the Pharisees for not caring for their aged parents 

because that would somehow invalidate a faith-oath they made to the temple (Mt 15:1ff).  

This, Jesus said, violated the 5th Commandment.  

 However, true to their inconsistent form, the Pharisees overemphasized blood 

descent and drastically de-emphasized faith.  The modern parallel is the British-Israelite 

                                                

 117As L. Berkhof pointed out above, it is a mark of almost all sectarians to preach total 

separation.  This meant turning away from all that is of “this old, divided, and passing-away world,” 

including war, parents, inheritance, money, and school.  When separated, then the proselyte must be 

united into a new Super Church of individual believers which swallows up all natural created divisions.  



and Afrikaner Israelvisie movement.  To combat this sort of imbalance, John the Baptist 

said that God could create sons of Abraham out of the stones of the earth.  The Pharisees’ 

pride in their “blood,” without the fruit of faith-repentance, was worthless (Lk 3:7-9).  

 2. Paul said that circumcision with faith was of great benefit.  “Circumcision” is 

a symbol of, at least, descent and birth.  That symbol, however, without regeneration 

resulting in faith-obedience (i.e., love) was worth nothing (Ro 2:25-3:2; see Php 3:2ff; Col 

2:20ff; 1Co 7:19; Gal 5:6, 6:15). 

 3. Christ said that his true brothers and sisters were those who do the will of his 

Father.  That is, those who exercise true faith in every people group are part of the family 

of Abraham (Mt 12:50; Lk 8:21, Ac 10:34; 1Jn 2:17; see Gal 3). In other words, Christ 

predicted that his flock would include other sheep of other pastures.  He would gather 

them also into the covenantal faith (see Ro 11; Eph 2; Mt 28:18ff; Jn 11:52).  

 The consequence was that the Pharisees who depended on the flesh (Php 3:2ff) 

were to be excommunicated out of the covenant.  They were to be covenantally divorced 

(Ro 11:7ff; Jer 3:1ff; Isa 50:1).  Furthermore, their city was to be burnt with fire (Mt 22:7) 

and the kingdom given to a new people (Mt 21:43).   

 The meaning of these sayings is clear.  The renewed Israel of the new covenant 

was to be a multi-ethnic people of God.  This people was to be made up of all believing 

peoples in their ethno-covenantal solidarity.  The Abrahamic covenant promises predicted 

this new multi-ethnic solidarity (Ge 12:3, 17:5, 18:18, 22:18, 26:4, 28:14-15, 49:10; Ps(s) 

22:27ff; 72:12; Isa 19:23-25).  The Day of Pentecost fulfilled the Abrahamic covenant as a 

foreshadowing of a greater harvest to come. (See C&S 32, for correct interpretation of 

Pentecost).  

 All these themes can also be traced in the Old Testament.  Jesus did not come 

to change the law, but to be in continuity with it and to correctly interpret it (Mt 5:17ff).  

Therefore, there is normally no need to choose between blood (i.e., descent) and faith.  

Peter says clearly that the new covenant promise of the Spirit of the resurrected Christ 

was “for you and your children” (Ac 2:39, echoing Isa 59:21).   

 Paul speaks about a covenantal-sacramental unity in First Corinthians (10:1ff): 

                                                                                                                                            

Clearly this involves anti-Christian Platonic assumptions.  



All of the believers (including, per implication, their children) were baptized into Christ 

just as the Hebrews were all baptized into Moses in the cloud when they passed through 

the Red Sea.  Therefore, the church in the biblical, Reformed view is a covenantal unity of 

families in their intergenerational solidarity.  This means both faith and descent.  In other 

words, the everlasting covenant includes an oath of faith-loyalty and promises for the 

blood-seed of those believers.  

C&S claims, emphasizing blood group is divisive 

 However, according to several passages in C&S, this concept of ethno-

covenantal group solidarity remaining in the new covenant is divisive.  In other words, it 

divides the new holistic unity of the church which Christ came to bring.  Hence it is 

somehow not as holy as individual faith.  This view contradicts biblical, covenantal 

exegesis.  Note the following: 

 In the New Testament the church is in all respects a fellowship of 

faith, confession and worship.  Whoever believes the Gospel, confesses that 

Jesus is Lord, and truly worships God in spirit, is accepted into His church.  

 

 The true maintenance of the confession is of vital importance to the 

New Testament church. . . .   

 This means . . . that faith in the Triune God and his revelation in 

Scripture is the only prerequisite for membership of the church of Jesus Christ. 

(C&S, 40-42) 

 

 All believers from among all peoples become members of the one 

people of God.   

 We acknowledge this great truth when in the words of the Apostles’ 

Creed, we confess that we believe in a universal church.  This universality of the 

church denotes, first and foremost, the world as a whole and its entire past: the 

church  encompasses all believers from all peoples of all places,    who have 

ever lived or still live. (C&S, 65c-66; bold in original) 

 This contention is not based on covenantal exegesis.  The visible, local church is 

a covenantal union of believing, that is, confessionally and ethically sound, Christian 

families and extended families.  It does not consist merely of believing individuals as the 

Radical theologians claim.  God does not reject blood bonds, that is extended family.  By 

extension, it seems logical that he does not reject ethno-covenantal solidarity in the new 

covenant, as C&S, 42-43 clearly seems to do.  



NNeeww  CCoovveennaanntt,,  EEtthhnnoo--CCoovveennaannttaall  SSoolliiddaarriittyy,,  aanndd  BBaappttiissmm  

 It seems quite clear that if the NGK continues on this Radical-like 

individualization path, it must also begin questioning the biblical basis for covenant 

baptism.  If it rejects “group” in the universal church as “exclusive” and “discriminatory,” 

logically it then must reject the ultimate of exclusive and discriminatory groups: the family 

group.118 

 Covenant theology teaches that God did not move from “group” to “individual” 

when he instituted the new covenant.  It is also clear that God’s law is not “non-

discriminatory.”  The Bible teaches the ethical and covenantal continuity between the 

Testaments and the abiding validity of the Abrahamic covenant.   

 If the NGK holds to these three crucial biblical doctrines, it cannot reject a 

group of covenanted and intermarried families with a common religious confession.  This 

dissertation proposed this to be the definition of a “people group”119 (volk) in biblical 

theology.  

 In the Old Testament, God holds people groups responsible for obeying his 

creation law as ethno-covenantal solidarities.  He does exactly the same in the new 

covenant era as he did in the old covenant times.  Time and time again, the prophets 

pronounced judgments on specific people groups for their evil ways.  They also 

prophesied that when Messiah comes, the peoples as peoples with their leadership corps 

intact will turn to the Lord God of Israel.120 

 Now, if God still sees a people-group (volk) as a responsible, religious and 

socio-political entity in the new covenant, then there is no logical problem in concluding 

that he sees it as a living and self-governing religious reality within the true unity and real 

diversity of the body of Christ.  

                                                

 118Karl Barth also followed this logical line of thought and began to question, if not outright 

reject, covenant baptism. 

 119The better term is “ethno-covenantal solidarity.”  

 120J. Alex Motyer writes in his Isaiah commentary: “Universalism was implicit in Israel’s 

cult.  Pss. 46-48 thematically show the defeat of world-wide foes (46), the nations’ princes becoming ‘the 

people of the God of Abraham’ (47:9) and the centrality of Zion (48).  Ps. 87 universalizes the idea of a 

register of Zion’s citizens to include Egypt, Babylon, Philistia etc.  The sequence Pss. 95-100 begins with 

‘us’ as the Lord’s flock (95:7) and ends with a world-wide flock (100:3)”  (Motyer 1993, 131, n. 1; see 

Ps(s) 22, 47, 67, 96). 



 C&S seems to read an individualistic version of holistic philosophy into “ethnic 

passages”, the so-called Apartheid verses.  With these philosophical glasses, the clear 

teaching is missed.  With Trinitarian lenses, using the presupposition of the equal ultimacy 

of the one and the many, the message cannot be missed.  The issue, then, is basically 

presuppositional.121 

Covenant Theologians and People Groups 

 Reformed theologians who do not have to respond to Apartheid, emotionally or 

otherwise, see this concept of ethno-covenantal solidarities or people groups distinctly.  

G. W. Bromiley 

 For example, G. W. Bromiley, in Children of Promise: The Case for Baptizing 

Infants, writes: 

 It is no fancy, however, to find the witness of circumcision to be 

wholly of a piece with that of the two New Testament types of baptism, the ark 

and the Red Sea passage [1Pe 3:20-21; 1Co 10:1ff].  For again children are 

included with their parents in the separation as a covenant people and therefore 

in the covenant sign. God does not deal with the individual in isolation, but with 

the individual in a family or people. (Bromiley 1979, 19)  

 

 We have seen further that the two Old Testament types of  

baptism stand in a particular relationship to the divine covenant which is not 

with the individual in isolation but with the individual in a family or people. 

(Bromiley 1979, 23) 

  

 It is because the covenant has been fulfilled, not ended, that the 

prophetic or anticipatory sign is no longer applicable [i.e. circumcision].  Its 

place has been taken by the new sign of the fulfilled covenant, Christian 

baptism.  The covenant itself remains — filled out, extended [i.e. to all the 

peoples, the whole world as promised in the Abrahamic covenant: Ge 12:3; Ps 

22:27; Ro 4:12-17; Gal 36-9, 14, 29], yet unaltered in essential character and 

certainly not discarded.  The promise is still “unto you, and to your children” 

[Ac 2:39]. . . .  There is no reason whatever to suppose that when these 

believers from the nations are added God changes course and begins to deal 

only with individuals in isolation [i.e. groupless individuals]. (Bromiley 1979, 

                                                

 121Reformed Protestants have two basic philosophical major premises: (1) Sola Scriptura and 

(2) its revelation of a Triune reality which is reflected in every area of the creation as an inescapable 

witness to the existence of God (Ro 1:18ff). 



24)  

  

 In the events which prefigure baptism and in the sign which it 

replaces, the purpose and work of God are not with solitary individuals but with 

families and groups and the individuals within them. (Bromiley 1979, 25) 

  

 From the very beginning the covenant carried with it the creation of a 

redeemed and renewed people, at first restricted in the main to a single nation 

[i.e. mono-ethnic] but then broadened to embrace all nations [multi-ethnic, not 

non-ethnic]. (Bromiley 1979, 25)  

Daniel P. Fuller 

 Fuller Theological Seminary professor Daniel P. Fuller also sees this.  In Gospel 

and Law: Contrast or Continuum?, Fuller shows that the Pauline statement concerning 

“no distinction” between Jew and Gentile, does not destroy the ethno-linguistic distinction 

between groups.  Rather, the background of this statement is found ultimately in the 

Abrahamic covenant and the equality of all under the Lordship of the one God: 

 The allusion to the Shema in Romans 3:29 provides the basis from 

which Paul draws two corollary conclusions.  One line of argument is that on 

the basis of the Shema [“The LORD our God is one LORD”], God is just as 

much the God of the Gentiles as he is of the Jews.  A Jewish objector, however, 

would say, Why  

must the one true God be a God for all men?  Why can’t he      

 

devote all or at least the greater part of his concern just to the Jews?  This is 

precisely how the early rabbis understood things. (Fuller 1980, 101) 

The Shema and the Abrahamic covenant were intertwined, being part of the same 

covenant from the beginning: 

 The use of Genesis 12:3 [“in you shall all the families of the peoples 

be blessed”: NASV] in Galatians 3:8 indicates how Paul might well have replied 

to such a statement as he carried on his continuous argument with the Jews.  In 

using this verse, he could prove that all the ethnic entities of earth were to enjoy 

the blessings that Abraham and his posterity enjoyed because God was equally 

the God of all men.  Paul could also have found support for his statement from 

Isaiah 54:5, “The God of the whole earth he is called,” and from Isaiah 45:22, 

“Turn to me and be saved, all the ends of the earth!  For I am God, and there is 

no other.”  So the Shema, read in conjunction with Genesis 12:3 and other Old 

Testament passages, would prove the conclusion that the one God was the God 

of both the Jews and the Gentiles who desired to bless each equally.  (Fuller 

1980, 101) 

Fuller then draws out a further close interconnection in Pauline thought between the 



Hebrew confession and the Abrahamic covenant: 

 The second conclusion that Paul drew from the Shema in Romans 

3:29-30 was that faith was the basis on which God would justify both Jew and 

Gentile.  . . .  This was the same conclusion which he drew in Galatians 3:8a 

from the quotation of Genesis 12:3 [the Abrahamic promise of blessing to all 

peoples].  The two arguments which support this conclusion share the idea that 

God wants all the ethnic entities of earth to have equal access to his blessings.  

The great diversity in cultural distinctives and behavioral characteristics 

between various peoples due to heredity and past history does not incline God 

to bless one group more than another.  Hence the condition for receiving God’s 

blessing must consist in an action that all people are equally capable of fulfilling.  

The only such action for which all peoples, despite their great diversities, have 

an equal aptitude, is ceasing to place any value on some particular distinctive 

they possess, in contrast to that of some other ethnic entity, and to trust instead 

in the God who holds before all men the merciful promise to be their God. . . .  

If God favored one nation because of some distinctive like circumcision, then it 

would not be true that he was equally the God of other nations who did not 

practice circumcision. (Fuller 1980, 101-102) 

The Jews, Fuller contends, were twisting the Shema to their own selfish ends.  They were 

boasting in externals, such as circumcision, as the ground of their relationship with God.  

This is why God removed “the middle wall of separation,” the ceremonial law, not ethnic 

identity (see Eph 2:1,15 and parallel Col 2:11-17; Fuller 1980, 102-103).  He removed it 

so that the Jews and the heathen peoples could be justified by faith alone and not on the 

basis of ceremonial (or any other law-keeping).  At present, ethnic Jews and ethnic 

Greeks, barbarians and Scythians have equal access to God (Eph 2:17-18).  They are not 

longer “foreigners and aliens” to the Abrahamic covenant of promise.  All are equally 

covenantal citizens of the heavenly Jerusalem, the commonwealth of Israel above, without 

sacrifice of their ethnic identity (Eph 2:19-22, 3:6). 

James Hurley 

 Reformed Theological Seminary professor, James Hurley substantiates this 

thesis in his study of Galatians 3:28: 

 The central issue at stake in Galatians 3 and 4 is the role of the law in 

relation to faith.  A strong secondary theme is that Jew and Gentile both come 

to God on the basis of faith.  It is within this frame that our text must be read.  

Verse 22 prepares the way by establishing that the law is not a special avenue of 

approach to God, open only to Jews, but a statement from which God 

condemns both Jews and Gentiles.  Because all kinds of men are thus under 



judgment and can be saved only by faith, Paul insists, all men come before God 

on the equal footing, their race [i.e., ethnic group], state of bondage, and sex 

(Jew/Greek, slave/free, male/female) having no effect whatsoever on their right 

to stand before God.  Thus, says Paul, “You are all sons of God through faith in 

Christ Jesus. . . .  There is neither Jew nor Greek, slave nor free, male nor 

female, for you are all one in Christ Jesus.  If you belong to Christ, then you are 

Abraham’s seed.” (Hurley 1981, 126) 

  

Hurley then concludes:  

 Within its context, Galatians 3:28 addresses the question, “Who may 

become a son of God, and on what basis?”  It answers that any person, 

regardless of race [ethnicity], sex or civil status, may do so by faith in Christ.  

Here we have the apostolic equivalent of Jesus’ welcoming of the outcasts and 

the Samaritans and Canaanite women.  The gospel is for all persons. . . .   

 Our study of the context of Galatians 3:28 has shown that Paul was 

not reflecting upon relations within the body of Christ when he had the text 

penned.  He was thinking about the basis of membership in the body of Christ.  

This means that it is an error to say that “all one” in Christ means that there are 

no distinctions within the body.  (Hurley 1981, 126-127) 

 To illustrate this contention, Hurley writes:  

 When we speak of allowing all men to join the army, we do not mean 

that there will be distinction between the tank corps and the infantry, or 

between the captain and the major.  If we call all persons to join our soccer 

team, it does not mean that all will be goalies or full-backs.  While a military or 

sporting analogy has certain drawbacks when applied to the body of Christ, it is 

inescapable that Paul himself did not seem to feel any tension between his 

proclamation that all are one in Christ and his teaching that the one body of 

Christ has many different members or that his own authority was distinctive and 

all who would not acknowledge it should not be acknowledged (Gal. 3:28; 1 

Cor. 12:12; 14:38). (Hurley 1981, 127) 

Summary 

 MARC scholars Dayton and Fraser summarize this biblical, covenantal theme 

by contrasting New and Old Testament terms: 

 New Testament [ethnic] terms are more comprehensive and set 

within a different phase of God’s redemptive action.  Whereas the Old 

Testament accent is on achieving a cultural uniformity in a single, holy people 

set apart to serve Yahweh [mono-ethnicity], the stress in the New Testament is 

upon a unity that incorporates great cultural diversity. (Dayton and Fraser 

1980, 118) 

 Therefore, because the New Testament does not destroy real ethnic diversity, it 

does not reverse Babel: 



 Pentecost is a signal that the new people of God will incorporate the 

vast array of tribes, clans, castes, languages, and subcultures [multi-ethnicity, 

not non-ethnicity].  The miracle of tongues signals that each language group is 

to hear the mighty acts of God in its own tongue.  The Church does not reduce 

the people of God to one culture [the heresy of the Judaizers] or to one people 

in the same sense that Israel was single people sharing a single culture.  Rather, 

the people of God is a community sharing a common loyalty to the same Lord, 

confessing the same faith, and yet retaining distinctive ethnic and cultural ways 

of life.  The unity of the church is a unity of the Spirit, not of cultural or 

linguistic uniformity. (Dayton and Fraser 1980, 118-119)  

When C&S states that no biblical conclusion can be made about the “diversity of peoples” 

(C&S, 22; see 101), it ignores much data.  It seems, instead, that C&S is reading into 

Scripture the philosophical presuppositions of the Radical Reformation’s holistic 

individualism. 

The Creation of the Peoples, Babel, and Pentecost 

 This discussion of Pentecost leads directly to the next point.  As stated, 

Scripture explicitly claims that God formed or created the peoples (Ge 10-11; Dt 32:8;122 

Ps 86:9;123 Ac 17:26).  Secondly, it explicitly regulates inter-ethnic relations in the law of 

God.  This is especially true of the stranger (ger) laws but also clearly in the Fourth 

Commandment.  In other words, the ethnic alien servant must be allowed to rest one day 

in seven. 

 It is certainly true that peoples are destroyed and new peoples come into 

existence (like the Afrikaner and the American).  The Bible witnesses to this fact itself (Ge 

18-19; Isa 40:22ff, 41:2, 44:26; Jer 1:10; 18:5-10, 31:28; Eze 32:18; Da 2:36-45, 4:34-35; 

Am 3:6).  However, God, not man, is the first cause of the creation and destruction of 

peoples (volke) based on their obedience or disobedience to his law (Lev 18:26-30 where 

this is applied to the Canaanite peoples’ violation of sexual morality). 

 God even condemns the king of heathen Assyria for arrogantly claiming, “[I] . . 

                                                

 122Contrary to some, the meaning of the passage is changed little whether the variant reading 

“sons of God,” found in the LXX and Dead Sea Scrolls replaces “sons of Israel.”   

 Clearly, the “Most High” (1) created each ethno-linguistic solidarity when he divided 

mankind; and (2) gave each a land-inheritance with boundaries.  

 123Yahweh “formed” both Adam and Eve (Ge 5:1-2), and the “peoples” (Ps 86:9).  The same 

word is used is both cases.  



. removed the boundaries of the peoples and plundered their treasures; like a mighty one I 

subdued their kings” (Isa 10:13; see Hab 2:8-10,17 of Babylon).  Speaking of Cyrus, 

Yahweh claims that he alone creates such calamity and disaster (Isa 45:1-12; La 3:37-38).  

God says that he moved the Israelites, the Philistines, and the Arameans (Am 9:7).  Surely, 

he has placed the Afrikaner and all the various Sotho and Nguni peoples, as well as the 

new emerging urban “Azanians” in southern Africa for his sovereign purpose.  However, 

woe to the state that moves the peoples unjustly (i.e., not in a just war) and their 

“boundary stones” (Hos 5:10; Dt 19:14, 27:17) because God has set the boundaries of 

their habitation (Ac 17:26; see Isa 10:13 LXX showing a verbal connection between the 

two).  This applies equally as well to the former “apartheid” state as to the present 

“democratic” state.   

 Is this not explicit ethical information on the diversity of peoples?  God created 

that real diversity and does not want it to be destroyed by arrogant man.  Therefore C&S’ 

conclusion (C&S, 108) is clearly wrong.  It states that questions such as civil government 

policy concerning the maintenance or removal of ethnic identity are not discussed in the 

Bible.   

 The following seems to be another case of reading the Radical Reformation’s 

individualism into Scriptures:  

  This means . . . that the Bible does not concern itself with the 

discussion of such issues as national policy [volkerebeleid] or the maintenance 

or abrogation of national identity [volksidentiteit].  When a nation maintains it’s 

[sic] national identity and cultural values, the manner in which it is done, must 

always conform to the demands of God’s Word. (C&S, 109, bold in original) 

C&S reverses HRLS’ interpretation of the Babel pericope 

 C&S’ exegesis.  C&S, it seems, directly contradicts the interpretation of Babel 

in the earlier Synod document, HRLS.  At this point, HRLS seems more biblically 

balanced.  Discussing Babel, C&S definitely implies that the confusion of languages at 

Babel was a negative judgment of God.  Certainly, it was a “judgment” in the sense of a 

judicial decree.   

 However, C&S implies more than this.  It implies that the judgment was 

something that caused humanity to move away from the ideal good, that is the unity of 



humanity.  In that sense it was negative.  Therefore division into ethno-linguistic groups 

was not God’s ideal even though he included both grace and blessing in the decree to 

ensure the future survival of man.  The implication seems to be that God’s ideal was the 

former state of “one language and a common speech” (Ge 11:1): 

 In Genesis 11 the confusion of languages is described as God’s 

judgement on sinful human pride.  Yet this judgement also includes mercy and 

blessing inasmuch as it ensures humanity’s continued existence, and God in this 

way achieves his creative purposes with mankind. (C&S, 106) 

 Was the confusion of languages a negative judgment of God?  In other words 

were it not for sin, humankind would not be divided?  Or was it within the planned, 

creation-design of Yahweh?  C&S seems to choose the first, following Radical and 

ecumenical opinion.124 

 HRLS’ exegesis.  After affirming, like C&S, the essential unity of mankind, 

HRLS, however, states the following: 

  The Scriptures also teach and uphold the ethnic diversity of the 

human race. 

 Ethnic diversity does not have a polyphylogenetic origin.  Whether or 

not the differentiation process first started with Babel, or whether it was already 

implicit in the fact of Creation and the cultural injunction (Genesis 1:28), makes 

no essential difference to the conclusion that ethnic diversity is in its very origin 

in accordance with the will of God for this dispensation.  The choice between 

these alternative explanations of origins depends on an examination of the 

important chapters 10 and 11 of the book of Genesis.  The universal message of 

the “genealogical table of peoples” (Gen. 10) is that God created all peoples 

from one progenitor, and that this view of the human race not only avoids the 

danger of ethnocentrism, but also that of cosmopolitanism.  Gen. 10 and 11, 

which should be read in conjunction, each individually recounts the fact and 

process of the division and distribution of peoples. According to Gen. 10, the 

diversity of peoples is the result of a progressive split in the genealogical line, 

while Gen. 11:1-9 presents it as being the result of dispersal.  The two 

processes are not unrelated. In Gen. 11 the spontaneous development of 

generations is given its momentum and specific character.  In the process of 

progressive differentiation the human race into peoples and races there is not 

only a curse, but also a blessing, not only a judgment on the sinful arrogance of 

                                                

 124For ecumenical opinion: (1) Apartheid is a Heresy (De Gruchy and Villa-Vicencio 1983); 

(2) Apartheid, Change and the NG Kerk (Serfontein 1982); (3) Die NG Kerk en Apartheid (Kinghorn 

1986a).   

 For Radical opinion: (1) Pangs of Growth: A Dialogue on Church Growth in Southern Africa 

(Setiloane and Peden 1988); (2) Exploring Church Growth (Shenk, 1983). 



the builders of Babel, but also an active mercy preserving mankind from 

destruction so “That they should seek the Lord” (Acts. 17:27) and so that 

God’s purpose for the fulfilment of the earth should be achieved. (HRLS, 14) 

 In its analysis of the Babel pericope, HRLS gives the following conclusion 

about the connection between the Creation Mandate and the division of languages.  This 

shows the intimate historical connection between the two, demonstrating that the division 

of languages was not a “non-ideal,” that is an afterthought of God: 

 Verse [11:]6 states: “Behold the people (‘am) is one and they have 

all one language.”  These people clearly valued the unity of language and 

community because, apart from the motive of making a name for themselves, 

their city and tower had to serve specifically to prevent their being “scattered 

abroad upon the face of the whole earth” [as God had commanded in the 

Creation Mandate] (v. 4).  From the sequel to this history it is clear that the 

undertaking and the intentions of these people where [sic] in conflict with the 

will of God.  Apart from the reckless arrogance that is evident in their desire to 

make a name for themselves, the deliberate concentration on one spot was in 

conflict with God’s command to replenish the earth (Gen. 1:28; 9:1,7).  (HRLS, 

16)  

 Analyzing the theme of the Babel story, HRLS concludes: 

  The significance of the story is overrated in a certain sense by those 

who think there would have been no question of a diversity of races and 

peoples if there had been no confusion of tongues.  At the time, it is true, 

mankind had not yet differentiated biologically, politically or culturally into 

seperate [sic] community units.  Then again, we have to acknowledge that the 

confusion of tongues gave a specific character and momentum to the process of 

differentiation.  In this connection we shall constantly have to bear in mind the 

following consideration: firstly the fact, to which we have already referred, that 

diversity was implicit in the fact of Creation (Acts 17:26) and the cultural 

injunction (Gen. 1:28; 9:1,7); secondly the fact that the confusion of tongues 

occurred at a time when the process of differentiation into separate “families” 

or community units had already, according to Gen. 10:25, been in progress for 

quite some time; thirdly it must be borne in mind that the process of progressive 

differentiation was hampered by the fact that the people of that time resisted it, 

as is evident from the fact that up to that stage they had also lived together in 

one geographic region (Gen. 11:2).  In a certain sense, up to that moment in 

time the “unity” had been artificial and clearly in conflict with the intention that 

mankind should be spread across the face of the earth; fourthly, we may not 

forget that sin as a dividing factor was not restricted to events at Babel (cf. 

Gen. 6); it therefore does not go without saying that the family relationship 

would have remained characteristic of mutual relationships if the confusion of 

tongues had not taken place; finally, it specifically strikes us that the judgement 

of the confusion of tongues was not “arbitrary”, but resolved itself in the course 

of generations: the dispersal at Babel took place within the family division of 



the sons of Noah (cf. Gen. 10:25).  (HRLS, 16) 

 These conclusions cannot be overlooked or ignored. 

Independent parallels to HRLS’ exegesis of the Babel pericope 

 The assumption that true, self-determining, ethnic diversity was not part of 

God’s original intention for righteous mankind is common.  Much of ancient and 

contemporary scholarship, both in evangelical and ecumenical circles accept this 

presupposition.  For example, Gerhard von Rad claims the outcome of Babel was 

“disorder in the international world . . . [that] was not willed by God but is punishment for 

the sinful rebellion against God” (Von Rad 1972, 152). 

 However, the view making cultural diversity rooted in human sin rather than in 

the creation-design itself is definitely not the only approach to the question of human 

ethnic diversity.  There is a growing movement outside of South Africa, in another 

direction.  Other theologians agree, at this point, with the HRLS document.125 

 Andrew Greenley.  “Theology of Pluralism” scholar Andrew Greeley, however, 

claims that the often negative interpretation of the Tower of Babel comes from reading 

holistic assumptions into Scripture, not true exegesis of the Babel pericope itself: 

 The great Scholastic theologians of the Middle Ages concluded — 

largely from the tower-of-Babel myth — that if it were not for sin there would 

be no diversity in the human condition.  In other words, the fantastic pluralism 

of cultures in the world is at best an evil caused by human sinfulness. (Greenley 

1974, 697)  

 

 C. Peter Wagner.  Church growth missiologist C. Peter Wagner agrees: 

                                                

 125Three North American schools of thought independently agree with the HRLS’ ethno-

covenantal exegesis connecting the Creation Mandate and the Babel pericope  

 1. The Church Growth School of Missiology (Pasadena, CA): (a) The Fuller School of World 

Mission (see McGavran 1980, especially Glasser 1977 and Wagner 1979, 1981; also Kraft 1979); (b) 

World Vision and MARC (see Dayton and Fraser 1980), and (c) the US Center for World Missions 

(Winter and Hawthorne 1994).  They apply the Babel exegesis to the question of ethnic diversity. 

 2. The Reconstructionists.  They apply the Babel exegesis primarily to the need for a 

decentralized state in a future Christianized world of covenantal Christian states, each acknowledging 

Christ as King and his law as the basis for constitution and common law.  See The Bible and the Nations: 

A Syllabus (Jordan 1988a, 4ff: “The Origins of the Nations.”); This Independent Republic: Studies in the 

Nature and Meaning of American History (Rushdoony 1978d, 1, 10, 132-133, 142, 146-148); “The 

Society of Satan,” (Rushdoony 1964); Genesis: The Dominion Covenant, 2nd ed. (North 1987b, 150ff). 

 3. The Ecumenical-Roman Catholic school’s Theology of Pluralism:  Andrew Greeley, 

Bernhard Anderson, Gregory Baum, Michael Novak, and others.  See the collection of essays, Ethnicity 



  

 Another reasonable interpretation of the Babel incident sees the 

people of the earth making an attempt to counteract what they correctly 

understood to be God’s purpose in diversifying the human race.  God had been 

in the process of separating people from one another in order to implement his 

desire that humankind should “be fruitful and multiply, and fill the earth. . . .” 

(Gen. 1:28)  However, the early human race, which still all spoke one language 

(Gen. 11:1), rebelled against this plan.  They therefore undertook to build a city 

and “make a name for ourselves” for one explicit purpose: “lest we be scattered 

abroad upon the face of the whole earth.” (Gen. 11:4)  (Wagner 1979, 111-

112) 

The reason for this rebellion was clear.  Post-flood mankind had perceived that God’s 

intention of pluralizing the human race was inexorably working itself out as they grew in 

number and began to wander from one another. They intuitively recognized the 

sociological axiom that social separation causes cultural differentiation, and they rebelled 

against it, determined to maintain their human uniformity whether or not it was God’s will. 

(Wagner 1979, 112) 

 This parallel with HRLS’ understanding of a key socio-historical process is 

quite noteworthy: separation over time causes ethno-cultural diversity.  Wagner shows no 

evidence of having read that NGK document.126 

 Wagner then interprets Yahweh’s subsequent action as making it quite clear 

that ethno-linguistic uniformity was not his original design-plan: 

 The city they were building around the Tower of Babel was never 

completed.  God intervened and decided to accelerate his program for the 

decentralization of humankind, so he “confused the language of all the earth” 

and “scattered them abroad over the face of all the earth” (Gen. 11:9).  This, of 

course, was a punitive act, but it was also preventative.  It was designed to 

prove to men and women that they could not frustrate God’s plan for human 

pluralism.  H. C. Leupold sees the tower as a “symbol of defiance of God” 

because the people “preferred to remain a closely welded unit and to refuse to 

obey God’s injunction     . . . “to replenish the earth.”  Apparently, then, God 

                                                                                                                                            

(Greenley and Baum 1977). 

 126Wagner claims to have discovered this teaching himself.  He confesses in a footnote, that 

he later came across Bernhard Anderson’s article. 

 See Wagner’s [and R. Winter’s] reaction to NGK misuse of the HUP as supporting apartheid 

(Wagner 1981, 169).  Wagner feels that possibly South Africa could be a case where white, Afrikaner 

churches should deliberately take in black members to “visibly display the acceptance of all races in Jesus 

Christ, knowing ahead of time that such action would in all probability reduce their evangelistic 

effectiveness” (Wagner 1981, 112).   



punished this early resistance to pluralism. (Wagner 1979, 111-112) 

 

 Bernard Anderson.  Another parallel is from Princeton Professor Bernard 

Anderson’s article: “The Babel Story: Paradigm of Human Unity and Diversity” 

(Anderson 1977). 

 The story of the building of Babel/Babylon . . . portrays a clash of 

human and divine wills, a conflict of centripetal and centrifugal forces.  

Surprisingly, it is human beings who strive to maintain a primeval unity, based 

on one language, a central living-space, and a single aim.  It is God who 

counteracts the movement toward a center with a centrifugal force that 

disperses them into linguistic, spatial, and ethnic diversity. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

 Often the narrative has been regarded as a story of tragic failure, of 

the loss of the unity that God intended for his creation.  The assignment to write 

this essay was accompanied by the editors’ reminder that in the Middle Ages 

scholastic theologians understood the story to mean that ethnic pluralism was 

largely the unfortunate result of human sinfulness.  In one way or another this 

negative view has survived in Christian circles to the present day. (Anderson 

1977, 63) 

However, this was not God’s original perspective:  

 In the larger perspective of the Urgeschichte the diffusion and 

diversification of humankind clearly is God’s positive intention. In the 

beginning, God lavished diversity upon his creation; and his creative blessing, 

renewed after the Flood, resulted in ethnic pluralism (Gen. 10).  Furthermore, 

eschatological portrayals of the consummation of God’s historical purpose do 

not envision a homogenized humanity but human unity in diversity.  According 

to the Isaianic vision (Isa. 2:1-4), when the peoples in the last days stream to 

Zion, the City par excellence, they will come as nations with their respective 

ethnic identities.  And when the Spirit was given at Pentecost, . . . human beings 

“from every nation under heaven” heard the gospel, each “in his own native 

language,” in the city of Jerusalem. (Anderson 1977, 63-64) 

In support of this contention, Anderson writes: 

 It is noteworthy that, when dealing with the post-diluvian period, 

[the redactor] displayed a special interest in the “scattering” motif, thrice 

repeated in the Old Epic Babel story [Ge 9:9-18; 10:18; 10:32].  In these 

instances, ethnic diversity is understood to be the fruit of the divine blessing 

given at the creation and renewed in the new creation after the Flood . . . .  

From the “one” [Noah] God brought into being “the many” through the 

ordinary course of human increase and population expansion. (Anderson 1977, 

68) 

In conclusion, Anderson contends:  

 One thing is clear: when the Babel story is read in its literary context 



there is no basis for the negative view that pluralism is God’s judgment upon 

human sinfulness.  Diversity is not a condemnation.  Long ago Calvin perceived 

this truth.  . . .  [See comments on Ge 11:8]. 

 Viewed in this light, the Babel story has profound significance for a 

biblical theology of pluralism. First of all, God’s will for his creation is diversity 

rather than homogeneity.  Ethnic pluralism is to be welcomed as a divine 

blessing . . . .  But something more must be added.  . . .  Human beings strive 

for unity and fear diversity.  Perhaps they do not pit themselves against God in 

Promethean defiance, at least consciously; but even in their secularity they are 

driven, like the builders of Babel, by a corresponding fear of becoming restless, 

rootless wanderers. (Anderson 1977, 68) 

 Lastly, Anderson gives the correct thematic connection between the proto-

history and the call of Abraham: 

 On the other hand, their “will to greatness,” which also reflects 

anxiety, prompts an assertion of power which stands under the judgment of 

God. . . .  Human beings are . . . a broken, fragmented society in which God’s 

will for unity in diversity is transformed into conflicting division. . . .  The 

Urgeschichte, however, leads beyond the Babel story toward the call of 

Abraham . . . . [H]e is a paradigm of a new people through whom all the 

families of humankind are to experience blessing, not by surrendering their 

ethnic identities, but by being embraced within the saving purpose of the God 

who rejoices in the diversity of his creation (cf. Rev. 7:9-12). (Anderson 1977, 

68-69) 

 

 Christopher J. H. Wright.  Other recent writers are also not reticent to draw 

lessons about the existence and relationships of ethno-covenantal groups from (1) the 

Babel pericope and (2) the true unity and real diversity within the Trinity.   

 For example, Christopher J. H. Wright writes: 

 The rich diversity of the economic resources of the earth  . . . have 

their counterpart in the wide ethnic diversity of mankind and its ever-changing 

kaleidoscope of national, cultural, and political variations. The Bible enables us 

to see the one as just as much part of God’s creative purpose as the other. 

Speaking as a Jew to Gentiles in an evangelistic context, Paul takes for granted 

the diversity of nations within the unity of humanity, and attributes it to the 

Creator. [Ac 17:26].  Although . . . [Paul] goes on to quote from Greek writers, 

his language in this verse is drawn from the Old Testament, from the ancient 

song of Moses in Deuteronomy 32[:8].  . . . 

 So the equality and ordering of relationships between the different 

groupings of mankind forms part of man’s accountability to his Creator God. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . .  

 God himself, therefore, in the mystery of the Trinity, subsists in the 



harmonious relationship of equal Persons, each of whom possesses his proper 

function and authority.  Man, in his image, was created to live in the harmony of 

personal equality but with social organization that required functional structures 

of authority.  The ordering of social relationships and structures, locally, 

nationally and globally, is of direct concern to our Creator God, then. (Wright 

1983, 103-105) 

 

 Preliminary conclusion. A significant minority of the Christian scholarly world 

is beginning to see the biblical justice of true, self-determining ethnic diversity within the 

confessional unity of the church.  This is parallel to that of HRLS.   

Unfortunately, HRLS tainted its biblical perception with a race-based worldview grid that 

caused it to justify many racial separation laws and methods abominable to Scripture.  

C&S Rejects Both Racism and Real Ethno-Covenantal Diversity  

 In contrast to this, it is significant that C&S seems to be rejecting the biblically 

correct missiological insights of the HRLS and Afrikaner theologians.  C&S so 

overemphasizes, almost absolutizes, the biblical doctrine of human unity, that it neglects 

or tries to relativize the true ethno-covenantal (as well as gender, etc.) diversity.   

Two crucial theological errors in Second Adam doctrine 

 The following quote makes two theological errors.  

3.1.1 Scripture views the human race as a unity  

 The creation narrative, which traces the entire human race back to 

one pair of progenitors, views mankind as an essential unity.  This point of view 

is confirmed by  the genealogical registers in Genesis 10, 1 Chronicles 1-9, and 

Luke 3:23-38, where world history is seen as an extended family history.  In 

Acts 17:26 it is  stated that God made every nation ‘from one man’.  In the 

same spirit Christ is described as the ‘second Adam’ who involves the whole 

human race as an organic unity in his ministry of redemption.  

 This concept of the fundamental unity of the human race is of 

immense importance to the biblical perspective regarding the dignity, the duties 

and the responsibility of every person.  In the Bible this unity is always referred 

to in its religious context, namely man’s God-given status, calling, destiny, and 

the universal presentation of the Gospel message. (C&S, 96-97)  

 

 The second Adam and the division of humankind.  The first error is crucial.  

The doctrine of the second Adam teaches the fundamental division of humanity, not its 

organic unity.  Without this division, there is no redemption.  It teaches that there are two 



federal or covenantal heads of mankind: Adam and Christ.  All in Adam, individual and 

multiple peoples, are dead on account of sin (Ro 5:12-22).  All in Christ, including 

individuals and multiple peoples, are alive because of his righteousness (Ro 5:17ff).127 

 The second Adam is not a unitary, renewed humanity.  The doctrine of the 

second Adam does not teach a unitary, renewed mankind.  It teaches the recapitulative 

renewal of the original creation design in Messiah (Eph 1:10).  All mankind, in all its 

beautiful diversity — ethnic, gender, and age — is now to be redeemed and transformed in 

the New Creation brought by Christ according to the promise of the Abrahamic covenant 

(see Eph 1:10ff; Col 1:15ff; Ro 3:29-4:18, 11:11f, 15:9-12; Gal 3:6ff).  Pentecost is a 

substantiation of this (C&S, 32).   

 Now, in the age of the Spirit of the new covenant, the promise to Abraham will 

be fulfilled.  The ethno-covenantal mosaic, the “world” of peoples but not every 

individual, will be “saved” (Jn 3:16-17, 6:33, 12:41,47; Ro 11:12ff; 2Co 5:17ff). The 

miracle on the day of Pentecost was “tongues,” languages of the “whole world.”  The 

miracle was not of ears: the listeners did not understand one new unifying language.  C&S 

reads into Scripture non-covenantal assumptions.  

C&S rightly rejects racism 

 Clearly C&S, 95 and 96 (cited above) lead the Synod to some biblical 

conclusions.  These two quotations, along with the following example, rightly reject all 

                                                

 127Christ, the second Adam (1Co 15:45ff; Rom 5:12ff), does not teach the holistic-

individualistic unity of humanity.  Christ states that he did not come to bring the unity of mankind but to 

create its fundamental, creedal division.  Out of that division, the new unity of the new mankind-in-

Messiah will come.  

 Our Lord said that he came to bring a sword of division into mankind (Lk 12:49ff; Mt 

10:34ff), not peace, non-confrontation and holistic reconciliation with anti-Christian Adamites (men in 

the fallen First Adam).  This division will last until the end of the age as the Parable of the Weeds in the 

Field teaches (Mt. 13:24ff).  Mankind-in-Christ is different from mankind-in-Adam.  Therefore, mankind 

is forever divided.   

 If C&S theologians continue with anti-covenantal assumptions, then to be consequent, they 

must eventually reject eternal punishment for the lost and rejected.  They must work, for a holistic “peace 

and reconciliation” between those peoples who have had no conscious, covenantal relationship to Jesus 

Christ and those who have had (e.g. the Afrikaner).  

 As John Calvin says: “If we are minded to affirm Christ’s Kingdom as we ought, we must 

wage irreconcilable war with him who is plotting its ruin.  Again, if we care about our salvation at all, we 

ought to have neither peace nor truce with him who continually lays traps to destroy it” (Institutes 

1.14.15). 



racism:  

 Whoever in theory or in practice, by attitude and deed implies that 

one race, nation, or group of nations is inherently superior, and another race, 

nation, or group of nations is inherently inferior, is guilty of racism. (C&S, 110) 

 

 Positive critique.  It is true that mankind in Adam is a genetic unity.  There are 

no genetically superior or inferior races.  However, in rejecting group racism, C&S 

relativizes ethno-covenantal group solidarity.  In the relativizing process, it does not 

absolutely reject it in the organizing of local congregations, at least as of this time (see 

C&S, 110-114).   

 Negative critique.  However, contrary to C&S, 95,  

Scripture128 clearly teaches that fallen mankind was existing in true, ethno-linguistic 

diversity and a real, rebellious unity.   

Ethno-linguistic diversity is not merely a relative characterization of humankind.  It is part 

of created design.   

 Secondly, that unity was a unity-in-rebellion of family-peoples, not a unity of 

mere individuals.  Anderson, Wagner, and others have indeed made a thorough accounting 

of specific character, context, style, purpose, and historical situation and have come up 

with conclusions similar to those of NGK scholars of the past.  Their exegesis cannot be 

written off as proof texting. 

C&S Rejects Identifying People with Church in New Covenant 

 Furthermore, C&S seems hesitant to find any identification between a people 

and the Christian new covenant (C&S, 38-39, 65 cited above).  This is an implicit denial of 

real, self-determining diversity.  The reason for this seems to be individualistic 

assumptions, a possible overreaction to the non-biblical excesses of Apartheid and the 

excessive identification of all aspects of Western culture with Christianity.   

 To be fair, however, C&S gives a relative reality to present ethnic diversity.  

For example:  

                                                

 128It is not helpful to throw out many passages with an appeal to the assured finding of Higher 

Criticism: “any superficial interpretation or application of biblical statements which ignores the specific 

nature, context, style, purpose and historical situation, must be completely rejected” (C&S, 17). 



 With a view to the effective ministry of the Word and in order to 

minister to the needs of various linguistic and cultural groups, allowance may be 

made for the church to be  

indigenous. (C&S, 38) 

This is, however, contradicted later (C&S, 67 and 68): 

  The church, as the one universal people of God, may not be 

restricted exclusively to one nation or group, nor may it exclude anyone on the 

basis of origin, national allegiance, language or culture.  

3.2 The relationship between church, nation and nations  

3.2.1 By virtue of its universality or catholic nature the church is a church 

for the nations   

 The activity of the church has a close relationship with real human 

life.  Through the proclamation of the Gospel to the nations, the church of 

Christ is formed from believers of different nations.  Thereby the church in 

different countries and within different national and cultural communities will 

display characteristics which are typical of those communities. 

 

3.2.2 Church and nation may not be identified as one  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . . 

 Therefore it must be maintained that the indigenization of the Gospel 

must never mean that church and nation become so interrelated that the church 

loses its character as a confessional church and becomes an exclusive church of 

a particular nation, which serves that nation and  chiefly has the function to 

grant religious sanction to that nation’s values, ideals and ambitions. (C&S, 

116-117; bold in original) 

 All of this is certainly true of the universal Church, the New Jerusalem above.  

However, this again ignores the basic distinction between the Church, invisible and 

universal, and the church, visible and local.  

 Furthermore, the church of Jesus Christ on earth is not just an abstract Platonic 

spiritual form (concept).  It incarnates (1Jn 1:1ff) a very concrete, specific organization.  It 

must speak to the specific needs of a particular people group in that people’s own 

language which the Creator divided from all the others.  The principles of the one 

universal church cannot be capriciously applied to local and visible churches that are of 

necessity divided from each other.  

 For example, the church universal and invisible has apostles and prophets.  

Does this apply to the church visible here and now?  The foundation of the apostles and 

prophets was once and for all laid in the first century and we have built upon their ceased 

ministry ever since (Eph 2:20, 3:5; 1Co 3:10ff; WCF, 1.1).  



 Another example is the many hypocrites who are in the church visible.  

Hypocrites are found in both the pure, “believers’” or “confessing” churches, as well as in 

the confessional-covenantal Reformed churches.  However, none are in the New  

Jerusalem above, the ekklesia invisible.  There are several other differences.  

 Contrary to the implication of C&S, 65-66, the NGK is not “the one universal 

people of God.”  It is only one ethno-linguistically and geographically bound manifestation 

of that one body that exists in true diversity on earth as well as in heaven.  Here again 

C&S is much closer to the Radical Reformation than to the more biblical, Magisterial 

Reformation.   

 In adopting this terminology, C&S implicitly rejects the real, self-controlling 

indigenization of the gospel that it wants to accept (C&S, 38).  While implicitly embracing 

Anabaptist individual-holism, it does not seem to comprehend all the implications this view 

holds for the covenantal understanding of the sacraments and for many other aspects of 

missiological, ecclesiastical, socio-political, and economic thought.  

Wagner on church and culture 

 C. Peter Wagner writes further on this theme of no real identification of church 

and culture: 

 Therefore, it seems clear that any teaching to the effect that 

Christianity requires a person to adapt to the culture of another homogeneous 

unit in order to become an authentic Christian is unethical because it is 

dehumanizing.  Christians, of course, should preserve the right to change 

homogeneous units if they so desire. To deny that freedom would also be 

dehumanizing.  Consequently, a requirement to change cultures, or to melt in a 

melting pot, or conversely, a requirement never to change cultures [classic 

Apartheid] must not be allowed to become part of the Christian gospel. . . . 

 If such requirements are not to be made, how much ethical content 

should be included in the presentation of the gospel? . . .  Some theologians 

contend that because an intense feeling of peoplehood can often lead to racism, 

oppression, or even war, the preaching of the gospel . . . should demand that 

those who decide to obey it should repent of belonging to a particular people 

and of participation in a particular culture.  Christianity is seen as demanding a 

new life-style, often described as the “life-style of the Kingdom of God” [and its 

ethics as “Kingdom ethics”]. . . . 

 To raise the question in another way: Does an authentic presentation 

of the Christian gospel insist on a transformation of a person’s loyalties in 

relation to political affiliation, social class, race, and culture?  And to go one 



step further: Is such a transformation, displayed in a tangible way, a necessary 

characteristic of the testimony of an authentic Christian Church?  

 Generally speaking, those who follow the Anabaptist or so-called 

radical Christian model for doing theology insist that a change in one’s loyalty 

to culture or society is necessary in order to be an obedient Christian.  H. 

Richard Niebuhr describes this point of view as “Christ against culture.” 

(Wagner 1979, 99-100; emphasis added) 

Would C&S Agree with René Padilla? 

 This leads to a sobering question.  Would C&S agree with the Radical 

evangelical missiologist René Padilla, often cited with approval by the late, UNISA 

missiologist David Bosch?  Both Bosch and Padilla vehemently reject the renewed ethnic 

emphasis of the Church Growth School of Missiology, calling it “cheap grace.”129  Bosch 

thus claims that the deliberate “breaking down of barriers that separate people is an 

intrinsic part of the gospel.  What is more; it is not merely a result of the gospel,” it is the 

gospel!  “Evangelism,” Bosch immediately adds, “as such itself involves a call to be 

incorporated into a new community, an alternative  

community” (Bosch 1982, 258).   

 Padilla, writing in “The Unity of the Church and the Homogeneous Unit 

Principle,” agrees:130 

 Those who have been baptized “into one body” (1 Cor. 12:13) are 

members of a community in which the differences that separate people in the 

world have become obsolete.  It may be true that “men like to become 

Christians without crossing barriers” [Donald McGavran], but that is irrelevant.  

Membership in the body of Christ is not a question of likes or dislikes, but a 

question of incorporation into a new [holistic] humanity under the lordship of 

Christ.  Whether one likes it or not, the same act that reconciles one to God 

simultaneously introduces the person into a community where people find their 

identity in Jesus Christ rather than in their race, culture, social class, or sex and 

are consequently reconciled to one another. . . . (Padilla 1985b, 145-146; 

emphasis added) 

                                                

 129See Wagner’s reply (Wagner 1979, 99ff). 

 130Padilla immediately adds: “God’s purpose is to bring the universe ‘into a unity in Christ’ 

(Eph. 1:10, NEB). That purpose has yet to be consummated.  But already, in anticipation of the end, a 

new humanity has been created in Jesus Christ, and those who are incorporated in him form a unity 

wherein all the divisions that separate people in the old humanity are done away with.  The original unity 

of the human race is thus restored, God’s purpose of unity in Jesus Christ is thus made historically 

visible” (Padilla 1985b, 146; emphasis added). 



 

 Certainly it is true that a person’s identity is found in Christ.  This is the 

expression of true unity and the grace of the new creation.  However, as Wagner has 

pointed out, it is also found in one’s own ethno-cultural group, gender, age group, respect 

relationship to parents, and socio-economic class.  This is an expression of real diversity 

and the creation design.   

 In other words, identity for a Christian is a case of both-and, not either-or.  A 

covenantal view has always emphasized both blood (nature and covenantal family 

solidarity) and faith, not faith alone and isolated as the Radicals claim the New Testament 

teaches.  Culture and identification of the gospel within a  

culture is commanded by Christ in the Great Commission.  He commands us to “disciple 

the peoples” as ethno-covenantal solidarities (maqhteuvsate pavnta ta e#qnh).131  

 In other words, Christ did not say, “Convert a few out of the peoples,” or in 

other words, destroy God-created ethno-covenantal solidarity by extracting individuals out 

of their ethno-linguistic group.  Again Wagner’s comments are poignant:  

  Theologically, an approach that does not follow this course [of 

didache after kerygma] can easily confuse salvation by grace with salvation by 

works. . . .  Introducing an ethical code that demands repentance from “all 

forms of sin” is dangerously close to a gospel of salvation by faith plus works. . 

. . From the anthropological point of view, overloading the gospel 

might ultimately demand a denial of peoplehood.  Much of the rhetoric 

concerning racism needs to be balanced by recognizing that what to one group 

might seem like racism, to another group is simply a high level of peoplehood.  

This call for balance is not meant in any way to condone the evils of racial 

discrimination and social injustice wherever they appear, but I submit that issues 

are frequently more complex than they may appear on the surface.  It is 

important to recognize that Christian communities are communities-in-culture.  

Thus a condemnation of “culture Christianity” may be misguided. 

 Ethnic theologians who are engaged in the struggle for liberation 

tend to seek more, not less, of a culturally relevant, or contextualized, 

Christianity. . . .  A high awareness of peoplehood has become very important 

for ethnic theologians and is a key ingredient of ethnic liberation.  Nothing 

inherent in the Christian gospel requires that the sense of peoplehood be 

sacrificed. (Wagner 1979, 103) 

 A Reformed, covenantal solution to this problem, which this dissertation 

                                                

 131Literal translation, ta e#qnh (peoples), is a simple accusative, not a genitive. 



follows, seems forthright.  The problem of over-identification of Christianity with one or 

any culture is not to reject true ethno-covenantal solidarity and the real indigenization or 

contextualization of the gospel.  C&S makes a valiant  

effort to find this balance but fails.   

 The solution is to accept the Reformational sola Scriptura: the Bible as the sole 

judge of all spheres of life.  This includes not just the New Testament but the whole 

universally valid equity of biblical law, especially as it is revealed in Moses and the 

Prophets.  This leads directly into the next chapter.  

Conclusion  

 Contrary to C&S, the universal Church is also a covenantal unity of various 

ethno-covenantal family groups, exactly as the Abrahamic covenant (Ge 12:3, etc.), the 

Prophets, and the Psalms prophesied it would be.   

BBiibblliiccaall  DDaattaa  oonn  EEtthhnniicc  SSoolliiddaarriittiieess  iinn  tthhee  MMeessssiiaanniicc  AAggee  

 Paul discusses ethnic Israel and the ethnic Gentile peoples in Romans (Ro 11).  

Ethnic Israel was cut out of the covenant (with the exception of the remnant) so that the 

non-Hebrew peoples can be engrafted into enlarged Israel.  Only then, out of jealousy, will 

all ethnic Israel be saved (except, by analogy, the remnant of unbelievers).  In this, Paul is 

consistent with the Old and New Testament prophesies of the conversion of the peoples 

(see Ro 15:8ff, 16:25ff, 1:5, 3:29ff, 10:12, et al) (see: [Iain] Murray 1971; [John] Murray 

1984; Moo 1996).132 

                                                

 132Examples of passages supporting a victorious eschatology: Ge 12:3, 17:5, 18:18, 22:18, 

26:4, 28:14-15, 49:10; (see Ac 3::24-26). See 2Chr 6:32-33; Ps(s) 2:8, 22:27, 47:7-9, 64:9, 65:2,5; 86:9, 

87:4-6, 96:1ff, 102:15,21-22; Da 7:14,27; Hab 2:14; Am 9:11-12 (see Ac 15:16-17); Joel 2:28ff; Zec 2:11, 

9:10, 14:16;       Mic 4:1-5, 5:3-5, 7:12; Mal 1:11,14; Isa 11:1-10, 19:23-25; the Servants Songs in Isaiah: 

42:1-11, 45:4-6,20-25, 49:1-7 (see Ac 13:47-48), 51:4-5; see also Isa 60:1-12, 66:18-21; Jer 3:17, 4:2, 

12:14-17; 126:19-21; Zep 2:11, 3:9-13.   

 In the NT: Mt 28:16ff; Ac 3::24-26, 15:16-17; Ro 4:9-25; 11:11-32, 15:7-12; Gal 3:6-14; 2Co 

5:17-21 [“the world” is every tribe, kindred, tongue and nation, not every single individual: see Jn 3:16-

17; 1Jn 2:1-2; Ps 96:13: “earth,“ “world,” “peoples” in Heb. parallelism]; Eph 2-3: “gentile” = “the 

peoples” — “ethnic groups”; Rev 5:910, 7:9ff, 22:2. 



The Abrahamic Covenant in Both Testaments 

 Yahweh promised that Abraham would be the Father of all believers, the heir of 

the world (Ro 4): “I will make you into a great nation . . . and all the families of the 

peoples will be blessed through you” (Ge 12:1-3: NASB).133 

  All the ends of the earth will remember and turn to the LORD, and 

all the families of the nations will bow down before him, for dominion belongs 

to the LORD and he rules over the nations” (Ps 22:27-28: note the reference to 

the Abrahamic covenant). 

 In that day [i.e. the day of Messiah] Israel will be the third, along 

with Egypt and Assyria, a blessing on the earth [the Abrahamic covenant; Ps(s) 

22:27ff, 66:1ff].  The LORD Almighty will bless them, saying, “Blessed be 

Egypt my people, Assyria my handiwork, and Israel my inheritance. (Isa 

19:19ff)134 

  Clap your hands, all you nations. . . .  How awesome is the LORD 

Most High, the great King over all the earth. . . .  Sing praises to God . . .  For 

God is the King of all the earth. . . .  God reigns over the nations; God is seated 

on his holy throne.  The nobles of the nations assemble as the people of the God 

of Abraham, for the kings of the earth belong to God; he is greatly exalted. (Ps 

47 NIV, note the reference to the Abrahamic covenant) 

  He has set his foundation on the holy mountain. . . .  Glorious 

things are said of you, O city of God: “I will record Rahab [Egypt] and Babylon 

among those who acknowledge me — Philistia too, and Tyre, along with 

Cush—and I will say, “This one was born in Zion.” (Ps 87:4-6) 

EEtthhnnoo--CChhuurrcchheess  AAlllloowweedd  wwiitthhiinn  BBiibblliiccaall  FFrraammeewwoorrkk  

 Contrary to C&S, within the unity of the Church universal, there can exist 

several self-determining, ethno-churches (volksekerke).  However, the signs of unity listed 

in a previous chapter135 must be followed carefully in those churches.  This is derived from 

                                                

 133Paul interprets this and the other Abrahamic Covenant passages as “the promise that he 

would be heir of the world” (Rom 4:13); i.e. not every individual but every people, language, and nation.  

See Rom. 11:11-15: the peoples = the world. Abrahamic Covenant: Abraham: Ge 12:1-3, 17:5, 18:18, 

22:18; Isaac: Ge 26:4; Jacob: Ge 28:14; Judah: Ge 49:10; David: Isa 55:3-5. 

 134Covenantal terminology is applied to once pagan nations.  They have become covenantal 

peoples analogous to Israel.   

 The New Testament always interprets the locus of worship, “the holy mountain,” not as 

earthly Jerusalem but heavenly Jerusalem.  See Jn 4:21-24; Gal 2:4ff; Heb 11:10,16; 12:22.   

 The Old Testament prophesies of centralized Temple worship are fulfilled in Christ in the 

decentralized churches. 

 135These signs are (1) an open baptismal font for children of believers, (2) open communion 

table for all believers under oversight of the eldership, (3) open worship services for all believers and 

unbelievers.   



the above discussion plus the following factors.  

Voting Requirements 

 All believers can and must be invited into a church  

building to hear the Word and partake of the sacraments.  However, this does not imply 

that an ethno-linguistic alien can demand equal voting and leadership rights for himself and 

his ethnic companions (C&S, 37 is correct but not C&S, 39, 66, or 116).   

 This implies two tiers of membership for some churches that choose to be 

consequently indigenous: (1) full adult136 membership for those from the ethnos into which 

the church is indigenized; (2) honorary membership and counsel privilege analogous to 

Jethro’s relationship with Israel and Moses (Ex 18).  This could included a non-voting 

membership on the elder board.   

Voting and Human Dignity 

 Voting membership and eldership, limited and exclusively reserved to one 

ethno-covenantal group of families, can be and indeed are an expression of true diversity.  

If the conditions of true unity are carefully followed, then the conditions for true diversity 

do not “touch human dignity.”  

 All will agree that children cannot vote in the church assembly.  This does not 

affect their human dignity nor the image of God in them at all!  If a child is killed, the 

murderer receives the death penalty for attacking the image of God just as surely as if it 

were an adult who had been murdered.  A person’s human dignity is not affected by the 

vote or lack of vote.  According to biblical law, a believing alien could not participate in 

the qâhâl yahweh until at least the third generation (see Dt 24).  That did not affect human 

dignity at all.   

Relationship of Exclusivity and Unity 

 Surely protecting sexual exclusiveness with one wife and the exclusiveness of 

Christian education for one’s children, does not destroy Christian unity with other 

                                                

 136The biblical analogy would definitely point to age 20 as that age of majority and full 



believers.  In fact, this exclusiveness is part and parcel of the love commanded in the Law 

of God (Ro 13:8ff).  

 According to the Psalms (see Ps(s) 19, 119), God’s Law is eternal and totally 

just.  The argument cannot be used that these principles are merely valid for the Old 

Testament people of God.  Therefore, an ethnic alien’s dignity is only affected if the 

universally valid standards of the Word of God are not upheld with respect to him or her.  

This will prevent the double standards of Jim Crow and apartheid types of caste systems.  

CChhrriissttoopphheerr  WWrriigghhtt’’ss  CCoonncclluuddiinngg  TThhoouugghhttss  

 A Christian country and a Christian church has the right to distinguish between 

people on the basis of citizen and non-citizen if all are judged by one law.  This is the 

principle of equal protection of law, as shall be seen from the next chapter.  This principle 

also applies to the church if the principles of unity already mentioned are adhered to.   

 Holding to this principle of distinguishing between ethnic alien and ethno-citizen 

in church and civil orders does not in the least negate the full privilege of an ethnic alien in 

the kingdom of Christ.  In his church and a Christian civil order, he or she possesses equal 

value, dignity, and protection of law.  C. J. H. Wright, citing Zepheniah (3:9), agrees that 

unity does not destroy real ethno-national identity in the kingdom: 

 But this eschatological unity in the worship of God will not mean the 

dissolving of diverse national identities.  Rather, the glory of the future reign of 

God will be the influx of the rich variety of all peoples. This is the throbbing joy 

of Isaiah 60, and the more sober warnings of Zechariah 14:16ff.  Furthermore, 

not just the peoples, but all their achievement, wealth and glory will be brought, 

purified, into the new Jerusalem of God’s reign.  This Old Testament vision is 

found in Isaiah 60:5-11, Haggai 2:6-8, and in the astonishing conclusion of the 

oracle against Tyre, Isaiah 23:18, where it is envisaged that all the profits of 

that archetypal trading empire will be “set apart for the LORD”, for the benefit 

of his people.  This is not some kind of Zionist covetousness, but the realization 

that, since God’s ultimate purpose is the creation of a people for himself, a new 

humanity in a new earth, then all that mankind does and achieves can only, in 

the end, under God’s providential transformation, contribute to the glory of that 

new order.  The same vision is taken up in Revelation when “the kingdom of 

the world has become the kingdom of our Lord and of his Christ”, and “the 

kings of the earth will bring their splendour into it” (Rev. 11:15; 21:24).  

                                                                                                                                            

participation in the Assembly of Yahweh.  See Nu 1:3, 14:29, 26:2; Ex 30:13-14, 38:26. 



(Wright 1983, 130) 

 As intimated earlier, maintaining of ethno-national diversity has covenantal 

implications.  In Christ, all peoples will become covenantal peoples analogous to Israel: 

 The final prophetic word must come from Isaiah. There can be few 

more breath-taking passages in the Old Testament than the conclusion of Isaiah 

19.  Hard on the heels of the oracle of total judgment on Egypt comes a 

message of restoration and blessing, in which terms recalling Israel’s exodus are 

applied to Egypt herself, and she turns in repentance to acknowledge God and 

to find pardon and healing. Before we can recover from the surprise, there is 

more. Assyria too!  Assyria will join Egypt in worshipping God, and on equal 

terms with Israel!  All three will be “a blessing on the earth”, God’s people, 

God’s handiwork, God’s inheritance. Egypt and Assyria — the arch-enemies of 

Israel, crushing here on both sides, historically and geographically, as hammer 

and anvil! 

 No vision could convey more confidence in the infinite power of 

God’s transforming purpose for humanity than this incredible passage. (Wright 

1983, 131) 

CCoonncclluussiioonn::  DDaannggeerr  ooff  IInnddiivviidduuaalliissttiicc  HHoolliissmm  

 Both general and special revelation confront us with the inescapable, created 

fact of ethno-cultural diversity. 

 It is the human condition to belong.  Humanity is always relational.  

Strict individualism can never express humanness in any but an inadequate way. 

. . .  The “we” option is not simply a human option, but part of humanity itself.  

God said, “It is not good that the man should be alone” (Gen. 2:18), and thus 

from creation itself human beings have been social creatures. Social 

psychologists point out that group identity is integral to human personality.  It 

can be argued, therefore, that no one is a whole person who does not 

participate in the kind of group we are calling a homogeneous unity. . . . 

 Belonging to a homogeneous unit that shares a culture and that has a 

“we” identity, therefore, is not to be regarded as a human deficiency to be 

overcome by sincere effort or increased piety.  It is, rather, a positive human 

characteristic that should be respected and not destroyed.  Cultural integrity is 

part and parcel of human identity, and any system of thought or behavior that 

denies cultural integrity is dehumanizing. However, whole cultural integrity 

needs to be preserved, cultural chauvinism must be avoided.  The tendency to 

think that one’s group or culture is superior to all the rest, rather than simply 

different, leads to arrogance and [sinful] discrimination. . . . 

 In final analysis, then, belonging to a community in which the 

Christian message is contextualized is essential.  People are not Christians in 

isolation from one another. (Wagner 1979, 97-98) 

To deny the existence in the new covenant of covenantally Christian people groups (see 



C&S, 118) in the church is to accept an individualistic form of theological holism.  This 

dogma claims that the one body of Christ is primarily composed of believers extracted 

from created groups.  That in turn infects the doctrine of redemption with platonic 

tendencies that reject the comprehensive, recapitulative work of Christ.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

CHAPTER SIX 

MOSES, LAW, AND CULTURE 

Introduction 

 Does C&S’ social theology use a Reformation based paradigm that finds trans-

culturally valid principles in biblical law?  Or does it perhaps use a social paradigm more 

similar to the Radical Reformation to develop its socio-political and religious blueprints?  

There is no neutrality.  Every system has an implicit or explicit blueprint for socio-cultural 

transformation, even if it claims not to.  This dissertation chooses to base its social 

theology and social ethics upon principles explained in the preceding chapters and the 

principle of universal equity.   

DDeeffiinniittiioonn  ooff  UUnniivveerrssaall  EEqquuiittyy  

 There is no suggestion that the following definition is the only one demanded by 

either the Belgic Confession or Westminster Confession but merely that it falls within that 

which is allowed by their language.  The final test of all doctrine, training in justice and 

righteousness, and moral correction is Scripture, not a human confession.  However, the 

author is convinced the following definition is what Scripture teaches in its entirety, both 

Old and New Testaments.  

Based on Divine Character and Creation Design 

 Universal equity is that which is moral in the case laws.  These principles are 

eternal.  The morality of the law of God is based on (1) God’s creational design-norms, 

which remain constant to the end (Jer 33:20-25; Mt 5:17ff), and (2) upon his character, 

which is unchangeable:  

 Righteous are you, O LORD, and your laws [mishpatim: Ex. 21:1, 

cases, judicial judgments] are right.  The statutes you have laid down are 

righteous; they are fully trustworthy. (Ps 119:137-138 NIV) 



Defined as Moral Law Applied to Concrete Situations 

 The general (universal) equity of the judicial law is the moral law applied to 

concrete cases clothed in changing cultural details.  Universal equity consists of the cross-

culturally valid principles of charity, moral justice, and impartial even-handedness found in 

every judicial command.  These can be discovered by Scripture enlightened reason but are 

universally “suppressed” by the unregenerate mind (Ro 1:18-31). 

Transculturally Valid 

 Universal equity is transculturally valid.  The Westminster Assembly used the 

eight rules of question 99 of the WLC to discover this transcultural moral equity.  In 

addition, both the Westminster and Heidelberg catechisms taught that the civil penalties 

attached to the violations of at least the Decalogue (except the Sabbath law) are binding 

upon all cultures and every magistrate as the ultimate penalty.  However, universal equity 

has built in principles of mercy and compassion for the victim so that many ultimate 

penalties can be commuted (Nu 35:31; Kaiser 1983, 1985, 1987; North 1990c).  

According to Reformed standards, the magistrate, church, and family are to enforce both 

tablets of the law with different “tools” for enforcement.137 

 In this wise and gracious enforcement, the culture-bound details in which the 

morality of the judicials were enclothed can be ignored.  The culture-bound details are 

those which can not be grounded in the creational design and the norms derived from that 

design as explained throughout the whole Scripture.   

Equity Enforced with Wisdom in All Three Divine Institutions 

 Wisdom and the administration of civil justice are closely connected in Scripture 

(Dt 1:16-18, 4:6-8; 1Ki 3:9-11 and 2Ch 1:10; Pr 8:12-16; Jas 3:13-18).  Wisdom and the 

“righteous decrees and laws” of Moses are also closely coupled (see Dt 4:5-8; Ps(s) 19:7-

                                                

 137The family has the divine right to use the “rod,” the church is to use the “keys” (i.e., 

church discipline including excommunication).  The state has the exclusive right of physical coercion, the 

“steel sword” (i.e., up to capital punishment). 



9; 119:97-104; Pr 24:23-29, 28:5).  Thus wise administration of civil justice and the wise 

application of the universal and eternal in the law are closely intertwined. 

Based on Four Levels of Abstraction in Biblical Ethics 

 Universal equity is founded upon four levels of abstraction within the biblical 

ethic’s definition of sin and criminality (see Jordan 1984; Kaiser 1983, 1987). 

 1. Love is the capsulation of the moral law defining sin and righteousness, 

which in turn, summarizes the Decalogue (Mt 23:40; 7:12; Ro 13:8ff; Gal 5:14ff; 1Ti 1:5-

11; Jas 2:8ff). 

 2. The Decalogue summarizes the abiding principles of the moral law’s 

definition of sin.  It outlines what love looks like in thought, word, and deed (Rom 13:9-

10).  

 3. General equity, or the universally applicable principles of justice and equity 

found in every law of Moses, specifically flesh out the Decalogue’s outline.  They are thus 

subpoints under the Ten Categories of moral law.   

 4. Culturally particular, non-creational forms bound to the now expired Jewish 

civil-political order and its culture.  

 The only culturally relative aspects of this whole four level system of ethical 

summarization are the Hebrew cultural forms in the fourth level.  Examples of these 

cultural details not tied to creation design are for example, (1) ancient flat topped, versus 

the modern peaked house, construction; (2) threshing with oxen (versus machines); (3) 

death penalty through stoning versus hanging or by the sword (see Ro 13:4); (4) 

distinctive Hebrew male and female dress customs versus distinctively male and female 

modern clothing (Dt 22:5 - transvestitism being universally sinful); (5) cities of refuge in 

Israel. 

CC&&SS  aanndd  tthhee  LLaaww  ooff  GGoodd  

 Using this outline of how to derive specific ethical instructions from biblical 

legal material, C&S must come under     examination.  To its credit, C&S does speak 

about the law of God in several paragraphs.  However, upon close examination, it seems 

to mean by the law of God only vague, broad guidelines, not the laws as specific models 



for building the social, political and economic spheres of life.  C&S rejects the classic 

Reformed claim that biblical covenant law gives such models.  This would “reduc[e] . . . 

the Word of God to a contemporary recipe book with instant solutions for all human 

problems” (C&S, 18).   

 C&S forthrightly writes off the clear testimony of the universal equity of the 

Mosaic judicials and any claim that the biblical law can give specific blueprints: “The Bible 

as proclamation of God’s Kingdom is not a textbook on, inter alia, sociology, economics 

or politics” (C&S, 19). 

 This means . . . that the Bible, because of it’s [sic] own nature and 

character may not be used as a manual for solving social, economic or political 

problems.  Consequently all present and previous attempts to deduce a 

particular social or political policy from the Bible . . . must be emphatically 

rejected. (C&S, 21 and 22) 

 As discussed in “The NGK and Scripture” (chapter three), all this is certainly 

true, if the meaning is that Scripture is a detailed anthropological, political or economic 

textbook.  However, that is not, it seems, what is meant here.  C&S clearly states that the 

Bible is merely a spiritual book with a spiritual message for a “kingdom people.”  The 

universal equity of biblical law, together with several other important doctrinal loci, does 

not provide a paradigm or blueprint for transforming specific political and social problems 

of this world.   

 If this is so, C&S’ social ethical tendency is moving away from the position of 

classic Reformed confessions.  Because God’s righteousness is unchanging and eternal, his 

justice and his good law, as a reflection of his character, is unchanging, a model for all 

times and all peoples (see Dt 4:6-8; Ps(s) 111:18, 119:89, 152,160; Ro 3:31, 7:12,16). 

God’s Law and the Definition of Key Ethical Concepts in C&S  

 Too often in history, when segments of the body of Christ or the institutional 

church as a whole have rejected biblical definitions, they absorb humanistic, cultural 

definitions of these terms.  For example, sectarians, Christian revolutionaries, and 

especially the Radical Reformers often redefined key biblical terms using extra-biblical 

presuppositions.   

 Reconstructionist David Chilton gives a summary of this process and a 



proposed biblical solution:  

 Throughout history revolutionaries have demonstrated an almost 

limitless facility for appropriating as their own the religious terminology of the 

surrounding culture. . . .  In every revolution of the past, words were 

revolutionized in meaning, and ordinary people were moved to extraordinary 

acts, without realizing that the impressive words had been redefined. . . .  The 

mark of a Christian movement is its willingness to submit to the demands of 

Scripture.  Not . . .  merely to “principles” abstracted from their context and 

loaded with new content; but rather the actual, concrete, explicit statements of 

God’s Word. (Chilton 1985b, 3-4) 

 C&S also, as shall be seen, uses such terms as “injustice” (onreg), 

“righteousness” (geregtigheid), “human dignity” (menswaardigheid) but never defines 

those terms in the light of the specifics of the universal equity of biblical law. 

SSoocciiaall  DDeemmooccrraattiicc  JJuussttiiccee  OOppppoosseedd  ttoo  BBiibblliiccaall  JJuussttiiccee  

Holistic Socialist Movements and Social Justice 

 Socialist Phenomenon, a monumentally important work by former Soviet-

Russian dissident Igor Shafarevich, demonstrates how humanists have also consistently 

redefined the concepts of equity or justice (Shafarevich 1980).  This redefinition underlies 

humanistic definitions of the role of government and its enforcement of just economics and 

civil rights.   

Justice as equality 

 For example, the socialist, or socialist-like movements throughout history, 

Christianized or not, have all redefined these terms to mean “equality.”  “There shall be no 

peace without justice and no justice without equality”  (ANC slogan).  As seen in the 

chapter concerning the Trinitarian key, this means that such justice opts for the collective 

whole of the community, whatever that may mean in the specific socialistic ideology.  

Thus nothing should divide the unity of the social whole.  Shafarevich summarizes this 

principle:138 

 Equality is the basic principle from which other socialist doctrines 

proceed. . . .  “God’s justice consists of community and equality” — such a 

proposition was used to justify both the abolition of private property and the 

                                                

 138See also “Marx’s Theory of Justice” (De Golyer 1984). 



demand for communal wives [i.e., Sexual Liberation].  This theme can be traced 

in the medieval heresies and the doctrines of the [Radical] Reformation. 

(Shafarevich 1980, 259) 

Social Democratic Justice Examined 

 The basic assumption of a Social Democratic model of societal justice139 is that 

social inequality is more or less evil and the cause of such social problems as crime and 

illegitimacy.  Evil is thus more or less based in socio-economic structures that cause and 

perpetuate wealth inequality.  The solution to this evil is for the state to pro-actively 

redistribute income and privilege, though not with the comprehensive totalitarianism of a 

Marxist state (see Schlossberg 1983; Nash 1983; Chilton 1985b for Christian analysis).   

Scripture Defines Justice According to Universal Equity 

Justice is normed by the Word alone 

 On the other hand, as Chilton stated, biblical justice and equity can never be 

separated from the specific principles found in every word proceeding from the mouth of 

God.  Scripture and the classic Reformed standards thus define “justice” as that good 

which conforms to the demands of divine moral law and the universal equity of the judicial 

law.140  This applies both to the magistrate in his official capacity as the wielder of the 

judicial sword and to the individual in his personal righteousness. 

 Social and personal righteousness come from the normative word of the Lord.  

Hear what Calvin states: 

 On the other hand, the Lord, in giving the rule of perfect 

righteousness, has referred all its parts to His will, thereby showing that nothing 

is more acceptable to him than obedience. . . .  Hence, among what are 

commonly considered good works the commandments of the law are accorded 

too narrow a place, while that innumerable throng of human precepts occupies 

almost the whole space. . . .  “What I command you, this only you are to do ...; 

you shall not add to it or take from it” [Dt 12:32]. (Institutes, 2.8.5) 

                                                

 139Also called the German Model or the Social Market System: a pragmatic mix of private 

property and social ownership. 

 140See again BC, 25; HC, ques. 3-5, 92-115; WCF, 19, 20.2, 4; WLC, ques. 91-152; Mt 5:19-

20; Ro 2:18, 3:23-31, 7:12ff, 8:4,7; 1Ti 1:10ff; Dt 4:18, 5:32, 12:32, 6:17-18,25 “in them is your 

righteousness”; Ps(s) 19, 119. 



Magisterial justice is restorative, retributive, and impartial 

 Introduction.  This dissertation contends that among the several biblical 

contextually determined definitions of justice, magisterial justice always includes 

impartiality.  If this is true, then the socialist definition of justice and that of Scripture are 

mutually contradictory.141 

 Second, again in preview, the Decalogue gives mankind five basic covenantal or 

contractual rights and corresponding responsibilities.  These legal duties also give 

protections against  

criminal action, thus they become a legal right to be enforced in a regular court of law.  To 

the basic Decalogue rights/duties, several others can be attached as corollaries (see 

discussion below).  These responsibility-rights are to be zealously guarded by magistrates 

in courts of law. 

 Goal of justice is restoration and retribution.  It is certainly true to Scripture, 

then, to claim that 

“righteousness” means the restoration of “rights” that have been violated.  This 

restoration of the wronged person’s “rights” is the positive element in 

“righteousness”.  The negative side is the punishment of those who have 

deprived someone of his rights. (C&S, 140)  

 

 Magisterial righteousness or biblical social justice, then, is restorative and 

retributive.  It restores both the wronged and the wrong-doer, who pays restitution.   

 Justice is impartial.  Furthermore, clearly the universal equity of the law 

commands the state to be absolutely impartial in its administration of justice, like Yahweh 

is.142  This is true throughout Scripture (see Ex 23:8; Lev 19:15; Dt 1:16-17, 10:17, 16:18-

                                                

 141“Justice” was frequently used in classical times as a synonym for personal righteousness.  

In that universal sense, justice did indeed entail a possession of all the other major virtues including 

helping the poor. . . .  Scripture repeatedly mentions justice in contexts that also refer to love, to helping 

the poor, and to giving food to the hungry.  But are these biblical appeals to justice discussions of the kind 

of universal justice that is synonymous with personal righteousness or are they references to a particular 

theory of distributive justice? . . .  They are the former.  What the Job [29:14-17] text teaches is that God 

expects every truly righteous person to care about the poor and to do what is in his power to help them.  

But it begs the question to maintain that this concern can only be expressed in an endorsement of the 

coercive and redistributory statism that is so essential to contemporary collectivist approaches to justice.” 

(Nash 1983, 72-73) 

 142See Politics of Guilt and Pity, “The Meaning of Justice” (Rushdoony 1970, 116-138), for 



20; Pr 24:23-25; Ro 2:5-11; Col 3:24-4:1). 

 Then I charged your judges . . ., “Hear the cases between your 

fellow-countrymen, and judge righteously between a man and his fellow-

countryman, or the alien who is with him.  You shall not show partiality in 

judgment; you shall hear the small and the great alike.  You shall not fear man, 

for the judgment is God’s. . . .” (Dt 1:16-17 NASB) 

 You shall do no injustice in judgment; you shall not be partial to the 

poor nor defer to the great, but you are to judge your neighbor fairly. (Lev 

19:15 NASB) 

 

 Summary.  E. Calvin Beisner summarizes: 

 The Biblical concept of justice may be summarized as rendering 

impartially to every one his due in proper proportion according to the norm of 

God’s moral law.  This definition reveals four main criteria of justice: (a) 

impartiality, (b) rendering what is due, (c) proportionality, and (d) normativity, 

i.e., conformity with a norm. (Beisner 1993, 17) 

God’s zeal for his justice 

 God is actually very zealous for his impartial justice.  When the poor and 

helpless are unjustly robbed of land and goods, or deprived of God given legal rights in 

court through bias or bribery, or robbed of contracted wages, etc., God is angry against 

that injustice.  All of these examples are specifically mentioned in the case laws (see Dt 

24:15; Ex 22:21-27; see also Isa 10:1-2; Jas 5:4).  However, he is also justly angry when 

rights, land and goods of the more wealthy are illegally confiscated through partial Social 

Democratic redistributory taxation and entitlement welfare programs.143  Though this may 

                                                                                                                                            

the retributive and restorative nature of biblical justice.  See also Social Justice and the Christian Church, 

chapter 3, “Justice and Equality,” and chapter 6, “Justice and the Bible” (Nash 1983).  See esp. “Justice 

and Poverty: Two Views Contrasted” (Beisner 1993). 

 143Nash agrees: “The notion of justice appears frequently in the Scriptures.  But as the 

previous argument has suggested, the ‘justice’ has a variety of meanings. It is disconcerting to see 

someone quote a biblical text containing the word justice, ignore all questions about the particular 

meaning the term has in that context, and simply presume that the verse functions as a proof-text for his 

position.  For example, some of these verses refer not to distributive justice but to remedial [restorative] 

justice.  [E.g.] Exodus 23:6 which warns against depriving the poor man of justice but makes it obvious 

that the justice in view is that found in a court of law. The same chapter (Ex. 23:3) also warns against 

showing partiality toward the poor in a court of law.  

 “One recurring error in many attempts to support a       particular ideology with biblical texts 

that mention justice is the failure to distinguish between the interpretation of a verse and its application. . .  

.  A good example of this is an article by [a Reformed scholar who] quotes Exodus 22:26-27.  [This 

passage] . . . states that if a neighbor has turned over his cloak as collateral for a loan and if that neighbor 

has no other way to protect himself from the cold, then the person holding the cloak should make it 



sound harsh, remember even the compassion of the ungodly is cruel (Pr 12:19). 

 It is true that the loving God does good and gives good gifts to evil men.  

Believers are commanded to do the same, to love their neighbor as themselves (Mt 5:43-

48).  Yet, at the same time, paradoxically, God and just men hate even the person of the 

wicked (Ps(s) 5:5-6, 31:6, 119:158, 139:21-22; Ro 9:13).  This includes the widow and 

orphan who despise him and his good and just law.  He puts them under a curse and 

destroys them from the land (see Isa 9:17; Ps 1; Pr 2:21-22; Eph 6:2-3; 1Pe 3:10-12).  

 God does not take a partial option on the side of the poor and oppressed merely 

because they are poor: 

 Therefore the Lord will take no pleasure in the young men, nor will 

he pity the fatherless and widows, for everyone is ungodly and wicked, every 

mouth speaks vileness. (Isa 9:11; see Dt 27; Ps(s) 5:4-5, 10-12, 10:14-15, 11:5; 

37:1ff, 62:22-28; Jn 3:36; Eph 2:1-2). 

 It is absolutely true, on the other hand, that the righteous citizens (Job 31:16-

40) and especially just magistrates of a righteous civil order must bend over backwards to 

ensure that the powerless receive impartial justice.  Indeed, the Scripture teaches that a 

just magistrate must pro-actively protect the marginalized classes against oppression (see 

Job 29:16-17; Ps 72:1-4, 12-14; 82:1-3).  

 Personal and family wealth does involve a strong moral obligation to share with 

the genuinely needy and oppressed.  The Bible is full of this obligation (see Lk 12:13-21, 

31-34; Pr 21:13, 14:31, 19:17).  However, man does not live by bread (redistributed 

money) alone but by obedience to every word that proceeds out of the Creator’s mouth 

(Mt 4:4; Dt 8:3).  No man has a right to add to the covenantal rights that God has listed in 

his law.  An entitled right to Social Democratic welfare largess is not one of them.144 

                                                                                                                                            

available during times when it is needed.  The interpretation of the passage poses no special problems but 

[this scholar] . . . leaps at once to his application: ‘A person has a right to the material goods she or he 

needs for a decent existence. Thus the Bible teaches that there are rights to specific kinds of economic 

goods, and that these rights bind governments as well as individuals.’ . . .  Many will conclude, with some 

justification, that he simply reads his position into the texts” (Nash 1983, 69-71). 

 144Is C&S preparing the way for the NG Kerk to accept the Belhar Confession of the NG 

Mission Church?   This seems to be the case (see chapter two).  The Belhar Confession states that “in a 

special way God is the God of the poor and the oppressed.”  That claim, similar to that which the C&S 

assumes, actually denies the Reformation.  God is in a special way the God of his believing and obedient 

people who call on his name, for whom Christ laid down His life.  He is not on the side of any other group 

or class for any reason (Ro 8:28-39).  There is no distinction between sinners.  All are sinners and all are 



Application to C&S 

Evidence of Social Democratic presuppositions 

 In contradiction to C&S’ first definition, however, another type of justice seems 

to be implied when C&S later states:  

 “Righteousness” also involves the structures of human society.  It 

implies that each person receives what is due to him as a member of society, so 

that he can fulfil his Godgiven [sic] vocation. (C&S, 140)   

 The above quotation must be understood within the context of the whole 

document.  It seems to mean economic structures that lead to economic and social 

inequality must be controlled and/or removed.  In their place, state controlled “income 

leveling” structures must be built into the socio-political system.  This is exactly as 

revolutionary as Marxism-Leninism in the long run.  There is, however, one difference.  

Social Democracy chooses to use gradual state coercion to overturn social structures 

providing for inequality instead of catastrophic violence as do Marxist-Leninists.   

 In some passages, the C&S, though often ambiguous, implies that a person who 

is poor has an injustice done to him because he is poor.  In other words, a poor person has 

an entitlement to the wealth of society.  If he remains poor while society is rich, he is being 

unjustly stripped of an entitled right.   

 If C&S genuinely uses these assumptions, it assumes a poor man is poor 

because the rich have unjustly kept back some material good that the poor man has just 

right to receive.  Thus, a poor man is poor solely because the rich have robbed his wages, 

land, rights, and/or just social welfare benefits, etc.  If this is the correct interpretation of 

C&S, the Marxian assumptions of Social Democracy have crept in stealthily.145  Let C&S 

speak for itself: 

 Biblical “justice” and “righteousness” is concerned with the 

defenceless in the covenant community, those lacking the means to maintain 

                                                                                                                                            

under his just wrath: rich and poor, Jew or Gentile, male or female.  All groups of people are equally 

condemned and all have equal access to his throne of grace (Gal 3:26-29).  Saying this in no way denies 

the truth that God has a special compassion upon the genuinely oppressed.  The reason is that God is the 

God of impartial justice and hates oppression. 

 145See Communist Eschatology . . . (Lee 1974, 204ff) and Marx’s Religion of Revolution. . . 

(North 1989, 113-119, 148-149) for critique of the Marxist labor theory of value underlying Social 

Democratic economic policy.   



themselves: the widow the orphan, the poor, the stranger, the Levite, and so 

forth.  That “justice” be done to these, is for the true Israelite . . .  self-evident. . 

. .   

 When in this way, God’s people intercede for the “rights” of the 

wronged, they follow the example set by God himself.  He is above all, the One 

who espouses the cause of the destitute and the wronged.  This is why the 

Psalmist avows: “I know that the Lord secures justice for the poor, and upholds 

the cause of the needy” [Ps 140:13]. (C&S, 148-149) 

 If the preceding paragraphs (C&S, 148-149) were dealing with basic covenantal 

rights equally available to all through open access to regular courts of law and impartial 

justice in those courts, the thoughts would be biblically accurate.  It seems, however, that 

C&S is setting the stage for the community represented by the state to exercise 

compassion defined as “justice.”   

 The question remains, what is C&S’ definition of state sponsored justice for the 

poor?  Is it an active, yet still impartial, application of the universal equity of biblical law 

or a partial redistribution of wealth and privilege to favored classes?   

 C&S clearly opts for the second definition in line with a Social Democratic bias.  

It therefore opts for injustice as defined by Scripture.  

 C&S, 151-152 and following immediately state that justice is more than 

impartial application of the universal equity of biblical law: 

 As the poor, the widows, the orphans, and the aliens were usually 

numbered among the helpless, they in particular could fall prey to exploitation 

and oppression.  Nor were they always fairly treated in the courts of law.   

 It is important to note that in this context the concern is not with 

“love” or “compassion” but with the upholding of the “rights” of the destitute.  

Love, compassion, etc. are assumed here, but are not the prime consideration.  

The helpless man has own Misjpat [sic: mishpat] (rights), of which no one dare 

deprive him.  Created by God and bearing his image, he has the “right” to a 

decent living [’n menswaardige bestaan].  To help him to secure his “rights” is 

not optional.  Like love and compassion, it is also a duty.  It is for this reason 

that the Bible shows such a specific sensitivity concerning those who are 

oppressed and exploited.  This sensitivity for those who are wronged may be 

regarded as a biblical principle which is valid for all times and for all societies. 

(C&S, 152)   

 In this context the question arises,  Does every person have “the ‘right’ to a 

decent living” merely because he has mishpat-rights and is “[c]reated by God and bear[s] 

his image” (C&S, 152)?  The marginal notes cite several verses (Dt 10:8 [sic: 10:18], 

Ps(s) 17:2, 26:1, 35:23f, 72:2, 140:12; Lk 1:46-55, 6:19:31).  Not a single one of these 



passages can actually be interpreted to mean God demands that a person has an entitled 

right to money derived from the state coffers taken from taxpayers with threatened state 

violence.   

 The Hebrew word mishpat can mean in these contexts either “case or cause 

presented for judgment” or “a legal right, privilege or due” derived from the equity of 

divine law.146  In other words, the passages mean that God or a ruler serves (1) as a 

sword-armed magistrate, pro-actively defending the oppressed, vulnerable, and 

marginalized poor (Dt 10:18; Ps(s) 17:2, 140:12); (2) possibly as a defense attorney (Ps 

35:23); or (3) as a chief magistrate who impartially defends the impartial justice due to the 

helpless in court when someone defrauds them of any of the five basic legal rights of the 

Decalogue (Ps(s) 26:1, 35:24, 72:2).  In summary, God’s law is the sole norm to which 

mishpat-justice is bound.  

 Clearly, instead of man-invented, social democratic “entitlement-rights,” the 

passages speak about the king of heaven providing both compassionate love as father of 

his creatures and impartial justice to those who call upon him as impartial magistrate and 

judge.  This he perfectly did at the cross (Ro 3:24-25) and continues to do in his 

providential reign over the earth through the Son.  God’s justice does not result in partial 

and biased group privilege for the poor just because they are poor.  See the beautiful 

balance: 

 For the LORD your God is God of gods and LORD of lords, the 

great God, mighty and awesome, who shows no partiality and accepts no 

bribes.  He defends the [just] cause [mishpat] of the fatherless and the widow, 

and loves the alien, giving him food and clothing.  And you are to love those 

who are aliens, for you yourselves were aliens in Egypt. (Dt 10:17-18 NIV) 

 Men, reflecting the dominion image of God when serving as state agents, are to 

give impartial justice to all and especially the vulnerable and oppressed.  However, in their 

                                                

 146Motyer summarizes the nuances of the word: “From šapat (‘to judge/give an authoritative 

judgment’), the noun . . . means ‘that which encapsulates/expresses such an act’, hence ‘a legal 

enactment’ (Ex. 21:1), especially a divine ‘decision/ordinance’ (Ps. 81:4).  From this came the meanings, 

‘decision at law’ (Nu. 27:21; Jdg. 4:5), the giving of judgment in a case (Dt. 1:17), the ‘case’ itself (Nu. 

27:5), and so ‘right decision’ in almost any situation ([Is.] 28:26).  The word also means the ‘right due to 

a person [in court]’ (Dt. 18:3), ‘right conduct’ (conforming to norm) of both people (Gn. 18:19; [Jer. 

32:7]) and God (Gn. 18:25) and ‘justice’ in the sense of giving someone his rights ([Is.] 1:17).” (Motyer 

1993, 318-319, n. 1) 



personal capacity as individuals and families, and in the corporate capacity in the church, 

people are to give compassion to the genuine, deserving poor who cry out to God for 

help.   

 To make all the poor a new privileged group as C&S does is another sort of 

racism.  This racism, instead of being biased to one ethnic group (the Afrikaner), has 

instead taken a taken a consequent and partial “option for the poor.”  All the “race” of the 

poor somehow deserve superior treatment and thus must be benefited by Social 

Democratic state endowments.  This partiality is unjust. 

 Therefore, both the apartheid bias for the Afrikaner and Social Democratic 

affirmative action bias for the poor are evil and unjust.147  In neither case is there equal and 

impartial protection of one law as biblical equity demands.   

Further evidence of Social Democratic justice in C&S 

 Is the C&S genuinely statist and Social Democratic in its view of justice?  C&S, 

153 verifies this interpretation.  It claims rightly that the responsibility for biblical justice is 

everyone’s.  However the primary responsibility, it states, is that of the “governing 

authority in the person of the king” (the state).  Couple this with the definition of “justice” 

as state-sponsored kindness to the poor (alongside of individual kindness), and C&S 

would support a redistributory ethic.   

 C&S, 155 and 58-63 explains the state’s redistributory role in justice.  It further 

claims that the church must cooperate with and encourage the building of such a state:  

 [This means] . . .  that injustice and distress must be brought to the 

attention of the authorities and all parties concerned. (C&S, 155) 

  

 All this implies that the diaconal services of the church . . .  must 

oppose all structures in the community which are contradictory to Scripture and 

must endeavour to bring about a better society; . . .  must liaise with the 

authorities and controlling bodies on all levels to eliminate all causes of distress; 

                                                

 147If the magistrate, like Yahweh, must be an impartial enforcer of one legal standard for all 

individuals, then it must not take a greater percentage of taxes from one group (the more wealthy) and 

redistribute it to another (the poor).  The progressive income tax, then, is anti-biblical.  

 Thus when a legislature, court, or executive officer confiscates wealth to enforce anti-biblical, 

statist forms of wealth redistribution, that individual or collective is and ought to be liable before a just 

court of law for theft.  This is exactly the principle taught by the account of Ahab’s coveting and 

expropriating Naboth’s vineyard. 



. . .  must take steps to create appropriate organisations to implement care 

(institutions and welfare services)  . . .  must strive for effective welfare 

legislation which will ensure that the very best service be given to all people; . . 

.  must make all people aware of the fact that they have a personal responsibility 

to be self-supporting as far as possible.  (C&S, 58-63) 

 It seems clear.  The several quotes above must mean that every person has 

entitled right to coercively taken (i.e., “redistributed”) income to help him live a “full life.”  

This violates the fundamental, God-given right of property: “You shall not steal. . . .  You 

shall not covet”.   

BBiibblliiccaall  CCoovveennaannttaall  RRiigghhttss  VVeerrssuuss  HHuummaann  RRiigghhttss  

Biblical Definition of Civil Rights 

 The universal equity of biblical law gives mankind five fundamental covenantal 

(i.e., contractual) rights and corresponding responsibilities.  The Commandments are legal 

duties that also give protections against criminal action.  Thus as lawful protection-

requirements, they become legal rights for the wronged, to be enforced in a regular court 

of law.  When a commandment is broken (e.g., adultery or theft) God’s peace and justice 

are violated.  Justice (mishpat) and a legal restoration of harmony and peace (shalom) are 

to be sought in court.   

 The court then restores the violated peace and justice by enforcing restitution in 

the case of theft or enforcing the various other penalties such as death, caning with a rod, 

banishment, or imprisonment.  Therefore, mishpat-justice or legal rights and duties are 

inseparably connected to the specific details of the universal equity of biblical legislation 

(see Lev 26:46; Nu 15:16; Dt 4:8, 17:11; 33:10; 1Ki 2:3; 2Ch 19:10, 33:8; Ne 9:29; Hab 

1:4; Mal 4:4). 

 To these basic, Decalogue rights/duties, several others are constitutional 

corollaries.  No other rights can justly be added to the rights found in biblical law as the 

law itself testifies (see Dt 12:32, 5:32).148 

 Examples include (1) innocence, and therefore no punishment until proven 

                                                

 148See “A Covenant of Liberties: A Neo-Puritan Alternative to the Human Rights Movement” 

(Kreitzer n.d.); Human Rights and Human Dignity (Montgomery 1986); What is Wrong with Human 

Rights (Ingram 1978); RES Testimony on Human Rights (RES 1983).  Background on NGK thought: Du 



guilty (see Ex 23:6; Pr 17:15, 24:23-25; Ac 23:3); (2) no detention without impartial, 

speedy trial and speedy execution of sentence (Ecc 8:11); (3) no double jeopardy (see 

Bahnsen 1975-1976; Montgomery 1986, 298, n. 326; Na 1:9);(4) no pardon for 

unrepentant, convicted criminals (Pr 18:5; Lev 19:15); (5) no judicial fiat on sentencing, 

therefore the victim’s right to       negotiate with criminal for monetary ransom in place of 

capital punishment in most if not all cases except pre-meditated murder (see North 1990b, 

c); (6) free association to hear the truth; (7) free press to publish the truth. 

Responsibility-rights are covenantal 

 These biblical correlative responsibility-rights are covenantal or contractual.  In 

other words they are not rights inherent in humanity as autonomous man.  They are 

derived from the covenantal Creator-creature relationship. 

 The image of God in man is never spoken of as the source of rights in Scripture.  

Instead the image is the reality of a relationship, broken or unbroken, between God the 

source of all, king and sovereign law-giver, and man the vicegerent or dominion-image of 

God on earth (see Kreitzer n.d.). 

Inalienable and alienable rights 

 This mean then that biblical rights are alienable with respect to God and his 

covenant law.  At the same time, they are inalienable with respect to man.  Man cannot 

add to or change the conditions of the covenant obligations and freedoms nor can man 

change the covenantal sanctions or stipulated punishments (see e.g., Gal 3:15,17).   

 Therefore, human courts, parliaments or executive officers have no moral 

authority to arbitrarily change these God-stipulated covenantal freedoms/obligations (i.e., 

rights).  

 On the other hand, because a right is covenantal, that right is abrogated when a 

person is convicted in a regular court of law of breaking the conditions of the covenant-

contract.  For example, a thief forfeits the rights of private property and perhaps also 

freedom (liberty) when convicted in a regular court of law.  That individual is then liable 

                                                                                                                                            

Toit 1984 (essays); Die Mens en Sy Regte [The Person and his Rights] (Du Toit 1988); Du Toit 1990. 



to involuntary servitude149 to work until the debt is paid back.  Furthermore, a murderer 

forfeits his right to life.  An adulterer forfeits the right of protected family resulting in at 

least divorce, if convicted and the victim sues for divorce.   

Responsibility-rights enumerated 

 The following five rights and obligations are derived from the Decalogue.150 

 1. Liberty: The responsibility-right of liberty of individuals and a people from 

involuntary servitude so that they may freely worship the one true God and base their law, 

worship,    education, politics, economic system, etc. on his Word (1st, 2d, and 4th 

Commandments).   

 2. Life: The responsibility-right of life from conception to natural death for all 

who follow the external constraints of the law of God and do not commit one of the 

capital crimes specified in it (6th Commandment). 

 3. Property: The responsibility-right of private property that is inalienable 

except in payment of restitution as stipulated in God’s law.  This is a specific limitation on 

the state, which cannot thus confiscate any property except for that taxation which is 

necessary for the one function of civil government: retributive-restorative justice (Ro 

13:4ff; 1Ki 21) (8th and 10th Commandments). 

 4. Family: The responsibility-right of family, protected by strict penalties from 

personal and state interventions except when members of a family break the biblical 

common law (5th and 7th Commandments). 

 5. Truth-Contract (or Impartial Justice): The responsibility-right of truth and 

free contract, protected and enforced in regular courts of law (3d and 9th 

                                                

 149See the distinction between involuntary servitude as enslavement of a judicially innocent 

person and involuntary servitude of a criminal allowed in the 14th Amendment of the USA constitution. 

 

 150Note the verbal similarity of these responsibility-rights to those of classic Liberalism, 

modern Libertarianism (life, liberty, and property).  The major distinctions between these humanist 

systems and that of Scripture is the issue of autonomy versus Christonomy: the law of self-made man or 

the law of Yahweh in Christ. 

 A second major similarity is that of covenant and contract.  “Covenant” in biblical terms is a 

bond between the Creator, divinely accountable, human governors, and the citizen families.  “Contract,” 

in rights-oriented humanism, is merely a social contract between autonomous individuals.   

 Thus though there exist surface verbal similarities, in actual fact, the two systems are 



Commandments). 

Conclusion: Civil government and responsibility-rights 

 The state, therefore, is limited by Scripture to the one task alone: active and 

impartial retributive-restorative justice (Ro 13:3-5; 1Pe 2:13ff; Ps(s) 72, 82, Dt 1:16ff, 

Lev 19:15, etc.). In effect, this means that civil governors must only be involved in 

praising and protecting the innocent and actively punishing the law-breakers.  Taxation is 

authorized for this one impartial purpose alone: “This is why you pay taxes, for the 

authorities are God’s servants, who give their full time to governing “ (i.e., according to 

the standard of verses 3-4: Ro 13:6 NIV). 

 Therefore, a just civil government must not take a partial and biased “option for 

the poor and the oppressed.”  Nor must it take the biased option for any other group such 

as the Afrikaner or the historically oppressed blacks.  Such an option always results in 

oppressive taxation and wealth redistribution to favored classes and groups.   

 No specific word in the Scripture nor even a single general principle in 

Scripture can be correctly interpreted to mean that the state must take care of the poor 

through coerced (i.e., stolen) taxpayers money.  There are other family, church, and 

private alternatives for the mandatory obligation to aid the elderly, poor, and marginalized. 

C&S and the Human Rights Dogma 

 As discussed in the “NGK and Scripture,” there is a strong bias against the 

factuality of the creation account of Genesis in NGK theology faculties.  Adam and Eve as 

the historical first pair are ignored.  Still to its credit, C&S gives a fairly good summary of 

the biblical doctrine that every human person is created in the imago Dei (image of God).   

 Therefore, all people possess equal dignity because “he [mankind], and he 

alone, has been created in God’s image.”  This provides man with his “unique place . . . in 

God’s creation” (C&S, 165).  That image remains even after the Fall because Genesis 

states that the image “has not been completely lost [Ge 9:6].”  “The fact that he bears 

God’s image . . . is precisely the reason for the prohibition concerning the shedding of 

                                                                                                                                            

ideologically opposed. 



human blood” (C&S, 173).   

 The following conclusion is also true:  

 Outside the circle of the covenant of grace, man remains God’s 

creature and the bearer of His image.  His high worth and vocation are 

obscured by sin, but are not thereby destroyed. (C&S, 174)   

Human dignity: Unsuitable basis for 

NGK’s human rights dogma 

 However, again C&S’ application of the principle of human dignity 

(menswaardigheid) is ambiguous because the document rejects universal equity of biblical 

law:  

 This God-given dignity of every human being implies  

 * that Christians must behave towards all people as befits one 

human being towards other human beings, this is, one bearer of God’s image 

towards other bearers of it.  This is genuine humanity.  Anyone who regards 

and treats others as mere objects and not as people with the full spectrum of 

human needs, desires, fears, aspiration, etc., does not fully respect them as 

human beings;  

 * that all regulations and practices;151 which adversely affect the 

human dignity of persons or groups in society, are unacceptable to the believer. 

(C&S, 176-177; bold emphasis in original) 

It is unfortunate that the second section above, though warm-hearted, is so ambiguous.  

Virtually any humanistic meaning can be read into “human dignity.”   

 This ambiguity leads directly to C&S accepting the man-made standards and 

concepts of the human rights movement in the next major sections.  Humanity’s “basic 

rights as a human being” (C&S, 183), founded upon this ambiguous “human dignity” 

doctrine, become the standard for state coerced charity.   

 Attempt to justify human rights from Scripture.  In developing human rights, 

C&S first attempts to justify it by the Bible:152 

3.3.5.2 Man’s duties and responsibilities   

 The gifts God bestows on man placed man under the obligation of 

using them responsibly to the glory of God.  Man is thus called to use all he 

receives to the  best of his ability, with a view to ensuring that he will be able to 

                                                

 151C&S [1986], 172, reads: “all government or social regulations and practices.”   

 152The official translation of point 3.3.5.3 reads: “The concept of ‘human rights’ must be 

biblically based and implemented” (Die begrip “menseregte” moet Bybels gevul en verantwoord word) 

(C&S, 184). 



support himself  and to assist others in their need.   

 In order that he may be able to honour his obligations and also fulfil 

his destiny as a human being, he possesses certain rights which he may and 

ought to exercise.  These are his basic rights as a human being. 

3.3.5.3 The concept “human rights” must be based upon and justified by 

the Bible” 

 As shall be seen, these inherent rights of a human being to have a full life and 

destiny on earth become a mandate for state entitlements.   

 However, first C&S seems to appeal to biblical specifics to build a rights 

doctrine.   

 1. C&S claims that it might deduce “in a derived sense” human rights (C&S, 

188) from “man’s various relationships and the mandates and calling he has from God” 

(C&S, 189).   

 2. C&S speaks about general principles that “God [has] determined as 

conditions essential to the fulfillment of man’s “true destiny.”  These are “the most 

emphatic general biblical demands” of  

love, righteousness, justice, compassion, and truth, referred to and highlighted 

throughout Scripture – for example, in the Ten Commandments, the preaching 

of the prophets, Jesus’s [sic] ethic of his Kingdom, and the apostolic 

admonition. (C&S, 187) 

 Actually, however, C&S grounds the concept of human rights in a doctrine of 

the dignity of “man as the image of God.”  This, it claims, is “especially important” 

(besonder belangrik: translated “very important”) in developing a doctrine of rights.  

However, there is little exegesis of any of the biblical passages in which the imago Dei 

concept appears.   

 Maslowian psychology read into human rights dogma.  As a result, the concept 

of the imago Dei is described using Maslowian, psychological terminology, e.g., “full 

realization of his humanity and destiny” and “[human] potentialities and essentials for 

human existence.”  To its great credit, C&S correctly observes that man has no rights in 

himself but that the rights are derived from God and from biblical mandates.  Second, it 

correctly notes that all rights come with corresponding “specific obligations.”   

 Note the refusal to discuss any specific biblical equity to give concrete content 

to “general biblical demands”:   

 Though the concept of “human rights” appears nowhere in the Bible, 



the topic is very often found in the Bible.   

 It is true that before God man can only have privileges such as, e.g. 

that he can live, eat, work or marry.  These privileges must be safeguarded and 

human rights is the way in which God-given privileges can be safeguarded in a 

sinful world.   

 In essence it brings the church face to face with a far-reaching 

question, namely, which matters are peculiar to mankind; that is, what has God 

determined as conditions essential to the fulfilment of man’s true destiny. 

 In the first place, as far as the believer is concerned, there are the 

most emphatic general biblical demands for love, righteousness, justice, 

compassion, and truth, referred to and highlighted throughout Scripture – for 

example, in the Ten Commandments, the preaching of the prophets, Jesus’s 

[sic] ethic of his Kingdom, and the apostolic admonition.   

 But, secondly, it is the view of man as the image of God which is 

very important for the correct understanding and analysis of a biblically-based 

approach to “human rights.”  God’s intention with man as bearer of his image, 

with certain responsibilities, potentialities, mandates, vocations, and 

relationships, is that he must advance to the full realization of his humanity and 

destiny.  These potentialities and essentials for a human existence might in a 

derived sense be described as “human rights”, provided we understand that 

estranged from God, man himself has no right to anything.  The rights of man 

are rights only because God grants and upholds them, even after the Fall.   

 The Bible does not provide us with a ready-made model for a bill of 

human rights.  Yet, on the basis of man’s various relationships and the mandates 

he has received for God, we are able to deduce certain essential rights which 

always include specific obligations.  It must, however, be clearly understood 

that every human right is limited by the will of God. (C&S, 184-189)   

 Significant deletion.  It is very significant that C&S, 179 from the 1986 edition, 

the exact parallel to C&S, 184, is deleted in the 1990 edition: 

 The concept “human rights” is not found anywhere in the Bible.  It is 

a relatively modern concept that is mainly derived from secular philosophy and 

especially from humanistic sources. (C&S 1986, 179) 

University of South Africa law professor, Johan Potgieter is correct in his comment on the 

above paragraph: 

 But on the other hand, . . .  in the same document, [the NGK] 

declares that for it the Bible is the only valid source of authority and therefore 

this also applies to human rights.     . . . 

 This obviously constitutes an inexplicable contradiction.   

Human rights cannot have two mothers; they are either born of human 

philosophy, or of the Bible.  A doctrine devised by men does not suddenly 

change into a biblical doctrine merely because, in the words of Kerk en 

Samelewing [Church and Society (1986)] (C&S, 179, and also 182), one “fills it 

with biblical meaning.”  Indeed, in such manner, almost any ideology can, so to 



speak, be “justified” in terms of certain parts of the Bible. (Potgieter 1989, 5)  

 

 Conclusion.  Potgieter is certainly correct.  The original C&S was right.  

Human rights as an ideological concept is completely and thoroughly humanistic.  It 

cannot be reconciled with the Christian belief system.  Scripture gives a dynamic 

alternative as discussed above. 

Specific, universal equity or “most emphatic general demands” 

 Therefore, it is true that rights can be biblically derived as C&S admirably 

claims.  However, these can be derived from the specifics of the universal equity of biblical 

law and not “the most emphatic general biblical demands” of “love, righteousness, justice, 

compassion, and truth” (C&S, 187).  These general demands, of course, are indeed part of 

the universal equity of God’s truth.  However, they are only one part of the God-breathed 

Scripture that is applicable to training in societal justice and personal righteousness. 

 It is also certainly true that a systematic “ready-made model” for a Bill of 

Rights such as is found in the first ten amendments of the American constitution cannot be 

directly discovered in Scripture (C&S, 189).  However, C&S here seems to be contrasting 

“emphatic, general principles” with specifics to be    deduced from the universal equity of 

biblical law.  This would destroy the possibility of any positive, specific biblical blueprint 

for rights based on careful exegesis, deduction, and application of biblical legal material.  

This again leaves a vacuum into which rushes a complete statist, Social Democratic, 

human rights blueprint as Potgieter warns.   

 Rights become human entitlements.  C&S, 190 and following demonstrate that 

this warning is valid.  Equal “human dignity” implies a God-given right to a full and 

complete life on this physical earth.  The only earthly institution with power sufficient to 

coerce such equality of the means of life is the state.  Every person’s “human rights” are 

provided for through mandatory and coerced, taxpayer-financed, welfare programs. 

 Scripture gives more kind and just alternatives. 153  In   contradiction to this, 

                                                

 153Man is to work and earn his living, not depend on personal, state or church welfare: “For 

even when we were with you we gave you this rule: ‘If a man will not work, he shall not eat.’  We hear 

that some among you are idle.  They are not busy; they are busy-bodies.  Such people we command and 

urge in the Lord Jesus Christ to settle down and earn the bread they eat”  (2Th 3:10-12). 



C&S implies that any irresponsible or wicked person who refuses to find help in his family 

and who hates the church, has an entitled right to ask the state to coerce welfare moneys 

from others to support his existence: “As for a man as a created being is concerned, he has 

the right . . .  to a fully human existence: life, food, clothing and protection” (C&S, 190). 

Various UN-Recommended Human Rights Supported by C&S 

Freedom of religion   

 C&S states that every Muslim, Hindu, New Ager, and Mormon, every 

homosexual or Satanist Priest or Wicca witch, and every Goddess Gaia, Allah, and Jah 

worshipper has the same inherent human right of “freedom of religion” as Christians.  

C&S states: “As far as the practice of his religion is concerned [man as a created being], . . 

. has the right to . . .  freedom of belief, religion and worship” (C&S, 192-193).   

 This is not the classic Reformed understanding of religious freedom (see 

Bavinck 1888/1992).  The Heidelberg Catechism, the Belgic Confession, article 36; 

chapter 19 and 23 of the Westminster Confession of Faith, and other Reformation 

documents specifically cite the equity of Mosaic judicials and Romans 13 as      

justification for prosecuting open and practicing anti-Christian idolaters.  Though this has 

not always been done biblically or justly, as discussed, it is still mandatory.154   

                                                                                                                                            

 This passage is within the context of a section dealing with the church’s mandatory welfare 

program for the elderly and deserving poor, supported by mandatory tithes and offerings (see 1Th 3:6-14; 

Ac 2:44-45, 4:32-35; 1Co 16:1ff; 2Co 8-9; Gal 2:10; Jas 1:27, 2:14ff; 1Jn 3:16-17; see Dt 15:1-11).   

 However, according to Scripture, even the church is only a secondary defense against poverty, 

using its mandatory tithe moneys in an idealized Christian constitutional order.  The family is the first 

line.  In fact, our Lord bases the necessity for the children to take care of their elderly parents upon the 

Fifth Commandment (Mt 15:1ff; 1Ti 5:3ff).   

 When and if a person cannot work, then his extended family must care for him.  They will 

treat him with genuine compassion and hold him accountable if necessary.  Only then do other aspects of 

the biblical safety net come in: private charity organizations, corporation grants, and so forth.  The state, 

as an impartial    administrator of justice, cannot play a redistibutive role and remain just.   

 “[Financially support] widows who are widows indeed; but if any widow has children or 

grandchildren, let them first learn to practice piety in regard to their own family, and to make some return 

to their parents; for this is acceptable in the sight of God.  . . .  But if any one does not provide for his 

own, and especially for those of his household, he has denied the faith, and is worse than an unbeliever” 

(1Ti 5:4, 8 NASB). 

 154The question, of course, is that of timing.  Imposing Christian religion on a largely non-

Christian population is the error of the Christian Roman emperors.   

 The Reformers were not always consistent in the application of these principles and they did 

not always follow the full due process nor always the evidence requirements of biblical law, but this does 



 In this paragraph, C&S is actually speaking about United Nations-defined 

religious equality, not religious freedom for the various orthodox Christian churches.   

 To advocate total religious equality is to deny and reject the first two 

commandments of the Decalogue, which state that there is only one God, one faith, and 

one law (see also Ro 3:21-31).  All other law-and-belief systems are hostile to God and 

therefore actively work to subvert a Christian law order (Ro 8:7).  Tolerance of more than 

one God is anti-Christian, actually polytheistic.155 

State-provided education 

 C&S says that every person, because he is created in the image of God, has a 

state guaranteed “right” “to schooling, education and training” (C&S, 197).  State 

financed public education is thoroughly humanistic in concept, financed by state coerced 

moneys, and ultimately anti-Christian.  The goal of humanist “equal education” is to create 

a new secular/social man, who has broken from the exclusivistic “sexist, racist, parochial 

ethnic and creedally bound” past.  Education is the sole right of the parents and Christian 

organizations (with the church).156 

                                                                                                                                            

not invalidate the principle.   

 155See Institutes of Biblical Law:  Religious equality and tolerance actually are only a 

transition between one foundational religion and another.  No religion that maintains its existence, is 

legally tolerant of other religions.  To demonstrate this thesis, he gives the following five points: 

 1. Law in every culture is religious in origin. A religion is any ultimate authority that gives 

ultimate value, meaning, and standards in a society.  It may, therefore, be totally “secular” in form as, for 

example, Marxist-Leninism, Secular Humanism, and Nazism.  

 2. In any culture, the source of law is the “god” of that society.  

 3. In any society, any change of a legal system is an explicit or implicit change of religion.  

 4. No dis-establishment of religion as such is possible in any society because when one church 

or religion is disestablished, another must be established in its place.  There can be no    philosophical, 

spiritual or moral neutrality in this life. “Since the foundation of law is inescapably religious, no society 

exists without a religious foundation or without a law system which codifies the morality of its religion.” 

 5. There can be no tolerance in a legal system for another religion.  Toleration is a strategy 

used to introduce a new law system as a prelude to a new intolerance. “Every law-system must maintain 

its existence by hostility to every other law-system and to alien religious foundations, or else it commits 

suicide” (Rushdoony 1971, 4-6). 

 

 156 See: The Messianic Character of American Education: Studies in the History of the 

Philosophy of Education (Rushdoony 1963); Is Public Education Necessary? (Blumenfeld 1985; he 

defends privatized education and gives a history of the deliberate and systematic subversion of American 

private Christian education by New England, anti-Calvinist Unitarians who introduced nationalized 

schools); The Children Trap: Biblical Principles for Education (Thoburn 1986). 



Freedom of speech and movement 

 C&S states that every person has the right to “freedom of movement and 

speech” (C&S, 201).  Unfortunately this is not biblically limited.  There is absolutely no 

justification in the Scripture for the unqualified freedom of speech.  That would include 

pornography, Muslim anti-Christian blasphemy, slander, and so forth. 

 Slander causing financial injury and perjury in court are prohibited by the third 

and ninth commandments as well as the judicials that apply them (see Ps 50:19-20).  The 

Scripture states that a man who looks at a woman with lustful intent has committed 

adultery.  A woman or man selling her/his body photographically is the etymological 

meaning of pornography (i.e., pictured or written prostitution).  This principle has led 

Christian states to prohibit pornography because it is a form of prostitution.   

 There are again no biblical qualifications or limits to the “right” of freedom of 

movement as it is stated in the C&S, only a repetition of humanist human rights dogma.  

As the right is now written, the RSA could not impose immigration controls against AIDS 

infected Malawians or impose any influx controls against internal migration in the 

subcontinent (including Mozambique, Botswana, Lesotho, Zimbabwe, Namibia, and 

Swaziland).   

Freedom of association 

 C&S states that every person has the right to “free association and participation 

in cultural and labour contexts” (C&S, 203).  In the United States, the courts have 

interpreted this right to mean that no club or association can be ethnically exclusive and 

that every group must be open for women.  Even the showers after a football game are not 

legally off limits to American female journalists.  Homosexuals are now testing the laws to 

see if the courts will give them a right to work for any church or Christian school.   

 The Christian basis for the common law right to free association is the 

responsibility-right of liberty under God.  The logical corollary of this right is the liberty to 

freely gather to hear the truth.  Humanism, however, has reinterpreted this common law 

right to mean that no association can be gender, ethnic, age, sexual orientation, or social 

class exclusive.   



 This interpretation, however, not only violates the right of liberty under God, 

but also violates the right of property.157  The eighth and tenth commandments protect 

property, contract, and commercial rights absolutely (see WLC, A. 141).  The only 

exception is where property rights are used as a cover for evil purposes defined by the 

other four basic rights cited above.158  In that case “restitution of goods unlawfully 

detained from the right owners thereof” is enjoined (WLC, ans. 141, citing Lev 6:2-5; Lk 

19:8; see WCF, 26.3; BC, 36).  Significantly, property rights are not cited by C&S.  That 

is one of the five basic foundation stones of political and economic freedom according to 

biblical law. 

Right to a just socio-economic system  

 C&S states that every person has a right to “the fruits of his labour, amongst 

others, in the way of fair compensation” (C&S, 204) and “to an equitable socio-economic 

order” (C&S, 205).  These are described in vague terms, opening the door to oppressive 

state regulations denying the basic biblical rights to have private oaths and contracts and 

private property enforced in regular courts of law.  This understanding would certainly 

allow for state expropriation of property (see 1Ki 21: Ahab’s theft of Naboth’s property; 

Isa 5:8-10; Eze 45:9ff).   

 Examples of this type of law are closed shop labor union regulations oppressing 

unemployed “scabs” willing to work for less than the union dictates.  These regulations 

unjustly benefit union members with partial, state created monopoly privileges.  Another 

example is state created minimum wage laws, which oppress the able poor who wish to 

work but cannot find work at the set minimum wage.  These laws are cases of the state 

taking a biased option for one group over another instead of enforcing one impartial law, 

                                                

 157Property rights also grant the right of freedom of association with its logical corollary, the 

freedom of disassociation.  The property owner has the right to exclude whomever he wishes from his 

property.  However, he will have to suffer the economic consequences of rejecting certain clientele 

through formal and informal consumer boycotts and so forth if he does discriminate on the basis of color, 

gender, etc. 

 158E.g., houses of prostitution violate the right to civil government protection of the exclusive 

sexual bond between a man and his single wife.  E.g., air, water, and even noise pollution violate the right 

of private property, the golden rule as an expression of the two Great Commandments, and specific case 

law equity (see Ex 22:5-6; “Pollution, ownership and responsibility” [North 1990b, 541-607]). 



equally protecting all groups and individuals.  These laws always lead to higher 

unemployment in the long run because employers lay off workers they cannot afford at the 

minimum wage or at least refuse to hire new workers at the unprofitable union or state 

mandated wage.   

 Furthermore, there is no biblical right for the state to arbitrarily determine what 

is “fair compensation” and “an equitable socio-economic order.”  State intervention 

destroys both the biblical responsibility-right of property (eighth and tenth 

commandments), the responsibility-right to contract by written or verbal oath-promise 

(third commandment), and the responsibility-right of liberty.  These responsibility-rights 

protect employers and employees from involuntary servitude to the state and unions.  It 

grants freedom to employers to freely negotiated contracts between themselves and 

individuals and/or themselves and non-coercive, non-closed-shop labor unions.  

 The state instead must pro-actively protect these responsibility-rights in the 

market place, especially by protecting the weak, the marginalized, and the alien.  Only in 

such a private property based, free economic system can compensation be mutually 

agreeable to both the employer and employee. 

 Therefore, C&S, 204-205 can only be interpreted to mean coercive state 

redistribution of wealth to provide “free” schools and universities (see C&S, 196), 

amenities, very likely housing, but also, certainly basic welfare such as food and clothing 

(C&S, 190).   

LLoovviinnggkkiinnddnneessss  aanndd  CCoommppaassssiioonn  

 Lastly, C&S’ definition of lovingkindness and compassion must be addressed.  

C&S, 156-159 gives a generally excellent definition of compassion.  However, because it 

does not discuss compassion in the context of discipline, purity, responsibility, and 

discernment as Paul carefully does (see 1Th 4; 2Th 3; Phb 1:9-11), it leaves the door open 

for more Social Democratic, state-coerced compassion. 

 In Scripture, love and compassion can never be divorced from the specifics of 

the universal equity of biblical tôrâh-wisdom.  Jesus and the Apostles say that the Great 

Commandment and its compassion are merely the summary of the “law and the prophets.”  

The summary cannot destroy that which it summarizes.   



 Without biblical righteousness as the integral part of love, compassion becomes 

cruel: “The compassion of the wicked is cruel” (Pr 12:10 NASB).  Why?  Because 

godless, statist “compassion” gives someone else’s money away to chosen recipients 

without coupling that gift with accountability and personal responsibility.  This leads to 

inevitable slave-dependence upon the state for the welfare recipients.  They receive 

without having to work or be morally responsible.  

 This also leads to an attitude of paternalistic and racist noblesse oblige on the 

part of the givers.  They are forced to give through the state and therefore, can say or feel: 

“My duty for the inferior is satisfied.”  Note that the sin of Sodom was arrogant riches but 

no real, personal compassionate care for the poor (Eze 16:49).  The welfare state 

ultimately destroys the function of family and church as defined in Scripture.  It also 

destroys much long-term private initiative and compassion.   

 Therefore, an equalitarian and undisciplined compassion is not equal to God’s 

just and righteous love.  Love does not make everyone equal.  An example of this is to be 

found again in Retief’s proposed NGSK catechism.  He confuses compassion and love 

with “justice/fairness” and equates both with “equality.”   

 The Lord made everyone.  He loves everyone.  He died for everyone 

— and in His eyes everyone is equal.  Whenever people are not treated equally, 

that simply clashes with that which the Lord has in mind for us.  The God of the 

creation stands in contrast to every system that gives certain people unjust or 

unfair privilege and that that proceeds from the idea that people are not equal. 

(Retief 1988, 134) 

 The Canons of Dort teach the opposite.  Christ’s common grace is for all men 

(see Ro 2:4; Mt 5:43ff), but certainly his special love is very partial and discriminating.  He 

preferred (i.e.,loved), therefore He chose the elect; died for them (not everyone), called, 

justified and glorified them alone (particular redemption).  God does not handle everyone 

exactly “equally.”  Certainly God’s “justice” is impartial, that can be established by many 

passages.  All are to be judged by one law and one gospel (see Lev 19:15; Dt 1:16ff, Ro 

2).  However, God’s compassionate love is not impartial.  The above quoted concepts are 

anti-scriptural.  They ultimately call the Remonstrant’s non—biblical dogma, “justice.”159 

                                                

 159Christian welfare program: Lev 25:35-38; Dt 15:1-11; Isa 58; Ac 4:32-35; 2Co 8-9; 2Th 

3:6-13; 1Ti 5:3-16; Jas 2; 1Jn 3:16-17.  See Grant 1986, 1988; Olasky 1992; Hall 1994. 



Does C&S Possess Social Antinomian Tendencies? 

 It is this dissertation’s contention that Church and Society tends to moves its 

authority foundation away from God’s law.  Instead, it would desire Christians to build 

socio-economic and political structures upon humanistic law enclothed in Christian terms 

(see e.g., C&S, 20, 23 below).  In essence this is a non-consistent form of “social 

antinomianism” (see Kreitzer 1993).160   

 This social-ethical position is, in essence, similar to that of the Radical 

Reformers of Calvin’s day.  Instead of God’s glory and holy will as revealed in his law 

being the transforming model for ethical personal and social behavior, “personal and group 

relations as viewed from the perspective of the Kingdom” are.   

 The relevant passages in C&S are as follows: 

 Under the old covenant, he made Israel his very own people with a 

calling to glorify him and to be a blessing to all the nations.  The new covenant 

proclaims that through Jesus Christ, God has reconciled the world to himself.  

Furthermore, that he has brought together in his church all those who believe in 

him and have accepted the message, giving them the vocation to serve him as 

king in all spheres of life, and to be a blessing to the world until that day when 

he brings all things to consummation. (C&S, 20) 

 

 [This means] . . . that the new relation in which the citizens of the 

Kingdom were placed with regard to God, to each other and the world, causes 

them to have a solemn calling which must be practised in all walks of life.  They 

must exercise this calling in such a manner that in obedience to His Word and in 

accordance with their own conscience, they can at all times justify their actions 

before God and all other people.  For this reason attention is given firstly to the 

nature and calling of the church and the relationships which result therefrom, 

and secondly to personal and group relationships as viewed from the 

perspective of the Kingdom. (C&S, 23) 

DDiissppeennssaattiioonnaall  DDiissttiinnccttiioonn  bbeettwweeeenn  OOlldd  aanndd  NNeeww  CCoovveennaannttss??    

 The paragraphs cited above correctly state that God’s new covenant children 

are “to serve him as king in all spheres of life,” and “to have a solemn calling which must 

be practised in all walks of life,” echoing older Kuyperian themes.  However, that 

“service” is ambiguously general.  The “relational” emphasis in these and the surrounding 

                                                

 160This is not personal antinomianism nor is it consistent social antinomianism.  See also the 

Troost-exchange (Troost 1967; and updated version of the response: North 1986d). 



paragraphs, along with the rejection of the specific equity of biblical tôrâh, severely dilutes 

the meaning of covenantal service to the king. 

 With no law of the King of Kings with which to transform society besides (1) 

general rules for more or less inclusive “personal and group relationships,” (2) a non-

model-giving Scripture (“his Word”) and, (3) one’s “own conscience,” this “service” is not 

biblically covenantal or normative.  The ethic of the Scripture’s old and new covenants are 

the same.  However, C&S apparently contrasts the two.   

 An implication of these C&S citations is that a uniquely biblical, transforming 

message seems to be categorized as “old covenant.”  The new covenant brings a new 

ethic.  Thus, C&S would imply, the old ethic was relevant to an archaic age when God 

dealt with and uniquely transformed only one people.  In the new covenant age, however, 

God has “reconciled the world to himself” and “has brought together in his church all 

those who believe in him and have accepted the message.”  This new message brings 

about a “new relationship with regard to God, to each other and the world” so that 

believers must now “at all times justify their actions before God and all other people.”   

 However, was this not true also of the old covenant people of God?  Is this not 

a dispensational, Radical Reformation-like distinction between covenants?   

FFuurrtthheerr  RRaaddiiccaall  RReeffoorrmmaattiioonn--lliikkee  DDiissccoonnttiinnuuiittiieess??  

 As the chapters on eschatology and the covenant demonstrate, C&S tends to 

believe that the new covenant draws all individual believers from throughout the world 

into one new kingdom-church (nova creatio).161  Therefore, the implication seems to be, 

that this totally new relationship itself must serve as an existential standard for judging 

human associations in the socio-political and economic spheres.  Despite the disclaimers 

                                                

 161In other words, the implication seems again to be that God moves historically from one 

type of social ethic in the old covenant to a radically different type of ethic in the new.  In the old, Yahweh 

is busy making a unique culture for one distinct people.  In the new, God does not make separate, distinct, 

unique cultures for each ethno-cultural group based upon their applying the universal equity of the former, 

Mosaic law.   

 Instead, the implication seems to be, Yahweh is now taking individuals from all peoples 

unifying them into one new “kingdom” humanity.  In this new humanity, God’s old covenant law, 

culturally separating his people from all other peoples, is no longer the standard by which to judge 

actions.  In other words, the new covenant God neither uses the ceremonial holiness laws, nor the 

universal equity of the moral and judicial laws to create a uniquely Christian culture. 



that Scripture does not teach either segregation or integration, does not C&S have an 

implicit model for social unity after all? 

 The holist-individualist church implicitly and explicitly taught by C&S is to 

model now what then will be in the consummation.  This will be a system without divisions 

between classes, genders, and ethnic groups (see chapters four and six).  According to 

C&S, it seems that separate cultures and separate peoples maintaining their uniqueness 

using biblical law, are anachronistic.  This is exactly what the Boers of old did, albeit very 

imperfectly, using an understanding of the biblical covenant and law (see critique: 

Akenson 1992; Gerstner 1991; Kreitzer 1992, 1994).   

 To summarize, then, individuals who come out of ethno-cultural solidarities, 

working together towards a greater world oneness, in one new kingdom “organism,” are 

then “new covenantal.”  In the coming, eternal, non-divided “kingdom,” all forms of 

discrimination (i.e., exclusive preference for one’s own group) are sinful.   

 This clearly is a social blueprint, but not a biblical one.  Again it is clear that no 

one can escape social blueprints.  Even when C&S denies to God’s Word its normative, 

blueprint-giving capability, it substitutes an implicitly covenant-denying alternative.  This 

“new covenant ethic” will not result in a society different from any other which would 

occur by applying the various modern humanistic theories of the present day.  Even C&S’ 

inconsequent social antinomianism ultimately opens the door to humanistic legalism or 

“anthronomianism,” that is “man’s law.” 

EExxaammpplleess  ooff  SSppeecciiffiicc  BBlluueepprriinnttss  DDeenniieedd  bbyy  CC&&SS  

The Law of God, Apartheid and Inter-Ethnic Relations 

 In contradiction to what C&S, 123 claims, Scripture does contain specific, 

“direct prescriptions regarding the regulation of relationships among peoples” in the so-

called ger (stranger or alien) laws of the Pentateuch.  To regulate all forms of human 

behavior is “the particular nature” Scripture (2Ti 3:16-17). 

 From the foregoing it is clear that by virtue of its particular nature 

God’s Word contains no direct prescription regarding the regulation of 

relationships among peoples.  This does not mean that the Bible has no message 

concerning group relationships.  However we have to look for it in the biblical 

guidelines for interpersonal behaviour.  God has indeed given his people clear 



instructions regarding their attitudes and actions relating to their fellow-men.  

Although these commands deal mainly with person-to-person relationships, we 

must accept their importance with respect to group relationships.  Moreover 

group relationships is [sic] mainly concerned with the quality of our person to 

person human conduct.   

 The guidelines for inter-personal behaviour in group relationships 

must be derived from consistent ethical directives to be found throughout the 

Bible.  They are  

 *  Christian love for one’s neighbour  

 *  righteousness and justice 

 *  compassion 

 *  truth 

 *  respect for the God-given dignity of man. (C&S, 123-129)   

C&S and exclusivism 

 Note carefully the implicit Radical Reformation doctrine of a redemptive-

historical shift from group to individual.  C&S, 112 couples “discrimination” with “sinful 

absolutising of one’s own nation and race” and “contempt.”  To its credit, C&S, 111 says 

that the previous condemnation of racism and discrimination must be “clearly 

distinguished from” “a sincere love for one’s own people, aimed at creating and preserving 

one’s own culture.”  However, the whole tenor of the argument would imply that this 

must be done within inclusive, democratic and holistic, political and ecclesiastical 

structures.   

 The question must be pressed.  Are all forms of exclusive clubs sinful?  Are 

male-, Afrikaner-, children-, or female- exclusive clubs sinful?  Are they “racist” or 

“sexist,” or “ageist,” or “classist,” involving “contempt for others?”  What about an      

exclusive, mono-ethnic country like Swaziland?  Is that sinful?  What about a Christians-

only church, excluding practicing liars, swindlers, homosexuals, adulterers, and idolaters 

(1Co 5-6)?   

 However, as already discussed, God has created distinctions and diversity, 

hence also a “discrimination” which discerns God-created diversity.  A sinful 

discrimination is a distinction that is not in conformity with the universal equity of God’s 

law.  Then and only then can discrimination be coupled with the words “sin” and 

“contempt.”  However, C&S appears to reject this and hence appears to be importing an 

extra-biblical, holistic-equalitarian presupposition into its hermeneutic.   



 A further example of this extra-biblical presupposition is C&S’ recommendation 

that the state give to all the unqualified right to “free association and participation in 

cultural and labour contexts” (C&S, 203).  Why is this?  Could it not be that preference 

for one’s own kind (age, gender, language) is suspect and possibly evil?  “Love for one’s 

own must never be exclusive and prejudice the values and culture of others” (C&S, 269).   

 However, again this is not logical nor biblical.  A husband’s love for his wife, 

the heavenly father’s love for his children, and a person’s love for his God are exclusive.  

“Being exclusive” does not define “sin” or “evil.”  God’s law does.  The implication thus 

seems to be that anything exclusive (i.e., divided) always leads to the rejecting of an 

appreciation for others’ values and culture.  In other words, this leads to discrimination, 

and — the implication seems clear — divisive discrimination and exclusivity are always 

evil.  Is this not explicit anthronomianism with an appearance of holiness (2Co 11:13-15)?   

Universal equity, not exclusivism, defines discriminatory law 

 Most forms of legal discrimination and race separation are indeed evil because 

they violate the universal equity of specific biblical laws, not because they are exclusivistic. 

 This command to genuine love for our neighbour includes amongst 

others the following implications for us: . . .  that . . .  as the heart of God’s will 

for our inter-personal conduct, [love] must always be central in the church’s 

message concerning all group relationships; This is indeed a precious love, for it 

embraces those who might threaten or oppress or persecute or humiliate or hate 

us.  It builds a bridge of goodwill cross all the chasms that separate people from 

one another. . . .  However, salvation in Christ is more than [proclaiming the 

good news of salvation and reconciliation in Jesus Christ].  Christ’s love 

included the healing of the sick, the feeding of the hungry, and reached out to 

all those in real need.  Hence Christian neighbourly love is also a love expressed 

in deeds.  It is a love which seeks the complete well-being, not only of our 

brothers and sisters, but of all people.  A serious responsibility rests upon all 

privileged Christians to practise this all-embracing neighbourly love.  We 

express this love whenever we apply Christ’s golden rule: in that we are not 

only willing to grant to other people what we ourselves want, but that we do to 

others what we would have them do to us. (C&S, 133-138) 

 Another example of the equating of something exclusive with “evil” is C&S’ 

critique of “racism” a few paragraphs earlier.  It is certainly accurate to state that racism is 

“an earnest sin that no person or church may defend or practise” (C&S, 110).  A racist 

form of apartheid (ethnic separation) is desperately evil.  It does indeed treat one ethnic 



group as “inherently superior” to another, thus destroying the biblical truth that all men are 

descendants from the first Adam and his wife, Eve.  C&S, 96 rightly   mentions this fact, 

though ironically most C&S writers would probably not believe the Creation account is 

literal history (see the “NGK and Scripture,” chapter three).   

 It is also very true that “racism” is a sin that absolutizes one’s own: 

 Absolutising of one’s own leads to discrimination against others, 

especially in a country where a diversity of communities, each with their own 

cultural heritage and values, have to live together.  This can lead to injustice.  

All people must have the freedom of self-expression within their own cultural 

milieu, this must not take place at the expense of others.  Of special significance 

here are the words of Christ [in the Golden Rule] . . . (Matt. 7:12). (C&S, 273) 

 However, in correctly rejecting the idolization of one’s own cultural values, 

does C&S here imply that inclusivistic, value-pluralism is God’s norm?  Is the only norm, 

“live and let live” and “do not hurt someone else?”  Who defines “hurt” (see Ro 13:8ff)?  

Certainly this would not be the Synod’s true opinion if the logical implications of such 

inclusivism were clearly spelled out.  Therefore, the appeal here to a soft cultural 

relativism is not biblically legitimate.  

 Furthermore, does this passage imply that anything “exclusive” breaks the 

Golden Rule?  Did not Christ say that the Golden Rule is designed to sum up the law and 

the prophets, not bring in a new law, “Thou shalt not be exclusive.”  This all leads to a 

great dilemma.  Are exclusive women’s toilets, exclusive women’s clothing, sinful?  Note 

God’s prohibition on transvesticism (Dt 22:5; see 1Co 11:12-16).  Or was this “Old 

Testament” exclusivity abolished in a new covenant, in which men and women, Barbarian 

and Jew, homosexual and heterosexual are now exactly equal?  This was the perspective 

of Gnosticism and of the most radical of the libertine sects.   

 Furthermore, the implication of C&S, 273 seems to be that exclusivity in 

anything (age, gender, language, culture, impartial enforcement of a biblical law upon all 

alike) is an absolutizing one’s own.  This, it claims, leads to injustice and is always at the 

expense of others.  Thus, the Afrikaner’s enforcement of Sabbath closing laws until about 

1990, the banning of soft pornography magazines and all abortions until 1975, the 

enforcement of English and Afrikaans only in Parliament must be a basic injustice. 

 C&S’ tendency to define exclusivity as sinful is easily deduced from C&S’ 



definition of the relationship between unity and diversity (see “Trinitarian Key,” chapter 

five).  Since unity is primary and diversity secondary, any exclusivity is absolutizing that 

which must not be absolutized.  Unity alone is to be absolutized and made a norm.  

Therefore, “exclusivity,” which always divides, is imperfect, yes sinful, unjust, and must 

always be “at the expense of others.”  The reason is simply that all must have the right to 

participate in all areas of life.162 

Biblical law protects the ethnic alien residents 

 The problem of unkind ethnic and cultural (as well as gender and age) 

discrimination is, therefore, not solved by the statist removal of all politico-economic 

boundaries and inequalities.  Giving every individual totally equal human rights, with an 

absolutely equal vote, equal opportunity, and equal final condition is not the solution.163  

Non-biblical discrimination is solved by obeying the specific, universal equity of God’s law 

concerning the stranger in the land. 

 The ger laws of the Mosaic legislation are similar to the equal protection 

doctrine of both the Roman-Dutch and English common laws.  Equal protection, however, 

does not remove the barrier or the distinction between the ethno-covenantal citizen and 

the ethnic alien.  The Fourth Commandment itself makes the distinction between citizen 

and alien.   

 Compare the following list of specific legal protections for the ger (believing, 

ethnic alien, permanent resident):164 

                                                

 162In other words, the right of free association mentioned later in C&S, 203 is holistic and 

non-exclusivistic.  (Does man have the right to participate in God’s exclusive prerogatives, as Satan 

claimed he must, to be truly free?) 

 In addition, C&S continues to read into the Scriptures an alien philosophy that demands 

voting rights for all inhabitants in a country.  This is a corollary of its holism and anti-biblical ethic.  It 

claims that every person has the right based upon the image of God to “political say, participation, and 

activities” (C&S, 199).   

 Does that mean teenagers should vote?  What should be the voting limit?  The Children’s 

Rights Movement is demanding a drastic lowering of the voting age based on this right.  This certainly 

was used to demand voting rights in the past for every person, male and female, landowner, or pauper.  

However, is it biblically just?  It seems that no one has an inherent personal right to vote as C&S implies. 

 163See Discipling the Nations (De Ridder 1971, 41-48); Law and Society (Rushdoony 1986, 

198-201); “The Resident Alien,” in Hard Sayings: The Challenge of Old Testament Morals (Kidner 1972, 

29-30). 

 164See “Legal Provisions for Gentile Converts in the Law of Moses” (Bowling 1989); The 



 1. Love the ger who is living in the land as oneself.  This means to treat them as 

native born, to provide them with food and clothing if indigent (Ex 22:21; Lev  19:33, 

23:9; Dt 10:18-19).  This was especially poignant for the Jews who had been mistreated in 

Egypt for so long because they were ethno-covenantal aliens.   

 When an alien lives with you in your land, do not ill-treat him.  The 

alien living with you must be treated as one of your native-born.  Love him as 

yourself, for you were aliens in Egypt.  I am the LORD your God” (Lev 19:33-

34). 

 2. There is to be only one law for the ger and for the ethno-citizen, thus 

destroying the justification for most if not all petty apartheid legislation (Lev 24:22; Nu 

15:15ff).   

 3.  The ger was understood to have come as an immigrant with Ruth’s attitude 

respecting the God, law (“your God shall be my God”), and language (“your people shall 

be my people”) of the ethno-covenantally defined citizen group.165   

 4. The ger was allowed to assimilate, yet at the same time, individuals from 

different peoples were treated as members of distinct ethno-cultural groups (see Dt 23:3-

7).166 

 5. Biblical law states that a people can be born and live in a land for generations 

without being admitted to the decision making processes of the land.  Compare Israel’s 

four generations as aliens in Egypt and the heathen peoples as aliens in Israel (Ge 15:13-

16; Ex 22:21, 23:9; Lev 19:34; Dt 10:18-19; Ps 105:23).   

 These laws protected the ger from exploitation.  Even so, according to biblical 

law, citizenship, and “voting rights/ legal political participation rights” (“political say, 

participation, and activities...” [C&S, 199]) are ethno-covenantally determined.  They are 

not based upon one’s “humanity” (i.e., a human right), nor upon birth within an arbitrarily 

defined geographic boundary.  If so, then any immigrant could claim the automatic right to 

                                                                                                                                            

Alien in Israelite Law (Van Houten 1991). 

 165Rebera insightfully writes: “This utterance by Ruth is not a piece of emotional rhetoric.  It 

is not a simple declaration.  It is an oath of allegiance.  Each of the verbs has the force of swearing an 

oath.  We can identify this declaration as an oath because of the [self-maledictory] formula with which it 

concludes” (Rebera 1992, 236). 

 166See New Testament: Paul considered himself an ethnic Hebrew Christian (e.g. Ro 9:3-4, 

11:1ff); he instructed Titus to mark out the ethnic Cretan Christians for special rebuke (Tit 1:12ff); see 

also Ac 15. 



vote (e.g., the Gibeonite, Jebusites and others born within Israel would have voting rights 

in the pre-monarchical republic and would have had “power sharing” rights to anoint the 

king in the monarchy). 

 Implication of ger legislation for apartheid.  Disobedience to the specifics of 

God’s law-word is the sin of apartheid, not refusal to extend voting rights, nor ethnic 

distinction, nor partition.  Again, C&S’ critique of apartheid seems deeply flawed with 

non-biblical presuppositions. 

“Praxis” and the Rejection of Universal Equity 

 As discussed already, this rejection of the specifics of the law of God leads 

C&S to reject specific political models: “Scripture is not a political manual (handboek) 

from which specific political models can be deduced” (C&S, 274).  A further implication 

of this is that Scripture can give only general,     non-specific principles that must be 

interpreted subjectively, according to personal experience of a total socio-legal system.  

The church must see and judge a whole socio-legal system from a  

holistic perspective, that is from the viewpoint of the function of an “entire society.”   

 The following spells this out:  

 Scripture proclaims norms and principles such as love, justice, human 

dignity and peace which must be embodied in society.  Therefore the church 

may not prescribe political models to the government, but by virtue of its 

prophetic function the church will continue to test every existing and proposed 

political model against the Biblical principles and norms.  When evaluating 

political models there is always a strong subjective factor present.  That is why 

churches and Christians often differ in their evaluation of a specific model.  

Often it also depends on their different experiences thereof, and in particular by 

the way their personal and group interests are affected.  In order to judge a 

political model as objectively as possible, the church must not only consider it 

theoretically, but also question the practical manner in which it will serve the 

interests of the entire society.  (C&S, 275-276)  

 Logically this means that Scripture provides no trans-culturally valid, objective 

(i.e.,detailed, rational-deductive) model to judge any socio-political system, let alone 

apartheid.  Why?  If all peoples can take the text of Scripture and not find any common 

principles for evaluation, then there is only pure subjectivity, not a mere “strong objective 

factor.”  



 C&S continues:  

 That is why churches and Christians often differ in their evaluation of 

a specific model.  Often it also depends on their different experiences thereof.  

(C&S, 276) 

 C&S states that one must judge a system from the praxis,  that is how it affects 

the whole society (“practical manner in which it will serve the interests of the entire 

society [C&S, 273]).167  This judgment from praxis and from subjective experience must 

include the judgment of other churches, even if they are deep into apostasy, it seems.  This 

must include especially those churches that were negatively affected by the political system 

of apartheid (in other words, the SACC churches) (C&S, 276).   

 Furthermore, this experiential judgment must include the judgment of 

multitudes of individual Christians, including the majority of inhabitants, who see apartheid 

as racist and oppressive, that is   

a racist and oppressive system which protects and promotes the interests of the 

white minority to the detriment of the majority of the population.  Consequently 

numerous churches condemn it as unchristian and sinful.  Apartheid is 

condemned by states and political institutions worldwide as a form of racism 

and a transgression against humanity. (C&S, 278)   

 This judgment must also include “states and political institutions” throughout 

the world who judge apartheid “as a form of racism and a transgression against humanity” 

(C&S, 276).  In other words, sinful and humanistic man, not the specific, universally valid 

equity of God’s law, is of major importance in ethical judgment (see 1Co 1-3). 

Holistic Presuppositions and the Rejection of Equity 

 The use of experience-based praxis is consistent with the holistic bias of C&S 

(see the “Trinitarian Key”).  The holistic-experiential bias as the real basis of C&S’ social 

ethic is clearly observed in the following: 

 1. C&S virtually, though not totally, ignores the various ethno-covenantally 

bound peoples in South Africa and virtually, though not consequently, adopts the 

humanist vision of South  

Africa as one country made up of individuals (i.e., the perspective of both individualistic, 

                                                

 167Praxis, as a philosophical concept, is actually a Marxian concept taken from liberation 

theology (see Núñez 1985, 136-137).  



classic Liberalism and Marxism); 

 2. C&S adopts the humanistic criterion of the SACC and World Council of 

Churches, who in turn are influenced by the French Revolution’s and the United Nation’s 

perspectives on human rights (e.g., International Declaration of Human Rights); 

 3. C&S accepts the criticism of humanistic, Social Democratic and/or Marxist 

dominated states (C&S, 278); 

 4. C&S sees the subjective experience of the majority as having ethical validity 

in judgment; 

 5. C&S rejects the specific biblical laws dealing with inter-ethnic relations and 

thus reads humanistic ethical standards into the general principles of the Word it claims to 

find in the Word. 

 The Reformed faith, with which this dissertation agrees, has the exact opposite 

perspective:   

 1. Sees people in ethno-covenantal solidarity (see “Covenant and Peopleness”); 

 2. Rejects any humanistic ethic as the commandments of men (Mt 15:1ff; Col 

2:20-24); 

 3. Rejects the criticism of the values and norms of the anti-Christian, world-

system which is in the hands of the devil (see 1Jn 2:15-17, 4:1ff; Jas 4:4) 

 4. Rejects majoritarianism: “Do not follow the crowd in doing wrong.  When 

you give testimony in a lawsuit, do not pervert justice by siding with the crowd” (Ex 23:2 

NIV) 

 5. Rejects the subjective feelings of men who twist the truth in ungodliness and 

whose consciences have often times been seared:   

 The Spirit clearly says that in later times some will abandon the faith 

and follow deceiving spirits and things taught by demons.  Such teachings come 

through hypocritical liars, whose consciences have been seared as with a hot 

iron.  (1Ti 4:1-2 NIV) 

 The NGK should indeed listen carefully to the insights of true brothers and 

sisters in Christ from other cultures.  However, should not the NGK listen primarily to the 

voice of the Spirit in the Scripture through whomever, wherever, and whenever he speaks.  

The multi-cultural body of Christ is indeed one, and the Spirit does indeed indwell it, 

giving unique biblical insight to every group and culture in which there are Christians, just 



as he chooses.  Therefore, every culture group is important.  However, he speaks infallibly 

through Scripture alone, not through the rebellious nations and feelings of sinful man.   

The Law of God Gives Blueprints for the Economy 

 Lastly, the law of God does give a blueprint for the economy in the eighth and 

tenth commandments and the equity of various case laws that specify and apply the 

Decalogue to the social and political arena.168  A biblical economy will bring blessing to 

the righteous in the long run: “The wealth of the wicked is laid up for the righteous,” and 

a comprehensive cursing for the wicked in the long run (see North 1987c; 1990a).  “The 

righteous will inherit the earth/the land” (Mt 5:5; Ro 4:13; Ps 37; Pr 2:21ff; Dt 27-28; Lev 

26), “but the wicked will be cut off from it” (see Institutes, 2.8.4).   

 Therefore, the righteous can be patient.  God’s justice will prevail in the long 

run: 

 The scepter of the wicked will not remain over the land allotted to 

the righteous, for then the righteous might use their hands to do evil.  Do good, 

O LORD, to those who are good, to those who are upright in heart.  But those 

who turn to crooked ways the LORD will banish with the evildoers.  Peace be 

upon Israel. (Ps 125:3 NIV; see Dt 28; Lev 26; Pr 2:21-22; Ps 37). 

 A godly and just economic policy does not assume that a huge gap between rich 

and poor is per definition evil.  It may very well be because of genuine oppression as has 

occurred in South Africa and Latin America, for example, but not necessarily.  According 

to Scripture, neither socio-economic equality, nor even relative equality, is per definition 

good and just.  True socio-economic distinction is not the cause of revolution by the 

unjustly oppressed.  Envy and covetousness are.169 

                                                

 168For excellent material on biblical economics, see The Politics of Guilt and Pity (Rushdoony 

1970);  Economics, Money and Banking. . . (Hebdon-Taylor 1978); An Eye for an Eye. . . (Wright 1983); 

Productive Christians. . . (Chilton 1985); Honest Money. . .  (North 1986b); Inherit the Earth. . . (North 

1986c).  There is a flaw in most of these works.  They are perhaps too deeply influenced by Austrian, 

individualist philosophy and economic policy, though there are many points of agreement between biblical 

and Austrian economics.   

 

 169That violation of the tenth commandment is the desire to confiscate and redistribute 

wealth.  Theft is the result of covetousness, and whether it is committed by individuals or by state officials, 

it is evil and revolutionary.  The sin of covetousness is behind the age old revolutionary heresy that 

teaches that wealth equality and social or communal ownership of wealth is true justice.  This heresy has 

historically led to revolution.  An income gap in itself is not inevitably revolutionary. 



 Social class distinction is only evil if the rich are rich because they have raped, 

stolen, and plundered the poor for their lawless benefit.  However, in a Scripture based 

economic system based upon an enforced ethical framework of biblical covenantal 

equity,170 this type of exploitation and theft by the rich and powerful is consistently and 

impartially punished.   

 The ideology of a centralized, “democratized” economy that both forms of 

marxian economic theory espouse (i.e., Marxist-Leninism and Social Democracy) fit the 

biblical description of an oppressive and plundering economy that benefits only the rich.  

Only an economy built on the universal equity of biblical law can be just because God 

alone defines justice. 

C&S denies many basic principles of biblical economic law 

 This principle is denied by C&S (see C&S, 19, 21) and the 1990 Synod.  It 

ultimately backs a pragmatic and hence, almost inevitably, a humanistic social market or 

Social Democratic system.  Such a system is built on Marx’s ten steps to bring socialism 

into a land, described in the Communist Manifesto (Marx and Engels 1888/1967, 104-105; 

see Kreitzer 1988 for critique).  All ten are contrary to the law of God. 

 The NGK’s official mouthpiece, Kerkbode, in an article in the 26 October 1990, 

6, 12 edition, sums up the economic policy of C&S.  This is a policy that leans heavily 

toward Social Democratic rhetoric, emphasizing a “mixed economy”:   

 The General Synod decided that the expansion of a free market 

economy can be morally justified in so far as it furthers the maintenance of  high 

                                                

 170There are several foundational principles, inter alia: (1) the five basic rights-

responsibilities of the Decalogue (legally protected families, truth and contract protected in courts, private 

property, limited government under impartial laws, etc.); (2) family as the basic welfare organization (1Ti 

5:3-16; see note 16 above); (3) limited taxation for work of impartial justice alone (Ro 13:1-7), alongside 

of a mandatory tithe for all citizens going to church organizations that care for the Word (eldership) and 

the poor (diaconate); (4) private charities and structural workfare charity such as the equity of the 

gleaning system would bring (see note 22 above, this chapter); (5) little inflation because of a 100% 

precious metal backed currency standard (HC, A. 110 forbids “counterfeiting coins [Afrikaans] and false 

weights [of silver],” citing Pr 11:1, 16:11, Eze 45:9, 10; Dt 25:13.  WLC, A. 142 forbids “false weights [of 

coins] and measures,” citing Pr 11:1, 20:10); (6) no property taxes, which in effect, are rent to the state, 

which actually owns the land; when a citizen fails to pay such tax-rent to the state, the state can 

expropriate the land; (7) no progressive income tax, which violates the equal protection of one law 

principle (see note eleven above); (8) free exchange in a market devoid of non-biblical state regulations 

that limit the responsibility-rights of non-enslavement (i.e., liberty), free contract, and property. 



economic growth  that is so vital for the betterment, on a broad scale, of the 

economic position of lesser privileged South Africans. . . .  

 The Synod also warned against an over-hasty and uncontrolled 

introduction of a free market economy because this would hold several real 

dangers.  It can lead to the removal of legislation protecting workers, the 

reduction and even cancellation of social services from the State (such as 

education and housing), neglect of the care by the State for those suffering 

emergencies, the increasing of the income gap between rich and poor in South 

Africa, the further concentration of economic power in the hands of a small 

number of private enterprises, the general increase of the cost of education and 

health care, and the sharpening of the conflict between white and black in South 

Africa, [especially] if the impression is gained that the growth of a free market 

system serves in the first place to further the economic interests of whites.  

Conclusion 

 The biblical model, then, for an equitable economic system demands that the 

family and Christian organizations, along with the church, lovingly and personally care for 

the aged, poor, and marginalized.  Paul implies that those who trust in the state or make 

any other arrangements for the care of elderly parents have “fallen from the faith and are 

worse than an unbeliever”  (1Ti 5:3-8). 

 Anything more or less than this biblical standard is anti-Christian.  Actually it is 

revolutionary and is contrary to the Belgic Confession (BC, 36) and Westminster 

Confession (WCF, 27.3).  Both forbid the communalist heresy of the most consequent of 

the radical reformers.  To turn social welfare over to an irresponsible and impersonal 

Social Democratic state is idolatry, trusting in a false messiah.  This type of state has an 

operating mythology derived from Marxism, which in turn depended on the ancient 

medieval (actually Stoic and Platonic) myth of original communal property.   

 Jeremiah spoke about this type of wisdom: 

 Even the stork in the sky knows her appointed seasons, and the dove, 

the swift and the thrush observe the time of their migration.  But my people do 

not know the requirements of the LORD.  How can you say, “We are wise, for 

we have the law of the LORD,” when actually the lying pen of the scribes has 

handled it falsely?  The wise will be put to shame; they will be dismayed and 

trapped.  Since they have rejected the word of the LORD, what kind of wisdom 

do they have? (Jer 8:7-8) 

 

 

 



CHAPTER SEVEN 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

 

 C&S’ new social theology desires a classic Reformed culture transformation 

worldview.  However, it adopts much of the futurist eschatology and individual-based 

social ethics shared by the Radical Reformation and contemporary theologies.  Like these 

theologies, C&S’ church centered ecclesiology and eschatology cut off from a literal 

creation are influenced by a non-covenantal and non-Trinitarian dualism.  This it shares 

with medieval, neo-orthodox, and Radical Reformation theology.  C&S, lastly, rejects 

biblical inerrancy and a biblical law based view of justice.  Instead it adopts a humanist 

philosophy of rights.   

 The result is a covert radicalism seeking to realize a postulated future holistic 

kingdom in today’s social structures.  A covenantal perspective based on biblical law and 

the presuppositions which C&S shares with dualist theologies cannot be fused. 

 While rejecting apartheid, this dissertation’s social theology acknowledges a 

covenantal worldview founded on literal creation design-norms and a long-term hope.  Its 

alternative allows for self-determining ethno-culture under God in church and state yet 

holds to the ideal of visible structures of unity, modeled on the Trinity.  It also provides 

for social compassion and impartial justice for all, including aliens and the poor.  

A Proposed Model for Church Unity of NGK Family 

 A Trinitarian model maintains visible unity and true diversity, giving an 

alternative to C&S’ holistic union of churches. 

MMaannddaattoorryy  BBiibblliiccaall  SSttiippuullaattiioonnss  ffoorr  EEtthhnniicc  CChhuurrcchheess  

 1.  Open community.  Fellowship between individuals, families, and 

congregations; the proclamation of the word, the Eucharist, and the baptismal font must 

be open to all believers.   

 2.  One confession.  All accept one common confession and the one common 

gospel, which establishes the one law of God.  

 3.  Mutual recognition of courts.  All are under the same church discipline, and 



therefore the jurisdiction of each unit’s church courts or gatherings is respected by all 

others. 

CCoonncceennttrriicc--CCiirrccllee  SShhaappeedd  FFeeddeerraall  GGaatthheerriinnggss  

 The unity of church courts is expressed in a series of gatherings structured as 

concentric circles.  Each presbytery or classis would be a compact geographic area with 

several congregations whose elders consider themselves one church.  Regional synods are 

not a church but a federation of churches (presbyteries, classes).  This holds also for other 

larger gatherings.   

 Second, the progressively larger gatherings only have appellate jurisdiction over 

the court immediately next to and smaller than it.  The larger gatherings do not have direct 

authority over all smaller courts nor over all individuals.  Thus all levels of synods would 

serve as appeals courts alone. 

EEtthhnniicc  DDiivveerrssiittyy  aatt  AAllll  LLeevveellss  

 Regional and/or national synods could consist of self-governing, self-

theologizing ethnic churches and those churches who claim not to be ethnic-based.  Such 

federalism rejects the Roman Catholic model of one congregation for each area.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



DISSERTATION’S TWO MODELS FOR CULTURE TRANSFORMATION 

 

Classic Reformed Neo-Radical 

Sola Scriptura Scripture plus other premises 

Optimistic, restorative eschatology: True 

unity and real diversity in all of creation.  

Goal: all divinely created institutions 

restored to mature form of Edenic design.   

Pessimistic eschatology: Fundamental 

assumption is eschatological dualism, i.e., the 

divisive old order totally passes away; new 

order is a totally new creation (nova creatio). 

Trinitarian, totally sovereign Creator-God. Implicit: social unitarianism plus contingent 

god. 

Trinitarian, covenantal order. Family is 

foundational building block of social order.  

Individual-collective bi-polarity in society.  

Individual is sole building block. 

Universal equity of biblical law gives 

design-norms for every social and 

individual sphere of life.   

Social ethics borrowed from holistic socialist, 

secular ideology.  Personal ethics derived 

from New Testament.   

Conclusion 

PPoossiittiivvee  TTeennddeenncciieess    

 There are many excellent tendencies in Church and Society (1990).  C&S 

rightly condemns racism and points out that race and color play no role in the Scripture.  

Furthermore, C&S is right in opening worship services for all to hear the Word 

proclaimed.   

 C&S shows a commendable desire to find a biblical church unity and to seek 

biblical justice so as to right the wrongs of the past perpetuated in the name of apartheid.  

 C&S still claims that the Scripture is the final authority for all questions of faith.  

The NGK thus has not yet denied Christ’s divinity and the theological doctrine of the 

Trinity. 

 C&S has not totally withdrawn from the prophetic function of teaching biblical 

norms for all of life.    

 



NNeeggaattiivvee  TTeennddeenncciieess    

 This dissertation has found that C&S is theologically closer to the Radical 

Reformation’s social thought than that of the Genevan Reformation.  C&S implicitly 

rejects the classic Reformed view of Scripture.  Therefore, it gives little allowance for 

legitimate deductions from biblical data for socio-political and economic issues.  In this 

regard, the document is contradictory.  It claims that Scripture does not give models to 

solve the complex ethnic problems in South Africa, but then gives an explicit blueprint for 

a human rights solution. 

 C&S implicitly rejects the concept that the creation design is good in itself.  It 

seems to believe that the structures of created reality are not revelatory.  They are mere 

givens.  This includes the Creator’s creation, development, and destruction of various 

ethno-covenantal solidarities throughout history.  C&S implicitly accepts the concept that 

redemption progressively removes all of humankind’s social or group divisions.  This 

dissertation agrees if these divisions are sinful.  However, no social divisions built on the 

Creator’s design and design-norms are evil or sinful. 

 This dissertation takes the opposite perspective.  Redemptive history restores 

covenant fidelity to the Creator’s original design, in matured form.  This applies to family, 

church, and ethno-national civil governments (e.g., Ro 5:12ff, Ps(s) 2, 96).  God gave man 

stewardship to cultivate, protect, and advance God’s providential creation of languages 

and culture groups on earth.   

 God-fearing mankind, including individuals, families, the church, and socio-

political entities, is obligated to protect each language and created culture under biblical 

norms.171  This includes planting churches in each ethno-covenantal solidarity.  That 

concept is not equal to race-based churches.   

 C&S accepts a concept of unity that denies the equal value and eternal ultimacy 

of unity and diversity.  Thus C&S seems to reject the Trinitarian hermeneutical key.  C&S, 

therefore,      possesses strong prejudice against applying that key to church, social, and 

                                                

 171The Cultural Mandate and the Great Commission give authority to preserve distinctly 

Afrikaner or any other ethno-culture and language.  Such preservation, therefore, is right in itself if truly 

directed by biblical norms. 



political structures.  This lends C&S a bias toward over-emphasizing church unity above 

inerrant biblical truth.  Instead of seeing structural church unity in federal forms, it tends to 

see it in unitarian, centralized forms.  Only a relatively small concession is given to 

linguistic and cultural diversity in that model.   

 C&S implicitly rejects a key theological concept possibly because it implicitly 

rejects the social and institutional implications of the Trinitarian presupposition.  This 

concept is the distinction between the invisible and visible church.  The invisible church is 

the New Jerusalem above.  The visible church is an institutional social sphere in a specific 

time, place and lingual-cultural context.   

 C&S has anti-covenantal and individualistic tendencies causing it to lean toward 

equalitarian individualism.  C&S, therefore, tends toward seeing the local church as a 

confessing fellowship made up of individuals, irrespective of family or ethno-covenantal 

group.  Lastly, C&S has strong social antinomian and Social Democratic tendencies 

leading it to accept the human rights dogma of modern humanism.  

Social Theological and Social Ethical Issues C&S Neglects 

 C&S correctly desires to be socially relevant.  However, it does not 

prophetically speak to many burning issues of South African church and society that 

should have been addressed.  For     example, in its discussion of social justice and human 

rights, C&S does not address the following pertinent issues:  

 1. The rapid growth of pornography and abortion.   

 2. The rapid impoverishment of the middle and lower classes by inflation caused 

by a debased currency.172   

 3. Unjust, state-created monopolies.  For example, it neglects to address the 

virtual monopoly on large gold ownership, monopoly on money creation by a private, 

elite-owned Reserve bank, and the SABC virtual broadcasting monopoly.   

 4. The oppression of interest-demanding loans for drought stricken farmers. 

                                                

 172“Unjust weights, . . . false coins”: HC, ans. 110; citing Pr 11:1, 16:11; Eze 45:9,10; Dt 

25:13.  The result is debased coinage and the continuing growth of paper money created by central banks 

without the 100% backing of precious metals as required by biblical principles. 



 5. The massive divorce rate caused in large part by anti-biblical divorce laws.173   

 6. The burgeoning transvestite and homosexual movements, now 

constitutionally protected. 

 7. The issue of developing a truly consequent Christian school system. 

 8. The rapid increase in crime and violence due in part to the releasing of and 

negotiations with sworn enemies of God and the banning of the mandatory death penalty 

for premeditated    murder. 

 Lastly, C&S interacted primarily with one syncretistic, Christo-humanist 

ideology: apartheid.  It did not address two other more dangerous ideologies affecting 

NGK members: (1) Secular and New Age Humanism and its rapid infiltration into church, 

school and state circles. (2) Radical evolutionism and its virtual monopoly in taxpayer-

financed schools, museums and universities. 

AAnnttii--RReeffoorrmmaattiioonnaall  PPaarraaddiiggmm  SShhiifftt  

 Has the NGK actually embarked on the long process of falling away from a 

biblical view of the relationship of Scripture and church to social systems?  Just as an 

angle begins with a tiny departure from the base (i.e., norm), but later is an infinite 

distance away from that base, so in time a small theological deviation becomes a full 

blown anti-Christian heresy.   

 The Nederduitse Gereformeerde Kerk indeed seems to have undergone a far-

reaching paradigm shift away from a classic, Reformed perspective.  That change, if not 

checked and reversed, could destroy the church.174  It could ultimately mean that the 

church will either excommunicate classic Reformed believers or totally alienate them from 

leadership positions.175   

 

 

 

                                                

 173C&S does not address the family issue except to rightly accept that mixed marriages cannot 

always be forbidden.  However, it ignores the most important concept affecting that issue: parental 

approval.  

 174See Why Conservative Churches are Growing (Kelley 1977). 

 175See Crossed Fingers: How the Liberals Captured the Presbyterian Church (North 1996). 
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