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ABSTRACT

This thesisanalysesa diversity of Christian understanding$ the Kingdom of Godn
relation to the churchdés mission for SO
Christianpraxisof t he eschat ol ogi cal real ity of 1

to philosophicabknd ethical theories for social justice.

Through an indepth analysisand evaluationof previous scholarship, this study
examines secular philosophical and ethical theories of both ancient and modern times as
means of transforming the systemic injustioésociety, and affirms their inadequacy

to attain the highest goddr humanity without a true knowledge of the justice of the
sovereign God. Throughlermeneutic approadh thebiblical material, the study finds

the fundament al e o marratipetand dhematdodnd teroughaus thei ¢
Bible. God is thesource of love, powerighteousnesand justice andpractising justice

is a divine mandate for believers.

Critical analysis of the diversified concept of the Kingdom of God finds #at giew

of eschatology, whether premillennialism, postmillennialism, or amillennialism, has its
unique characteristics and insights, but without a comprehensive, coherent and
integrative conceptual framework for the Kingdom, any one view of eschatolegg po
difficulties and jeopardizes the advancement of the Gospel of the Kingdom. The study
finds that the twek i ngdom doctrine of Lut her and
doctrine of Law and Gospel, support an understanding of the universal Lordship of
Chrig over both the church (the spiritual realm) and the world (the civil realm), that
Laddbés Oinaugurated eschatology®é appropr
eschatol ogyd and aér @ealniezecd desnphatvel eyyednt
E. Stanl ey Jonesbo 0t ot al Ki ngdomb conc

comprehensive plan for human life.

For the last century, however, the evangelical church has been preoccupied with an
overemphasis on individual pietistic experience, vertical relstipnwith God, personal
conversion and oveeaction to the social gospel movement. Tiedative non
participationof the evangelical churclm action forsocial justiceevidences an uneasy

conscience; their narrow interpretation of the Kingdom of Godrbhaslted in the



churchés withdrawing from soci al i nvol v

relationship between humanity and creation.

The study concludes that Christianity is not an abstract concept but is concerned with
the eschatological hope tie Kingdom of God and with its embodiment through the
church on earth, which implies the formation of a renewed gumuitical reality. The
church is thus the prototype of the King
justice as the divine redenngt plan that will culminate in the restoration of the
communion of all humanity in God. In seeking a balance between this concept of the
Kingdom and the churchoés missi onfindsthate v an
there is a need to cathe ewangelical church to incarnate the Word of Giod

proclamation and actiédnan integrated mission of evangelism aodial justice

Key words: The Kingdom of God, Social Justic&ivine Justice, Eschatology
Chiliasm,Mission, Evangelism Theories of Juste



PREFACE

In a world trapped in systemic and structural éwdlre are many cries faocial justice
Wheredoesthe evangelical church stah®oes it havea vision of the eschatological
Kingdom of God and does it seatself as anembodiment of the Christiahope, an
agentfor human emancipation and redemption? Many people of the wailiterable

and seekingenuine fairness and equality in the free market econespecially in the

midst of a global recession todayill answer that the evangelical churchnis concrete
blessing for others but Isst in its own exclusive faith community, guarded by defined
institutional walls it is irrelevant, inadequate, infertile, claiming to possess distinctively

the peace of # Kingdomwhile being unconcerned with the darkening and decaying
world. While the rationally based secular philosophical and social theories are
inadequate to construct the highest good and regulate all social relations on earth, there
is no knowledge of usti ce possible without the Kknc¢
mission of the Christian church. Nevertheless, thohghevangelical church has prided
itself as a 6édoct rindviddal Christianpekperi@ncenim gpikitualp a r t
rebirth, cowersion, and a personal relationship with the Lord Jesus (hhsis limited

its discernment and worldviewy focusing primarilyont he f uture arriv
Kingdom. If the evangelical church continues to live without aremadlompassing
solution tothe much hurting world, | just wonder how it che the blessing of all
nations andnake faithful disciplesteaching them to obey everything that Jesus Christ

has commandedncluding the proclamation of the Gospel of the Kingdom of God and

the healing othe desperate world in immense need of social justice. The answer is not
either in evangelizing the lost or in reclaiming the culture, gublistic mission that

includesboth.

The uneasiness of the evangelical chumdbhout social involvement reflects its
predominantlypremillennial pessimistic view of theresent world, partly as @unter
against the postmillennial optimism of the social gospellers, a liberal social reform
movement of the ninetetnand the twentietltentures This narrow interpretatin of

the Kingdom of God leadsonservativeevangelicalChristiansinto a pessimistic view

of human naturethere isno hope and no betterment possible for an ethical world. With
the aim of rediscoveing the biblical witness to evangelisandin accordane with

basic doctrinal affirmationsegardingboth heavenly and earthly contexts, | take E.



Stanley Jonesd6 oO0tot al Ki ngdomd approach
telosandchronosof the Kingdom of God and thgarousiaof Jesus Christ. fis biblical
witness consolidates the total order of
future, both spiritual hope and life reality, for both the particular and the universal
people of God. The twkingdom doctrine of Luther and Calvin, plus Ban 6 s doct r
of Law and Gospelalso support an understanding of the relationship between the
church (the spiritual realm) and the world (the civil realm). Both realms are established
in the universal Lordship of Christ who became human and proved Hiansel§hbour

to humans in the world. The church, as a body of Christ, must stand for social justice as
the model or prototype of the Kingdom of God in order to have an impact advancing
Godds sovereign on earth.

A thorough under st andiengwoafl dGoddas trhies sciho
mission is a profound forward step in intellectual and spiritual development as well as
being a foundational pillar of the biblical worldview. The mission that Jesus Christ
entrusted to His dhurshkis tp preckim anal prdcticé the neea d a y
for transcendence, for a new horizon of eschatological hope and a humanizing social
touch; it is to open the institutional walls and to build bridges, so that humanity may
prepare to enter into the presencehd Kingdom of God, which is the means for the

renewal of the entire world and all dimensions of human life.

My main aim has been to argue for analcompassing mission of the Kingdom of
God. This argument is based on a careful study of the large awiolitetature in the
relevant fields, such as the rich diversity of scholarly publications on the Kingdom of
God and the mission of the church. By no means can this thesis resolve all the
differences of various biblical understandings. There remains rmudie done to
reconcile the interpretive perspectives for Christians as well as the questions of the
struggle of injustice in the world. Nevertheless, | hope this thesis provides a harmonized
view of the essence of the concept of the Kingdom of God. Witignview the areas of
difference may not be totally reconciled, but | have tried to ensure that it stands true to
the faithful position of redemptive Christianity as the obvious solution of world

problems.

This thesis would not have been possible wititba guidance, support and patience of
my two promoters, Prof. B. Rees and Prof. J.M. Vorster, not to mention their



unsurpassed knowledge of comparative studies in Christian ethics, eschatology,
soteriology,and ecclesiology Their advice has been invahla on both an academic

and a personal level, for which | am extremely grateful. For what | experienced is not
only their intellectual stimulation as | encountered new, exciting and challenging

concepts, but also their encouragement in laying a foundé&diomy own spiritual

development and for my ministry involvement in the world.

| am most grateful to Dr S. Rochester for providing language reading; he has been a
valuable and reliable editor, sorting out errors and inadequacies in the text of my thesis.
It is also kind of him to offer me insight into certain theological concepts from his own
expertise in New Testament study. | also wish to express my sincere appreciation of the
kind support and efficient coordination in all administrative activities of. N Evans,

whom | credit for making my entire study a smooth and successful journey at all times.

Last, but by no means least, | must thank my wife Grace and my family, who have
dedicated themselves to provide for me a loving environment and theitingfai

encouragement with love, joy and prayer during my time of research and writing.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

11 TITLE & KEY WORDS

111 Title

Toward an evangelical social justice: an analysis of the concept of the Kingdom of God
and the mission of the Church

1.1.2 Key Words

The Kingdom of God, Social Justic®jvine Justice,Eschatology Chiliasm,Mission,

Evangelism Theories of Justice

1.2 BACKGROUND & PROBLEM STATEMENT
1.2.1 Background

The theological understanding of the concept of the Kingdom of God has a profound
bearing on the ethical discourse and belief of idigl Christians in the church. The
diversity of understanding among Christians of the ethical implications of the Kingdom

of God suggests that there is some confusion over the differences between personal and
social interpretations. Millennial interpretats of the Kingdom of God tend to turn
conservative evangelical Christians, especially the fundamentalists away from the need
for social justice, through their exclusive focus on personal sin and individual
righteousness. The pessimistic attitude towacodldvconditions leads them steadfastly

to proclaim the eschatological kingdom as the certain means for the triumph of
righteousness in a moral universe. Carl F.H. Henry, one of the founding members of the
necevangelical movement that defended modern esaay, political and social
thought in the 2B century, charged his contemporary conservative evangelicals with
the failure to engage with the social relevance of the Gospel (Henry, 2003, 16). He
admi tted that At hat t hehelKingdom, a$ shawhfrommtha gr e

contrast between the writings of Stanley Jones (evangelical) and A.C. Gaebelein



(fundamentalist) and the question becomes a hopeless puzzle to men unless the form of

the Kingdom is recognized with coterminous principles amle®® ( Henr y 200

The concept of the Kingdom of God was never seriously addressed as a central theme
by evangelicals until the second half of thé"2@ntury. Their reviews, though not
conclusive, resulted in some positive improvements. Exampledade the Chicago
Declaration of Evangelical Social Concern (Sider, 1974) made in 1973, confessing the
failure to confront injustice, racism and discrimination and pledging to fulfil the
complete claim of God on earth, and the subsequent Lausanne Cowatdared by

the International Congress on World Evangelization in 1974, affirming both evangelism
and sociepolitical involvement and denouncing evil and injustice. Yet, both the
Declaration and the Covenant, supported by churches in the U.S. and weyltiad
only | imited success in offsetting evang
One of the key reasons why evangelicals remain hesitant, and that prevents them from
becoming actively involved in social concerns, is their fear of beorfused with

liberal Christians, whose interests lie in social protesther than in personal
evangelism. Evangelicals would rather maintain a distinctly independent position. Yet
there needs to be a renewed passion for social concern, transformindivitialistic

pietism generated by some Kingdom concepts into relevant social engagement through
applying the Gospel to soegconomic and political realities. World Vision
International is one of the very few evangelical organizations that engageilyriima
humanitarian relief work for the poor and hungry. Such social action may help to ease
some pain and hunger, but Samuel Escobar and John Dtiv@&r7 8 : 8) say t
social action of the missionaries (the church) was only remedial, and thatearc@mc
justi ce wa s Thea ctrch poday is engafjed in obnlydpartial fulfilment of the
divinely mandated justice and still remains hesitant in taking a stand against injustice in
the world. In the midst of the confusion surrounding the concgphte Kingdom of

God, a relevant and systematic study is justifiable in order to address this question

again, in conjunction with an investigat.

Justice is a difficult concept to understand. Brunner (19455) points to the
i nadequacy of the modern definition: A Wh
mode of conduct (to render to each perso
sphere, but neither embraces it entirely nor exhausts its diepthéstian theology

speaks of worldly or human justice and divine justice. In this research a comparative
2



study will help to clarify the definitions of these as well as the differences between
human justice and divine justice by evaluating, on the one hawdkrn popular secular
theories of justice, e.g. those of Mill (200®awls (1999, 2001) and Nozick (1974),
and, on the other hand, understanding of divine justice derived from biblical

hermeneutics.

Millennial or chiliastic interpretations of the Kingaoof God were not created in
modern times but inherited and developed throughout Christian church history.
A u g u s tCitynoé Gaslsets the scene for further studies into the doctrine of two
kingdoms by later theologians like Martin Luthelfohn Calvin andKarl Barth
(Couenhoven, 2002) with various insights into the relationships between the church,
society in general and the Kingdom of God, and the relationship between evangelism

and justice.

For the above reasons, | propose to research the concet Iingdom of God as it

was understood by conservative ChristidBgofield, N.D.; Bevan, 1938; Berkhof,
1951) and earlier and contemporary evangelicals (Dodd, 1936; Ladd, 1964; Jones, 1972;
Bruland and Mott, 1983; Marshall, 1984; Henry, 2003) as well agustine, Luther,
Calvin, other Reformers, and Barth (Barth, 1960; Palmer, 1989; Calvin, 2008; Wright,
2010).

In addition, | will undertake a study of biblical justice, seen as an essential application
of the concept of the Kingdom of God (Brunner, 1945; Dengerink, 1978; Bruland and
Mott, 1983; Wolterstorff, 2008; Wright, 2010).

1.2.2 Problem Statement

There have beea number of scholarly publications focussing on the concept of the
Kingdom of God and the divine mandate for justice. Many of these academic works
comprise indepth analyses of their respective areas of interest, but do not attempt to
construct a coherémmnd integrative conceptual framework for earthly justice, heavenly
justice, the divine mandate and the chur
God. These works will, however, help to provide a contextual background for the

present study.



An evduation of such a coherent system in its interpretation of the concept of the
Kingdom of God is vital, but cannot be isolated from its holistic application in Christian
life. Additional assessments of human nature that begin with the study of injustice
(Niebuhr, 1960, 1964; Lebacqz, 2007) will contribute to an evaluation of the
effectiveness and adequacy of secular theories (Rawls, 2001; Lebacqz, 1986), natural
law theory (VanDrunen, 2007; Porter, 1998), and of ontological and covenantal
approaches to fulfing the divine mandate for justice (Tillich, 1954 and 2000; Horton,
2004). This evaluation will be necessary in order to collate and expound relevant
research on the theological understandings of the Kingdom of God and of the attainment

of the ultimate Kngdom of heavenly justice.

The central guestion of this work, t her e
basis of the concept of the Kingdom of God, and how is the Kingdom of God related to
the churchodés divinely manreath asevdll agrseekisgitroen o

heavenly justice?0

The questions that naturally arise from this problem are:

U What constitute the main reoauses of injustice in the unjust world of today;
and, secondly, how do modern conservative evangelical Chagtiaderstand
the Kingdom of God, and how do these understandings relate to non

participation in matters of social justice in the public arena?

U What are the inadequacies of the secular moral theories and theories of natural
law deployed by philosophers arsbcial moralists in dealing with social
justice?

U What are the consistent and universal principles and evidences for justice in

the Bible?

U What are the necessary virtues for being a Christian and how will these virtues
help a Christian to live out the ethi norm of the Kingdom of God in

mediating and uniting justice with love and power?

U How has the Kingdom of God been understood historically up to the present

time?

U How should the concept of the Kingdom of God be understood and applied in
Christian life talay?



U How can a coherent insight of true heavenly justice be attained?

1.3 THE AIM & OBJECTIVES
1.3.1 The Aim
The mai n aim of t his t hesi s i s to har me

understanding of the concept of the Kingdom of Goduifilment of the divinely
mandated mission of doing justice on earth and, at the same time, seeking the true

heavenly justice.

1.3.2 The Objectives

The objectives of this study must be seen in their relationship to the aim. | intend to

approach the syt from the following seven angles:

U To identify the fundamental causes of injustice in the unjust world of
today; and to determine how and why the concept of the Kingdom of God
has been understood by modern conservative evangelical Christians in the
church from the 19 century till now and identify the reasons for their non
participation in social justice in the public arena.

U To critically assess the effectiveness and adequacy of the application of
certain secular mor al mmeor ge®dand h

for social justice.

u To identify the will and truth of the justice of God in His divine command

of justice in Scripture.

U To understand the source of love, power, and justice as one in God and the
unity in God as the fundamental concepttie mutual relationship of
people, of social groups, and of humankind to God.

U To establish and trace the historical development of the millennium
interpretation of the Kingdom of God from the early church period to the
latter debates of the two kingdomgdathe relationship between the church

and community.

a To assess the diversities of the concept of the Kingdom of God and to

establish a theologically unified understanding of the concept of the

5



Kingdom of God within the contemporary church for the fulfilinehthe
divine mandate for justice in the witness and manifestation of the Kingdom
of God.

u To establish a coherent insight as to how a true heavenly justice can be
attained through the task of evangelism and the resulting conversion and

transformation ofife.

1.4 CENTRAL THEORETICAL ARGUMENT

The central theoretical argument of this thesis is that the divinalydated mission of

the church to do justice on earth can only be realized and fulfiled when the church
adopts a coherent and integrative comadgustice and of the Kingdom of God that are
conclusively and responsibly derived from the theological and biblical understanding.
This includes the churchés evangelistic

witness and manifestation of thenigdom of God.

15 METHODOLOGY

This study will primarily be based on a broad evangelical approach with no attempt at
differentiating between or associating with any particular denominational traditions. The
research will employ a hermeneutic approach to biblical materials and modelarisch

studies, particularly for critical assessment of existing contributions with the purposes

of:

U identifying the major concerns in relation to biblical and theological
interpretation and developing an understanding of existence and situation;

0 compaing and evaluating the different and common signs or contexts
significant to the areas of concerns; and

U developing an understanding of the issues and concerns and a universally
valid foundation for application and a holistic epistemology of the Kingdom

of God and Christian social justice.



The methods | propose to employ in this theological study will include:

U an indepth assessment of existing scholarly contributions as well as situational
analysis with a focus on the reality of injustice and amn@ration of recent
past history and its influence on the concerns of Christiarpaditipation;

0 an indepth analysis of existing scholarly contributions to identify the
effectiveness and adequacy of modern secular theories of justice

U a hermeneutiapproach to the biblical material with regard to the nature of the
divine justice with secondary sources;

U an epistemological evaluation of current scholarship with a focus on the

ontological and covenantal approaches to Christian virtue for justice;

U0 a criical examination of the historical development of the millennium
interpretation of the Kingdom of God from the early church period, including
the latter debates regarding the two kingdoms and the relatioretinpdn the
church and community;

U a hermeneutiapproach to biblical materials with regard to the concept of the
Kingdom of God by applying categorization theory, comparative hermeneutic
works and existing literature;

U a hermeneutic examination to establish the evidence and necessity of the true
heavenly justice in Scripture and its application through evangelism with

existing literature.



CHAPTER 2: THE REALITY OF INJUSTICE

2.1INJUSTICE IS A REALITY

2.1.1 Introduction

Chrisian thinkers and ethicists like Brunner (1945:14) and Lebacqz (2007:10) find the
subject of justice notoriously hard to define in general terms. The traditional
understanding of justice treats it primarily as a virtue, referring to the moral sphere, but
there is ambiguity in regard to its scope in individual and social applications as well as
its depth, that is, considering the nature of human moral motives to account for ethical
dispositions to neighbours in the society. The justice of individual ethiss Ineumore

than a distinctive internal virtue that stops people from lying, killing, and stealing.
Natural human morality is found to be highly deficient in granting proper respect to
others in the areas of human rights and dignity and in providing jaitl,spolitical,

and economic arrangements in the spheres of equality, fairness, and impartiality. This
deficiency of natural human moral motives often develops into a narrow, inconsistent,
and individual notion of a fair share of things, either a dushire or a due to get, as a

result of ideological conflict between reason and moral sense, and also as a result of evil

i mpul ses. Dodaro describes the dil emma
power of sin, is not capable alone of attaining the ensdind other virtues necessary

for l'iving happily, ei ther in this 1ife
though Niebuhr (1960:23) believes that individual rational ability is the ultimate
solution to social conflict, and that by increasing annintelligence and benevolence

the establishment of justice can be ren
wholly reasonable, and the proportion of reason to impulse becomes increasingly
negative when we proceed from the life of individuals to thdt s oc i al gr
(Niebuhr, 1960:35). With the resultant conflict, there is apparently much disagreement
about where to draw the line in any specific case of need and how to assess the basis of
merit proportionally to the output of work or performanceurBrer concludeshat
Awhat i s not constant is the theory of
Moore has doubts about the theory of |jus
empirical exampl e of a | ueotyofgusticeiiseaiuynot ( Mo
conclusive but offers only a vague sense of justice without the value of substantial
criteria (Brunner, 1945:7).



Wit hout a persistent and concrete unders
where equality is generglivalued, there are bound to be advantaged and disadvantaged
people, the strong and the weak, and these inequalities create the field in which the
betrayal of hope and the sense85aHrewdlyn| ust
points out. It is becaue peopl e fHAare never told wha
conditions a rational order mi ght be sa
condition of a rational order is unjust and harmful or not is not known and explained to
the people within that syem. In order to approach andepth study of justice, the

direct and first requisite is to know what the prevalent issues of injustice are in our
society today. Ethicist Pettit (2005:202), commenting on a wide variety of theories of
justice, writes thaif we do not need to theorize be
foundation for action. Recognition of injustice is foundation enough. In other words,
one need not defend a definition of justice [in order] to ask people to do a better job of
talking about ingt i ce. 060 Using the same approach,
Foundations for a Christian approach to justice: justice in an unjust wadcharks

t hat Afattention to injustice might yield
injustice mustbé¢ he beginning point.o6 It seems th
point for a study of justice.

2.1.2 Injustice and Poverty

Injustice comes in many guises, such as physical abuse; discrimination in employment,
housing, education, health care; sexual harassment; disrespectful treatment; and
insensitive humiliation. Whether such injustices happen to be unavoidable natural
disastes or controllable and Hintentioned human acts, they lead directly or indirectly

to cultural, legal, and economic oppression within the social, political, and economic
systems. Because of the denial of opportunities and rights in this material werld, th
victims and the disadvantaged under this systemic oppression will ultimately fall into
economic difficulties and become vulnerable to poverty. Brittan and Maynard (1984:2)
also affirm that oppression #fis intimat
crisis.o0o Poverty as an economic vulnera
injustice. Poling (2002:15) defines economic vulnerabilitiiasy situation in which the
dominant economic system causes an insecurity and a lack of resources thdaihlgake

life desperate for people, or whenever the economic system imposes control and
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restrictions that deprive people of life, liberty, and the pursuit of happinesa word,
whenever it threatens peopl e wit habilltyhe | o
involves not only the shortage of supply of economic resources for the disadvantaged

but also damage to their social, psychological, and mental life.

In the Policy Research Working Paper tit
We Thought, Bu No Less Successful I n the Fight
and Ravallion for the World Bank in August 2008, before the current economic
recession began, the findings show that:

Both the US$1.25 and US$1.45 (the poverty measure by per day besshticate a
substantially higher poverty count in 2005 than obtained using our old US$1.08 line in
1993 prices; 1.7 billion people are found to live below the US$1.45 line, and 1.4 billion
people live below the US$1.25 line. Focusing on the US$1.25Wwe find that 25% of

the developing worldds population in 200
1993 PPP (Purchasing Power Parityepresenting an extra 400 million people living

in poverty(Chen and Ravallion, 2008:22).

This working paper hiat was commissioned to conduct research on poverty on a
worldwide scale indicates an increase of people living in poverty on a year by year basis
as compared to the total world population even during a time of economic growth. The
analysis of the extenfo poverty in the world as a whc
0$1 a daydé Purchasing Power Parity (PPP)
two people with the same purchasing power over commodities are treated the same way

I they are either poor ronot poor, even if they live in different countries (Chen and
Ravallion, 2008:2) Depending on the income leveln individual iseither below or
abovethe poverty threshold, which ia standard measurement. For example, those

l' i ving bel owi tcdhemed omedayd |are extremely

and those |living below 6two dollars incol

In a collaborative effort between United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and
the World Bank, the PSIA (Poverty@ Social Impact Analysis) initiative was formed

to promote a more systematic assessment of the poverty and distributional impacts of
public policy reform as well as poverty reduction. The latest report of the PSIA
initiative published in January 2010 red® that the severity of the prevalent global
economic <crisis has turned in a human
chronically hungry people in our world are going up, not coming dowrobably 150

million more this year than would have beenptetie d a coupl e of ye:
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2010:2). The increase of the numbers of the poor and hisidue primarily to the loss
of jobs and income. This human development crisis will continue to take a serious toll
on the poorest long after the current sugtdiaconomic recovery finally begins.

Poverty is not a problem exclusively for
The rich and developed countries are not immune from the pain of poverty. They are
also facing the challenge of the cries of theitizens for justice despite their
comparatively higher averages of GNP and Per Capita Income. The measure of poverty
in the United States is determined by comparing annual income to a set of dollar values
called thresholds that vary by family size. Th& Qensus Bureau uses these poverty
thresholds which are updated annually to allow for changes in the cost of living using

the Consumer Price Index. The poverty thresholds for 2009 are:

Size of Family Unit Weighted Average Thresholds
One person 10,956
Two people 13,001
Three people 17,098
Four people 21,954
Five people 25,991
Six people 29,405
Seven people 33,372
Eight people 37,252
Nine people or more 44,366

(Sources: U.S. Census BureRavertyLast Revised: Septber 16, 2010)

According to the US Census Bureauds repoli

The 2009 ACS [American Community Survey is one of the two major statistical
surveys used by US Census Bureau. The other one is Current Population Survey or
CPS] data indicate an estimated 14.3 percent of the US population had income below
their poverty threshold in the past 12 months. This is 1.0 percentage point higher than
the 13.3 percent poverty rate estimated for the 2008 ACS. The estimated number of
peopk in poverty increased by 3.5 million to 42.9 million in the 2009 ABiShaw and
Macartney, 2010:2).

Poverty is a fact of life in the United States, the largest economy in the world, and is
increasing. It is public knowledge that the current economic crisis that dragged the
whole world down stems from the meltdown of the US-guime mortgage market.
Courtries throughout the world are not spared from the adverse effects of the crisis. The
last resort to prevent massive deterioration into a great depression is for governments to
inject public funds into major corporations in order to sustain the economjobsid

amid the substantial losses of these corporations and banks. It is unfortunate, and an

injustice, that part of the moneys these corporations and financial institutions received
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was used to pay out hefty cash bonuses in millions of dollars to thqsmwver, the

senior executives, while lowaid workers were facing lagffs and the loss of income.

The US Federal government has tried to reconcile this particular inequality issue
between the strong (management) and the weak (workers) by increasing tateta
specific to these bonuses but the result has not silenced the cries of those who lost their
jobs and income. The gap between rich and poor will continue to widen whether the
economic times are good or bad. This situation has arguably exceedepabitycaf

any ideology to sustain meaningful democracy and social order. Pascale (2007:79)
shows the US Congressional B u dax en¢comelof f i c e
the top 1 percent of the population rose by $576,000 or 201 percent betweesnii979
2000; the average income of the middle fifth of households rose $5,500, or 15 percent;
and the average income of the bottom fifth rose $1,100, or 9 percent (Centre on Budget
and Policy Priorities 2003).0 I n tehe mi
unemployment rates in the United States reported by the US Bureau of Labour Statistics
remain high' currently 9.6% (October 2010) compared with 5.8% in 2008s and 9.3% in

the 2009s (US Bureau of Labour Statistics, 2010:3). Based on the aboveatgiaaits

that oO6Third Worl dé people can be found i

According to another report produced by Charles Nelson of the US Census Bureau in
2006 (Nelson, 2006:9), the ACS survey (January 2004) of those living below poverty
shows a breakdown by race as follows: black (26.2%), Hispanic (22.9%), Asian (12.2),
and white (8.5%). The total population living below poverty in the same report is
13.1%. This report shows a wide disparity among different races with a small
percentage fopoverty for whites and much higher percentages for the people of colour.
The disparity in daily |ife, as Pascal e
African American, Native American, Native Alaskan, and Hispanic families that,
accordingto the US Census Bureau, have median household income&OFi below
governmenbased calculations for sedffu f f i ci ency. o |t i's not
current economic meltdown but an apparent reflection of the existential situation of
structural ad systemic imbalance in the society at large. Poverty is a real violation of
justice, or a violence of injustice, due to the systemic evil in our society whether or not

it happens to be in the developing countries or developed countries. It createstgegativ
with regard to selfvorth, limits choices of employment, education, housing and health
care, and deprives people of a better future life. How can we believe in and experience a

just world when poverty is an inevitable and persistent reality?
12



2.1.3 Sygems of Injustice and Oppression

Poverty is a reality of injustice for vulnerable people. These people, according to
Deutschet al. (2006:59), are unwitting participants in a system, from a society to a
family, in which there are established but unwritteditions, structures, social norms,

and the like that determine how some kinds of people are treated and that may also give
rise to profound injustices for certain categories of pebpibites versus blacks, males
versus females, employers versus eryppds, and high versus low in authority. These
traditions, structures, and social norms may also be the embedded forms of collective
oppressions on those deprived or marginaliaeithe bottom of the society. They may

find themselves in unequal conditionst lsimply accept them as a fact of life or fate and
remain silent. Moore, in his bodkjustice: The Social Bases of Obedience and Revolt,
describes his Hilepth empirical study of the innate human propensities around the
problems of authority, the divisioof labour, and the distribution of goods and services.

He argues that human beings in a stratified society accept hierarchies that are not merely
i mposed by force, but based wupon an 6i m
dominant and subordiragroups in a set of mutual obligations, while certain repressive
mechanisms may be still at work (Moore, 1978:23). The class and caste systems in
many societies represent a different concept of humanity in which the upper classes
represent 0 and uhese aththenbattorn targ furthest removed (Moore,
1978:29). Class and caste systems have their separate characteristics where class has to
do with social and economic status and caste is a social stratification defined by descent
and occupation, but ¢y consistently share the similar nature of oppression in a
hierarchical society. As such, these two systems will not be distinguished but grouped
as one essential class system for the examination of various oppressions. Moore
(1978:3234) also finds thadlivision of labour is capable of arousing moral outrage and

a sense of social injustice when the poor have no choice between starvation and taking a
job at very low wages and exhaustingly long hours. Another principle of inequality,
Moore (1978:3739) sees i s a sense of oO6enoughod of e
upon the value of different tasks and social functions when the dominant stratum claims
rights to a larger share of what the society produces. The concept of different categories
of people inourhi er ar chi cal society, as we <chec
realities of oppression, inequality and injustice against those at the bottom of the

stratified society, expressed in forms such as classism, racism, and sexism, whether they
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are implicit orexplicit. The forms of injustice resulting especially from the implicit
social contracts of our structured and established tradiindsustoms, althougthey

do not cover all aspects of injustice, still pertain to the current situations of our
contempaeoary society and are obvious examples worthy of discussion. There are also
more injustices outside of these three 0
forces of violence against the powerl ess
oppressions in virtually all societies in our unjust world, but are not inclusive of all
injustices. On the one hand, classism, racism and sexism demonstrate distinct
phenomena of oppression, but on the other hand, are closely interlinked. Brittan and
Maynad (1984:2122) rightly summarize the concept of real life oppression:
Aoppression is a function of the dseppamic
raceandclassnone of which has any claim to pri
expere nce of human beings, Acl assi sm, sexi
conceptual ghettos for the simple reason that in the real world they tend to cohere
together. o

Speaking of classism, racism, and sexism in thiiec2htury may seem a little outed

for many in the Western world. Advances in technology, economic transformation, and
public policies of democratic government are arguably the basis of a denial of the
exi stence of t hese 0i smso. There ar e 1
manufactuing activities because of technological advancement, which has created a
totally different society from the industrial revolution in thé"t@ntury. The economy

is transformed from an industrial base to a free competitive commercial setting. People
are o longer ignorant about their rights but have more opportunities to receive
education and the right to vote. Do all these really improve the inequality and injustice

in this world? When one looks at the widened gap between the poor and the rich, the
dominant force of white males on the boards of major corporations and governments,
and the poverty figures in North America and elsewhere, there is no doubt about all
sorts of imbalance of our society. It is not only that the economic transformation in the
Westen world does not help to improve the employment, but that it has let lower rank
employees face layoffs in the name of desizing in their home countries, so that most

l abour i ntensive woad&rst raa cet-& a dar ncsef ded ralttead toh
Wor | dd c o u n-hationat corpdrayionsma dxploit the very cheap labour costs

for marginally larger profits for the senior management and shareholders. In North

America, the governments of Canada and the United States have developed two
14



contrasing policies that are responsive to their growing cultural diversity. These are the
Omel ting potdé theory for the United Stat
They both share a common purpose, which is to build a society with an emphasis on
freedom and equality amongst diverse peoples. It aims at the essential means of
reconciling differences in culture, race, and religion for optimum living in social,
economic, and political senses for the majority of the population who are not feeling

particdarly disadvantaged.

The Omelting potd theory is thought t o
cultures, races and religions into a more homogeneous common society, while the
cul tur al mosai cO6 model encourenghases op | ur &
tolerance, respect and appreciation for diversity for a multinational society. -Grahn
Farley (2008:951), a law professor at Albany Law School in New York, criticizes the
Omel-gotn@ t heory: it is fAa metapghithhaonl y
horizontal social view of formal equality, while completely missing the point of
substantive inequality. o She writes that
classes, genders, sexualities, and ages, all within a very complex larthetss
hierarchical structuredo and there is a p
relations in American racism and classism (Gr&aney, 2008:939, 940). With the
recurrent social problems within American hierarchical structure, Grahey
(2008: 952) c onc | upbteis thet libeaat paréddbxhoé themmedividualn g
freedombébs dependence on the threat posed
identity of an individual but a loss of an identity in substantive inequalitacé and

class within the melting pot society. In the cultural mosaic approach, each ingredient
within the culture, race, and religion retains its integrity, flavour, particularities, and
proud traditions, while the society recognizes these as integred ph a more
encompassing whole. Christian sociologist Bibby points out some cracks that have been
devel oping in Canadads mosai c. For exampl

cultural minorities and majorities continue to clash over such a basic issue as to whether

or not there shouléven be a multiculturalism policy and program, and over specific
matters, such as Sikhs wearing turbans in the revered Royal Canadian Mounted Police,
women and men are frequently polarized as they try to resolve issues of equity, and
burgeoning numbers afterest groups are championing issues that are limited only by
oneds i magination, and frequently demons:H
or any view other than their own (Bibby, 1993:416).

He asserts that the mosaic dream for a just, free h@mwrmonious society has not
materialized for two reasons. {esusthdhhe e x
15



and weversusthem mentalities that emphasize diversity over commonality is without
subsequent vision and cannot achieve an explicit sers®eristence or identity for the
members of occupational, economic, cultural, ethnic, gender, environmental, or other
groups. (2) The excessive Orelativismd c
ideas, experiences, values and beliefs has led tc ount r y -everftholg a Ot
societyodo that has | eft everyone fragment
418421, 421423). The mosaic remains a myth. Despite various models for public
policies riding together with an evexpanding and éamsforming economy, theologian
Brownds 1970 prophecy becomes significal
forward surge of the economy wipes out every economic injustice and puts an end to all
economic misery ... on the contrary, as an expanding agpsbowers its gifts on the
many, the plight of those who stil!]l r e me
(Brown, 1970:67). In other words, the exaxpanding worldly economy and liberal

public systems would not do away with the reality of injustite. live, as a matter of
fact, in an unjust worl d. My study of al
characteristics and, more importantly, the sense of injustice. Therefore, this chapter will
not search exhaustively for an-depth socialtieory, but will be concerned primarily

with the oppressions that incorporate class, race, and gender in our daily life.

Classism is a system of prejudice, discrimination, and institutionalized oppression
toward a category of people, particularly the pdbis a systemic evil that has been
deeply embedded in our society, not only in political and economic terms to identify the
class differentiation, but also to label certain groups of people in various subjective
dimensions such as social status, atdtuand lifestyle. Classism is a relatively new

term coined in the twentieth century and rarely defined since. Barone (1998:7), a
professor of economics at Dickinson Col l
systematic oppression of one group by heobased on economic distinctions, or more
accurately oneb6s position within the sys
Bowles and Gintis from their bodRemocracy and Capitalisnat the institutional level

of classism, A sy consexuential @owaer Itol be engloysdoagainst thé
wills and efforts of those affected the
Theological Seminary in the US, takes the approach of theological anthropology in his
study of classism. He writes that:

The heart of classism is commonly defined in political and economic terms, but it also
takes on other dimensions such as social status, attitude, and lifestyle. Classism is a
societal institution that creates and perpetuates economic exploitation, political
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domination, social stratification, and differential treatment. It has to do with unearned
privileges of certain groups, alienation of labourers from the fruits of their labour,
unequal access to resources and accumulation of the wealth by the few, matginaliz
elitist lifestyle, powerlessness, colonization, cynicism and fatalism, and other class
injuries (Fernandez, 2004:75).

Although classism happens in virtually all modern societies, especially those under the
capitalist system, Fernandez argues agathe ideological legitimation of class
stratification as a divine arrangement o
not a divine arrangement, nor ordained by God, and it does not serve the purposes of
God under the condition of human abion. Instead, class stratification is a violation

of Goddés intention for the whole of cre
market theory of capitalism, the market is the medium for free exchanges of
commodities, products of human labour, morayl capital in a capitalistic system in

the defence of efficiency, productivity, and prosperity. This is what Adam Smith
describes as the oO0invisible handd of the
the laws, competition, and supply and demahthe market. Smith realizes that each

one in the market would seek his or her own-seftft er est but argues
his own interest, he frequently promotes that of society more effectually than when he
really intends t &438r omote ito (Smith, 19:

Friedman, a NobePrize laureate of economics, is a strong advocate and modern
exponent of a marketriven economy. He recognizésatthe prices that emerge from
voluntary transactions between buyers and sellers in a free market could codhdinate
activity of millions of people, each seeking his or her own interest, to make everyone
better off (Friedman, 1990:13). This freedom in exchange can bring about coordination
without coercion. What Friedman stresses is the political or governmentat pevee
threat to freedom:

The fundamental threat to freedom is power to coerce, be it in the hands of a monarch, a
dictator, an oligarchy, or a momentary majority. The preservation of freedom requires
the elimination of such concentration of power to the fullest possible exterthand
dispersal and distribution whatever power cannot be elimiriatedystem of checks

and balances. By removing the organization of economic activity from the control of
political authority, the market eliminates this source of coercive power (Friedman,
1962:15).

He tends to undermine the economic and social power that may cause imbalances as
well in our economic activities by those who have the authority and power to dominate

in the distribution of resources and division of labour. Friedman (199@&féhds his
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concept of selinterest it is not myopic selfishness but the interests that attract
participants whatever they value and whatever goals they puikeiethe scientist

seeking to advance the frontiers of his or her discipline, the missiceaking to

convert infidels to the true faith, and the philanthropist seeking to bring comfort to the
needy.However not everyone is a scientist, missionary, or philanthropist and humans

are not perfect and can be wrong. He even challenges the coneceptofp or at e 0 s
responssiami scogdbéepti on and affirms his be
social responsibility of busine$sto use its resources and engage in activities designed

to increase its profits so long as it stays within tHesrwf the games, which is to say,
engage in open and free competition, wit|
He concludes by quoting Smith: HABYy pursu
that of the society more effectually than whenreally intends to promote it. | have
never known much good done by those who
(Friedman, 1962:133).

Both Smith and Friedman, however, do not realize thatirselfest does not provide a

basis for empathy for other leads one to see others in only utilitarian terms.-Self
interest can easily devolve into captivity to desires that fail to be directed to any good
outside of oneself. The result of seiferest would thus shape the human urge for
dominance and contrand cause inequalities in the creation and distribution of wealth
and resources (Poling, 2002:87) . Therefo
values of human beings and the rules of the market. The welfare of the whole society is
notguides ol el y by this &6invisible hiaterestiof but

ongs egoism together with whatever poweneh a s . Fernandez poi ni
appeal to the o6éinvisible handd hides th
politcs ( power ) ; it mystifies the question
2004:79). He concludes that fAsince the ol

creations and, more specifically, alienated and reified products of human labour, they
arenet amorphosed into idolso (Fernandez, 2
system of the free exchange of goods and services into the formation of social class and

subjugate human | ife to oO0fetishism of <col

Living in the bottom and marginalized social class is not necessarily the consequence of
oneds own fault for not earning reward al

noris it to be seen as a misfortune due to fate. It is, as explained above, not therinten
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of God to create fragmentation among human beings. Classism is a structured system of
inequality instituted by human setfterest with economic and political power. Barone
(1998:11) states that Acapi tal i sam dh afst hbee
three key economic institutions that generate classes are: private ownership; the
hierarchical organization of capitalist factories and offices; and the capitalist division of

| abour . o These t hr e e-based systent oft dona@tiors anat r e a t
subordination between owners and {mwners, managers and noranagers, and
professionals and negprofessionals. Those who are not in the dominant position and
lack the power to negotiate are denied their share of the better jobs, resources, and

incomes. Pascale (2007:81) also explains what factors constitute class, based on three

di fferent theori es: Mar x6s working <cl as:s
economic stratification, and Dahrendor f &
aut hority. Pascale shares a common theor.y

empirical study of authority, the division of labour, and the distribution of goods and

services.

Marx formulated his understanding of capitalism toward the development, definition,
and function of primary and secondary job categories within hierarchies between
bourgeoi si e and proletarian. Mar x6s stu
primarily to the exploitation of workers and to class conflict. The relationship between
the ownercapitalists and the wagabourers became class antagonism under the
revolutionary production and division of labour settings. The working class must
increase proportmat e capital from their | abour to
i n Maownkwrsls:

€ must sel | t hemsel ves pi ecemeal, (as a
commerce, and are consequently exposed to all the vicissitudes of competitifin, to

the fluctuations of the market. Owing to the extensive use of machinery and to division

of labour, the work of the proletarians has lost all individual character, and,
consequently, all charm for the wemkan (Marx, 1969:18).

Under the development dfiat modern industry, masses of labourers are placed under
the command of a hierarchical order . Ma |
slaves of the bourgeois class, and of the bourgeois state; they are daily and hourly
enslaved by the machine, the overlooker, and, above all, by the individual bourgeois

bY

manufacturer hi msel f. 0O
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Separately, Weber (1969:25) developed a detailed description of class stratification,
such that owners of goods in the form of consumption (wealth and properties) were at
an advantage over the owners of production (working class) in the overall distribution
of goods and services. He, therefore, st
phenomena of the distribution of pliswer w
class system is represented by economic possession of goods or skill and property that
may yield income or return for i1ts owner
mere Oethnicd or 0raced6 differentonati on
Finally, Pascale (2007:81) summaries Dah
of the distribution of power and authority resulting in the manipulation and exploitation
are attached to work, wealth, consumer goods, and other commodified doltonsl

Despite arguments insisting that racism and sexism are distinct forms of discrimination
and should be classified independently from classism, people suffering from race hatred
and gender inferiority are not totally disassociated from other setéions, especially

the sphere of production and division of labour in our commercialized society. Brittan

and Maynard write

Class divisions are accentuated for womer
merely emphasize the impact on them ofadisantages experienced by the working
class as a whole ... These additives <co
occupational inequality, making them a particularly disadvantaged sector of this class
(Brittan and Maynard, 1984:36).

Inthe earlieraal ysi s of the 6émelting potdé theor:
create a homogeneous society cannot totally eliminate the social inequality problems of
racism, sexism, and classism. Brittan and Maynard citdinbdeng of O.C. Cox in his
CasteClassand Race hat fr aci al prejudice is a pro
causally linked to the development of the capitalist mode of production. Racism as an
ideology was formulated as a justification for the exploitation of labour power asd wa
therefore, a direct product of the bourc
1984:39). Racism is, therefore, one part of the class conflict makilagk and

colouredan expressiosynonymous with inferiority.

Womends oppressdomi camnebms def i ndeir pos
processao, Ain terms of the absence of pr
capitalismdo and fAtheir exploitation thro

relations with the capitalist patrir c hy of a male dominant
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Maynard, 1984:51, 58). Racism and sexism are not totally distinct from classism but are
produced as a part of classism in our claased economic system. Taylor (2004:67)
calls this 6the tmesr geratt Meomies &;r aveerwre s t
of a certain race, gender, age, sexual orientation, and class (and more), not just as a

person of a certain race. o

Race and gender are generally incorporat
ofitted intod the conventional class diwv
disadvantage, and subordination within the stratification of the society. Brittan and
Maynard (1984:69) think it is unausecdptab
the implication that gender and race simply increase the degree of oppression which is
involved, with no understanding that they qualitatively change the nature of that
oppression. o We mu s t understand that r a
expression of racism or sexism. Only when race or gender marks relations of privilege,
exploitation, and subordination, in turn, a sense of identity, community, and history, we
repeat the problems of racism or sexism by reifying the race or gender differen
People who suffer from race hatred or gender inferiority usually cannot be bought off by
improved economic circumstances. They will feel more strongly and increase bitterness
about the discrimination as improvements in their economic situation, ewhaiati
attainments, and level of social achievement all rise (Brown, 1970:73). The terms
racism and sexism are frequently used without definition by both scholars and
researchers. Indeed, the terms may have such widespread usage that most people
assume andaperally agree on their meaning. The definitions of both terms are seldom
found in research literature. Reid (1994:94) adopts the definition of racism found in the
1975 editonoMWe bst er 6s New Col Indgibatle eDi dthiadn ar
determinant of human traits and capacities and that racial differences produce an

i nherent superiority of a particular rac
full definition of sexism but only brief
aggi nst womeno with separate anal ysi s. on
Farley, gives a comprehensive definition of sexism inNbBes Catholic Encyclopaedia
Supplement

Sexism refers primarily to the belief that persons are superior or inferae another

on the basis of their sex. It includes, however, attitudes, value systems, and social
patterns which express or support this belief. It is a contemporarily coined term, rising
out of t he womenos mo v e me nt n itsapplicationda ord
men or women. Rather, it indicates almost always the belief that it is men who are
superior and women who are inferior because of their sex (Farley, 1979:604).

21



Both racism and sexism are often treated as in a similar category afgobeblprocess,
since they both refer to Onatural é and
1984:6) . The human biological di fferenc
typol ogi cal bias that Al umps p é&elpabissof i nt C
physiol ogical traits that vary continuou
idea of natural and inherent inferiority into the sphere of human nature and social and
cultural behaviour on the basis of colour and gender, to illumingergroup and
interpersonal differences. This-soa |l | e d Abi ol ogizedo view
behavioural traits in dominance hierarchies among humans (Taylor, 2004:49). Epstein
(1988:60) indicates that many sociobiologists of the (E.O.) Wilsoncédave been
commi tted to fAa model o f i nequity as a
mal e domination (patri ar c hy)ndexstsitfidvde mo st

variety of social forms and much variation between the sexes andgamdividuals,

groups, and racesd The Wil son school believes t h:
di fferently in their reproductive strate
pl acement in the division oif 198&4F)oHpsteini n t

(1988:51) shows that humans are enormously malleable and subject to social
conditonngand resists the Wi lson school 6s s
model s of O6mand (and Oraceb6) t hisforthendi c
hierarchy. Brittan and Maynard (1984:14) also argue that there is no way that we can
point to a particular racist or sexist act and say of it, that it is a manifestation of a
predisposing genetic trait. Sex is a matter of physiology, having tweitti the roles of
reproductive and nurturing processes. This is, however, not the single determination for
al | the soci al roles and | ocations of wo
dictate a personds t hi nihgiBmlggyalena bt redlly t vy ,
explain and justify oppression.

The study of gender and race ideals tends to distinguish between dominant or
hegemonic conceptions and oppositional or marginal conceptions. The systematic
domination for whites and men atlte correlation of subordination for people of colour
and women indicate a classlated racist and sexist stratification. Being ‘udrite
consistently correlates pretty well with being poor, poorly educated, or unemployed.
And women are considered passigiependent, and always under the protection of men.

People of colour and women are usually excluded from desirable jobs and positions in a
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capitalist economy. Exclusion happens because their sex or race becomes the focus of
attention rather than their woistatus and the talents and competence they bring to it
(Epstein, 1988:155). Women and coloured people are mostly put at the bottom of all
occupational strata and the division of labour no matter how high the academic level
they have earned or how talemitthey are. In addition, they are also excluded from
certain housing, education, and health care services in terms of allocation of resources
or the distribution of goods and services. This subordination of coloured people and
women is a critical componeirt the organization of modern society and is a primary
determinant of peopl ebs posi-related macisi and t h e
sexi st stratification IS transmitted t h
reproduction of power relaths within the social structure (Brittan and Maynard,

1984:99) . Epstein (1988:101) describes t
determinant in the acquisition of social
typingbo i s and hWdevaluatiegc factbi in gssigning certain designations,

traditions, and ideologies toward different races based on social bias and stereotyping.
The power retained by whites and men with the identity of race supremacy and
masculinity would place them the dominant upper class and advantaged positions and

in the form of patriarchy. The practice of oppression or exploitation through exclusion
and inequality on race and sex can constitute a form of power which women and
coloured people do not have. Niebihd 9 96 : 6 7) descri bes these
cannot resist the temptations of power any more than the older oligarchies of history.
But they differ from previous oligarchies in that their injustices are more immediately
destructive of the verybasi$o t heir society than the inj
Oppression or injustice in our modern day implies power used against the powerless.
This powerful oppression is already embedded in unquestioned norms, habits, and
symbols, in collective consequass that refer to vast and deep injustices that are
suffered by such groups as women, people of colour, and the poor. The systemic
inequalities not only limit but consistently deny women and people of colour the

upward movement and better future and pasimtinto chronic poverty.

The connections between modern capitalism and race as well as gender are truly
intertwined with the global system of political economy that helps to establish a ground
of ensl avement of O6Third \oorlard@r wpneeo,prd e,
a profoundly exploitative and unjust basis (Taylor, 2004:23). This involves legitimate

transatlantic or crosisorder labour tradefdr example,the importation of low wage
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labourers to work in the fields in North America and Euroge)well as illegitimate

human trafficking of sex slaves and prostitutes and illegal alien workers. Fernandez
(2004:139) explains how the industrialized countries deal with the transition to a global

i ndustri al economy: i wh i | romicallp randi racially n g t
marginalized, industrialized countries encouraged massive immigration to provide
competitive wage | abour o and, on t he o]
industrialized North to the struggling South as traasonal corporationsegk a

6f avourable investment climate. 60 By doi |
breaks, |l ow wages, nNo insurance and soci
no labour unions and less governmental regulation regarding environrsafgsy.

Il reland (2010) quotes CdeBacabds present a;

Kennedy Jr. forum in 2010: AWor |l dwi de, t
exist in some form of slavery; part of a shadow economy that turns a US$38 billio

annual profit for traffickers. About a t
sex servitude. 660 Raci al and sexual di scr

particular nation or country but has become a global issue and busihespedple
subject to this discrimination are not only exploited by the capitalists but also violated

by the human traffickers.

Libertarianism and Egalitarianism have received tremendous support in the last 50
years, primarily from academics and liberalifiians. These theories have resulted in
movements for women6s | iberation, the ci
King Jr. in the United States in the 1960s, and the abolition of the apartheid and
segregation policies orchestrated jointly by Mal8/andela and F.W. de Klerk in South

Africa in 19901996. There are no doubt positive movements in attitude and behaviour
toward ending the prejudice and discrimination against people of colour and women in
recent years. On the other hand, scholars inas@cience, Dovidio and Gaertner

(1986: 9) , find that Afa signifi c-gearttrendh mo un
toward egalitarianismo and McConahay con
as follows:

(1) Discrimination is a thing of th@ast because blacks now have the freedom to
compete in the marketplace and to enjoy those things they can afford. (2) Blacks are
pushing too hard, too fast and into places where they are not wanted. (3) These tactics
and demands are unfair. (4) Therefamgent gains are undeserved and the prestige
granting institutions of society are giving blacks more attention and the concomitant
status than they deser{fdcConahay, 1986:923).
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The ideology of modern racism and sexism does not define the belie&thndes as

racist and sexist, and it is true that the pressures for new, less reactive items will
continue because of the changed value attached to racism and sexism. There is certainly
a shift in the ideology in the direction of less prejudice, bunhtgative feelings among

the dominant whites and patriarchal males are still there to some extent. The dominant
whites and patriarchal males believe white men have had to pay for the success of
blacks and women. These whites and males will behave as étbewt prejudiced and

mai ntain their interests in a form of 0¢
hiring preferences, interpersonal distance perception, voting preferences, and jury
decisions (McConahay, 1986:94, 97, 123). In a word, theisis@tion of race and

gender, and to the extent of social class, still exists, and the basic inequalities remain,
but only in a 6subtled or O6covertd appl i

White America, although generally complying with a #mgoted ideology, has not
truly internalized feelings and beliefs commensurate with their espoused attitudes.
Because the olthshioned form of racism, the type that is typically tapped by opinion
polls, is evolving into more subtle, more rationalisable l@ss overtly negative forms,
many whites appear (and may actually believe that they arepneurdiced and noen
discriminatory (Dovidio and Gaertner, 1986:316).

To summarize what we have found regarding the essential characteristics of injustices

pertaning to classism, racism, and sexism:

(1) Identity is the first and foremost prejudice and discrimination of a class
oppression based on inherent biological nature, education, property
ownership or capital, occupation and position, life style, the racealords
t o, and onebs gender . This is the t
oppressed person or group to be inferior, less talented, and not worth as
much as the upper or elite class (Barone, 1998:15). The overt behaviour
would further distancegvoid, and exclude the lower and working class from
upward movements and from obtaining privileges within the capitalist
society because the working class people are perceived to be incompetent or
even stupid, lazy, and uncivilized. The systematic econerptoitation and
oppression of the working class is thus rooted and enforced in a cultural

belief and ideology that regards this structure as just and fair.

(2) Classism causes a sense of inferiority to lower class people. Fernandez

(2004 : 88) sdevastating ahditraumatid forta person, especially
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at a growing age, to experience di
position in the community. o There i
about their failure in striving to move up the socialdar when they have

been rejected or denied the opportunity for such upward movement. This
selfcontemptorselhccusati on Aimay include bl a
by being weak, stupi d, l azy, or i n
2004:88). They ecept this dowrgraded human value, this social
construction of reality, as the natural state of their being and come to terms

with thestatus quaf social inequality.

(3) Classism breeds powerlessness among the working class whether they are
women, coloured people, or simply poor. Because of their frequent failure
and betrayal of their dreams of a better life, they are unable to generate the
power or authority to sustainghts, opportunities, rewards, and privileges
from the dominant groupthat is owners, managers, and government.
Fernandez (2004: 89) notes that it he
volunteer their labour and time, but relegate the planning and dexigion
thesecal | ed educated and the wealthy. o
a system of power to distinguish and interpret the hierarchical ranking of
importance in each category. The daily practice would express the
relationship of a historicalra current status in a particular situation as well
as in the multiple contexts of social and political systamd the working
environment, as stated above, between managers and workers. The working
class virtually lose their voice, influence, and powemlil aspects of their
|l i fe and may reach, as Fernandez (2

which is the death of hope and the subversion of the future.

Classism, racism, and sexism are systems of oppression and products of human
creation. Theseystems are conceptualized and then presented through a combination of
human attitudes (prejudice), behaviours (discrimination), public policies, social
structures, and ideologies, developing into an institutionalized collective power in an
undifferentiatechierarchy of social, political, and economic inequality. Humans, on the
one hand, falsely assert their significance in terms of racial, sexual, and social class
identity, and, on the other hand, stubbornly deny their common humanity in creation

and theirb el | e f t hat al | humans ar e mad e i n
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women, white or black, upper or lower class, are all created equal with intrinsic worth
and inherent dignity. Smith (1981:122), quoting Martin Luther King, resolves that
i s e g r e peasbcialoerpression of racism, was a denial of the intrinsic worth and
inherent dignity imparted to all human personality by God ... Innate worth is shared

equally by all ... There is no graded scale of essential worth, no divine right of one race

overamt her. 0o The Word of God in Paul d6s | et
of i ts Creator t hat fher e t her e i s no
barbarian, Scythian, slave or free, but

On the contrary, humans deconstruct the divine arrangement but construct the class
stratification on the basis of race and gender as well as material worth to defeat the
purpose of God by creating the condition of human alienation. Human beings are not in
solidarity but continuously against one another and, more importantly, against God in
sin. The subject of O0ismsdé is thus const

debris of human sinful nature and profound alienation.

2.2 SINS THAT MATTER
2.2.1Introduction

0This is an unjust worl ddéd is a phrase fr
(Lebacqgz, 2007; Shklar, 1990). We are born into the world which is not morally neutral
but a place filled with injustices originating from pride, corisaence, aggression, and
violence. Human injustice is not simply a harsh way of life in this world. It is a wilful
aggression deeply embodied in our structure, institution, and system through sinful acts
and attitudes of the privileged people who confrantl do damage against groups of
people suffering from various forms of oppression, exploitation and injustice. The roots

of these human crises stem from the universal sinfulness of humans, often expressed in
corporate forms. Human injustice is evil, sinfahd destructive to our world. Sin is a
theological term denoting a violation of the relation between humanity and God and a
vi ol ation against God because humans 0 mi
they are sinners i n dlmandate togpumanityirfthe@reation Go
account is a responsibility to keep the world in good order and harmony. There is no
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guestion whether we should be our brot he

divine command.

Humans are sinners and livea sinful world. Though humans have the essence of free
self-determination or wilto-power, we are not se#fufficient to attain a harmonious
relation of obedience to the divine centre and source of life. Instead, we contradict
ourselves, as Niebuhr (1846, 17) describes, on account of the infection of sinful
rebellion in our defective and distorted essence, and wrongly use our freedom. We are
i nescapably and wultimately responsible f
and solely individuallt always has a social effect no matter whether it is committed by

a sinful person in explicit action or in the attitude of the mind and heart. Niebuhr
(1996:179) di stinguishes sin i n bot h r
di mensi on o febelion againstsGodnhisedfat to usurp the place of God.
The mor al and soci al di mension of sin i
harmony of creation as all human life is involved in the sin of seeking security at the
expense of other fé. Niebuhr also points out the tragic discrepancy between the
personal and social dimensions of moral behaviour and thus writes:

A realistic analysis of the problems of human society reveals a constant and seemingly
irreconcilable conflict between the eds of society and the imperatives of a sensitive
conscience. This conflict, which could be most briefly defined as the conflict between
ethics and politics, is made inevitable by the double focus of the moral life. One focus is
in the inner life of theidi vi dual , and the other in the
From the perspective of society the highest moral ideal is justice. From the perspective
of the individual the highest ideal is unselfishness (Niebuhr, 1960:257).
These two moral perspectwdor individual and society are not mutually exclusive.
They work closely hanth-hand in every walk of our daily life as individuals and as
groups of individual s. Both the individu
are sinful. Their weaknessd incapability of achieving moral needs and imperatives in
ordinary relations between individuals and in the life of social groups beget larger and
more complex problems. Sins and moral failures are much more complex than can be
simply accounted for bgn individual or any collection of individuals. The following
study reviews the structural relations between personal sin and social sin and identifies
the impacts and problems leading to systemic evils of our world. This will be followed

by an analysis afertain radical sins that contribute to these systemic evils.
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2.2.2 O6Structures of Sinod: Soci al Sin ani

The Word of God speaks of injustice with reference to group or collective sin in Isaiah:
AWash and make yourselves c¢cl ean. Take yo
wrong, learn to do right! Seek justice, encourage the oppressed. Defend the ¢hese of
fatherless, plead the-1HI¥)e of the widowo

God specifies particularly the o6cityd 1in
harlot! She once was full of justice; righteousness used to dwell in her, but now
mu r d e r e ahsl:219 NIY).ITeeacourse of action that God prescribes is expressed in

redemptive and evangelistic terms in 1:1
the Lord. 6Though your sins are | ike sca
arereda cri mson, they shall be I|Ii ke wool 60

The apodictic law of command in the Old Testament makes individuals all culpable for
their own sins. The book of Deuteronomy
their children, norchl dr en put to death for their f&
(Deut. 24:16). However, God clearly points out in the book of Isaiah that the oppressive
conditions are the results of the evil deeds of the people in the city, and He holds the
whole ciety responsible. It is important for us to understand what the social aspects of
sin are, how their ubiquitous nature would impact our society and result in systemic
evils, as well as what the relationships between personal and social sin are. Id the Ol
Testament thought, there is a sense of solidarity, as Israel was a people of a divine
covenant which was fundamental at all historical stages. Forster elaborates this thought
by quot i nghedagydi theo@d TegamegntVvol ume | 1) withial n i
the solidarity thinking we find a living individuality which, as distinct from
individualism, is to be understood as the capacity for personal responsibility... This
stands . .. in fruitful tension wittdr, t he
1978:8) . He continues to explain that da
of his community even though there are times when entry into that community is by
conversion as much as by birtho (d$nog ster
not labelled in the OT, the characteristics of its injustices are recognized throughout and

divine commands are always given to reduce it.
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The 6 vwkosmosd in every teaching about evil in the New Testament, giving it a
status apart from anddependent of any individual human will and a subsistence of its
own, an organized or structured basis. It may also refer to the entire population of the
human race on the earth. Particularly 1in
spiritualfa ce, the antithesi s, as it was, of t
It is not that world created by God in the beginning but a state of the world that
represents a countered force, a power and order against the Kingdom of God that
controls, as stad in Ephesians 2:2, the life and ways of the unbeliever and the
disobedient. Believers are exhorted to separate from the evil attitudes and practices of
the world and not to be polluted by the world (I827). That does not mean that all
believers shdud avoid the world totally. Erick
believer is not merely to avoid the world, however. That would be largely a negative
and defeatist approacho (Erickson, 1998:

thattheymags ee your good deeds and praise your

It is also clear that Christian faith wi
overcomes the world. This is the victory
John5:4, NIV).

The concept of social sin began to appear initially at the turn of the 20th century in
relation to questions of poverty, injustice, war, and peace. Rauschenbusch was one of
the leading exponents at the time to introduce the liberal socidlafi€ristianity by
transforming the structure of society (Erickson, 1998:332). His liberal position virtually
obliterated a O6Christianized®d movement o
was vigorously rejected by conservative Christians. Social véas not actively
articulated and addressed until the 1960s, after Vatican Il, as a modern Roman Catholic
soci al teaching on the weakness that und
sustain effective work for justice in our society. On theotheh and-evan @galeioc a
movement in the United States was also launched around the mid 1900s among
evangelicals to stress the social relevance of the Gospel and the divine calling of social
responsibility for Christians to exercise their priesthoodegubtn earth. Catholic social
teaching has since increasingly connected its robust Christian understanding and praxis
of common good guided by a Opreferenti al
gospelinspired struggles for justice (Hinze, 200834. It has explicitly incorporated sin

as a social evil. Catholic writer, Kerans, wrote his classic ISotul Social Structures

which has become a reference for contemporary study of social sin. In this book, Kerans
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(1974:79) does not provide a cleafidition of social sin but, instead, he elaborates the
characteristics of a soci al Sstructure: f
emerges as people act out a decision which is biased, narrow and destructive. It can be
sinful in its consegences: others confronted with a situation so structured are provoked
to react defensively and so to reinforce
A social structure can be sinful in both its source and consequence for the people within.
Ookde (1990:29), another Catholic write
guoting Henriot: A6Social sindé refers to:
human dignity, stifle freedom, and impose gross inequality; (2) situations thabterom

and facilitate individual acts of selfishness; and (3) the complicity or silent acquiescence
of persons who do not take responsibili
covers sin within structures and situations not only in active or expimite but also

passive inaction. The scope of social sin extends from active participants to include

onlookers as well.

Pope John Paul 1 consi der s f oRecomikhiiof f er e

et Paenitentig1984) as summarized by Hinze:

(1) Social sin connotes the innumerable ripple effects of every individual sin that

occurs Oby wvirtue of human solidarity
is real and concrete. 0
(2) Sin is social insofar as it entails the direct mistreatment of otimeogposition

to Jesusd command to neighbour | ove.

against justice in interpersonal relationships, committed by the individual
against the community or by the ¢ ommt
policies that ontravene the rights, dignity, or proper freedom of persons are
socially sinful in this sense; as are
common goodd by | eaders, citizens, wol!

(3) Social sin may refer to unjust relationshipsviedn groups and communities.

These situations involve collective dynamics which, when entrenched, are often
experienced as anonymous forces.

(4) A final interpretation completely divorces sinful social structures from
participantséo d e c immg mstitation® or systanis,enott i 0 n
individuals, for social evils. This is an understanding of social sin that Catholic
teaching firmly rejects. (Hinze, 2009:4445).

This comprehensive meaning of soci al S i
comprisesunjust acts of commission or omission against the common good of
neighbours under the negative social dynamic forces. It is the result of the accumulation

and concentration of many personal sins.
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Ob6Keef e -56)1 @8s0a 4oziologic#heological approzh to interpret the
development of social structures and the understanding of human injustice as the
violation of a relationship with God. He starts with the basic presupposition that
Ahuman exi stence is uniquely meupsasaciall an:
economi c, political, and cultur al struct
structure that continues in history from one generation to the next. He then describes
how soci al I nstitutions and (sQorKuecetfuer,e sl %99
44). externalization (society is a human product); objectivation (society is an objective
reality); and internalization (man is a social product). Externalization describes the
process by which persons make so@e#)l social structuresnd institutions are built

up over time by human decision, action, and cooperation. Once the pattern of human
value from conscious decision is embodied, the structure continues over time and no
longer involves conscious human approval. This is the momdirta with what Pope

John Paul Il refers to in his points (1) and (2) above, on direct personal sin and
mistreatment. This patterned structure from original human conscious decision over
time becomes relatively independent of any choosing and coopesatmman agents

and is called objectivation. It may also be viewed as if this patterned structure was
something other than human produaften experienced asn anonymous force as in
Pope John Paul Il 1 s point ( 3)turesWhichpre peo
exist them, people, without their awareness, would adopt certain actions and carry out
certain relationships within the shape ¢
confirms that #Ain | ar ge mewesandvwewspobrealty n s
from the societal structures in which they are born. What has become objectified
becomes internalized, that is, as a child is socialized through the process of informal and
formal education and training, he or she internalizesvétheerelationships which are

the foundation for the structures and i
moment, however, does not excuse humans for their wilful participation in the sinful
soci al structure. We wi b tespansibdityyiliabiéty ahdu r t h e

culpability for social sin later in this chapter.

The paradigm of personal sin probably still is-preni ne nt i n most pe
especially evangelicals and conservative Christians, who may be uneasy with the label
600 al sinoé. It is certain that an under
freedom and responsibility. On the other

society off the hookd and draw upon a f
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1990: 22) . Keransdé study has clearly conf
and Ob6Keefebs O60bjectivation momentd has
O6Keefe (1990:22) makes the pointtualy hat
independent existence in the social world and has then become unavoidably part of the
i ndividual 6s experience of sin. It i s a
situated6 in, the O0sin of thelytwlerequdtéd. Th
to oO6original sind or sinful natur e. It s
internally and externally as structures and situations and as complicity or acquiescence
(O6Keef e, 1990: 30) . The S y «xisne anes notodnly c | a ¢
embedded in our institutions, structures, and systems, but are actually doing their
destructive work of injustice and oppression to the subjects of a collective mass. Baum,

as quoted by O6Keefe, distinguishes four

First is the level of the injustices and dehumanizing trends built into various institutions
- social, political, economic, and religiousehi ch embody peopl ebs ¢

Second is the level of the cultural and religious symbols, operative im#dgnation
and fostered by society that legitimate and reinforce the unjust situations and intensify
the harm done to people. These symbolic s

Third is the level of the false consciousness created by these iogstatid ideologies
through which people involve themselves collectively in destructive action. The false
consciousness convinces them that their actions are in fact good. Conversion, as a
recovery from the blindness caused by false consciousness, ocicogsilprat this

level.

Fourth is the level of the collective decisions, generated by the distorted consciousness,
which increases the injustices in society and intensifies the power of dehumanizing
trends( O6 Keef e, 1990: 30) .

Theoretically we can tracedldevelopment of a sinful structure from an externalization
moment to the sinful choices of an individual or group. The initial sinful choice of the
individual or the group, through the course of history, has become patterned as an
embodied external struge and built subtly in the attitudes and perspectives of the
generation in the society. In other words, the personal sin has been embodied in
structures, in institutions, and in systems. Members involved in the structure, or the
institution, or the systemay contribute to sin implicitly and continue the situation but
with false consciousness, or no real awareness, or no sense of the conviction in which
they participate. This ignorance should not be used too quickly to excuse persons who
are unaware of iostices even though they are surrounded by the poor and the
oppressed (Ob6Keef e, 1990:70) . Whil e Baum

consciousness, Kerans (1974méa&8hi ngr ima pt
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knowingly choosingtoremaingnor ant or cherishing il |l us

Bi bl e, Acts 3:17: ANow, brothers, I kno
leadesb and 1 Peter 1:14: HAAs obedient chil
had when you lived in ignoa n c e 0, it seems that i gnor al
God. Yet Peterds i mmediate appeal to rep

would suggest responsibility for ignorance as an act of sin.

In an article entitlodd tchRoclinadi vSidruaadn @
clarifies the role of the individual in social sin in terms of responsibility, liability and
culpability and also answers, as quoted by Forster, the uneasiness and concerns of
evangelicals in fiyedaodi gl ukbeofesmanmngwi liu
and Athe wunawareness of the sinfulness ¢
1998: 659) . Hi mes designates soci al sin a
process of soci alializateot in @ world thatels madeiup &f anjust i S o
structures affects all human consciousness and leads to false consciousness as people
adopt ideologies supportive of the wunjus
terminology, he points out that mEmnsibility is a term for the cause of an event and
culpability is used primarily in the evaluative sense of being blameworthy (Himes,
1986:189). If responsibility comes with the role and duty to fulfil some expectation, and

if failure would be blameworthy r esponsi bility as o6émor al
equal footing with culpability. Liability has a different connotation: a person may be
liable for damage without being morally responsible, and is used in reference to
guarantees and authorization. mdis holds an individual culpable and morally

responsible for social sin on account of the following three considerations.

The first i ssue is o6role acceptance, 6 t he
role in the first place. A second considegri on i s o6r ol e enact ment
person fills out the role. And the third

the nature of the role regardless of who holds it (Himes, 1986:204).

An individual may b e ké onamrokelwhen hewonshechastipet a b
sense of moral standards and the explicit exposition of the suffering of those victimized
i n injustice. This role may be o0distaste
such role to exist at all. Himes summarites a t Athe individual 6s
curtailed, that is judged when she accepts the rules of the game, plays a particular role in
the game, or performs in the role accor
concl udes t hatortdw seléawarehesssandnour enaral judfgmenttbut we
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cannot excuse individuals from all moral responsibility because of the power of social
institutions and ideologiesodo (Hi mes, 198
asks: A Why 8 hoo helexpectad te @ rs@mething to oppose a perceived
injustice?0 (Himes, 1986:205).

This is a good question. People may be fully aware of the injustice as a structural sin in
society and may find themselves capable of making free conscious choicés not
participate. Himes does not stop there but is looking for more active opposition to
injustice expressed in concrete action. Unfortunately, many citizens including
evangelical Christians choose a contrary position and show an extreme tendency to
withdraw totally from involvement with the world. This withdrawal in itself is a sin and

an i njustice. Shkl ar cal l s t his Opassi
indifference to the misery of others but a far more limited and specifically civic failure
tostop private and public acts of injust:i
this as O6sins of omi ssion6 against t he
points concerning social sin. It is an obligation of citizens to be actively invatvig i
preventative and constructive measures to alleviate the circumstances of prevalent
injustice. Otherwise, the resulting injustice may be due not only to the unjust systems
but to many hands in general, who need to be reminded constantly of the epossibl
consequences of their inaction (Shklar, 1990:6). On the other hand, improving external
circumstances alone will not change the corrupt inner person, or the spirit of the society.
The social dimension of sin is the composite of the sins of individualstrand
culpability of social sin remains with individuals, as we concluded earlier. The emphasis

is thus on the individual and his or her conversion, repentance, and redemption. Society
as a social structure is not a moral agent. It cannot convert, repérie aedeemed for

its social sin. The onus is on individuals to adopt the strategy of evangelization for
conversion as prescribed by God in Isaiah 1:18. Henry (1964:25) asserts that all the
persons within society must be transformed in order to see bopbef social order:
APer sonal regeneration and redemption ar
proclaims the Kingdom of God as the new order, not some secular counterpart. And
Oexcept a man be born again me3cannodt se:
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2.2.3 The Despair of Defiance

Inherent in sin is a setleception, the denial of truth, wanting in desperation to be
oneself and to be related to the infinite. The title of this section is adopted from Soren
Ki er k e g aaPravocationds $poitkal Writings of Kierkegaard Chapter 37
describes precisely how humans desperately want to be their own master with power
towards existence and all enterprises. Kierkegaard states what the despair of defiance is:

It was desperately to rule ovigself, create itself, make this self what it wants it to be,

and determine what it will have and what it will not have. The one who lives in defiance
does not truly put on a self, nor does he see his task in his given self. No, by virtue of
his ownt wdenk ime constructs his own self o
there is nothing eternally firm on which it stands. Yes, the defiant self is its own master,
absolutely (as one says) its own master, and yet exactly this is despair ...Thausebe

such a self is forever building castles in the air, and just when it seems on the point of
having the building finished, at a whim it canand often doe$ dissolve the whole

thing into nothingKierkegaard, 2007:13240).

The defiant self fundanmeally prefers to retain privilege, power, and earthly material
needs out of malice, offending all other existence, but ends up undoing itself and

objecting to the whole of its own existence. Niebuhr (1996:183) quoting Sirach 10:14

writes: AnTheabégismnmi mg & o depart from Go
terms it is unbelief. Ni ebuhr (1996:183)
has consistently defined unbelief as the
Theunbekvi ng person |l ives in defiance, tryi

a relationship with God. On this basis, the defiant and unbelieving self furthers the
active and wilful attempt to author the sin of pride and other sensual sins (Allik,
1987:17).

People are ultimately culpable, as explained earlier, for their sinful acts which may
cover over unwholesome motives and violence against others in society with a veil of
goodness. Human sinful activities become both-dedtructive and worldestructiwe.

The dynamics of these human predicaments produce structures of social, political, and
economic oppression or to the systemic evils of race, gender, and class discrimination.
The following sections will cite three dominant sifispride, concupiscence and
prejudice i as examples of sins which effect destructive results in institutions,

structures, and systems of society as well as in individuals.
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Pride

While unbelief is the root of sin, pride is the basic sin or the beginning of all sins. The
assumptia t hat pride i s more basic than-othe
gl orificatiowred 6amMd ebselrf d effllows:es t he sin

What could begin this evil will but pride that is the beginning of all sin? And what is
pride buta perverse desire of height, in forsaking Him to whom the soul ought solely to
cleave, as the beginning thereof, to make the self seem the beginning ... What is pride
but undue exaltation? And this is undue exaltation, when the soul abandons Him to
whom it ought to cleave as its end and becomes a kind of end in (tsielbuhr,
1996:186, 187).

Niebuhr assumes that humans are tempted primarily in their own finitude as a limit and
chall enge to their desire for ardimitlesse x al
mastery and control. In his analysis, Niebuhr (199622@8) distinguishes between
three types of pride: pride of power, pride of knowledge and pride of virtue. He raises
the third type to a form of spiritual pride as a fourth type of pndeelf-glorification in

its inclusive and quintessential form.

The pride of power is a desire for control, the ambition for dominance, the effort to
enslave others and render the world subservient (Peters, 1994:98). This desire is based
on t he hsunmawn eagsosdu mPpu fi foinc iod n-nogséetl Ny d 6agaf
Ovicissitudes. 6 This form of pride is ct
groups and societies. It is the pretension of an individual or a group of individuals to
adopordmthan ordinary degree of soci al
human ego is not sufficiently secure or becomes insecure, it inclines to seek sufficient
power to guarantee social class and social power at the expense of others. This pride can
be sen as a form of greed, seeking wealth as a means to secure an increase of power.
The selfinterest of modern economic theory has tempted contemporary people to adopt
as a fundamental motive the desire for material wealth and social power, setting the sin
of the bourgeois culture. Those who have secure social power and wealth are not willing
to forfeit their power , as Niebuhr (199
himself in power and glory, the greater is the fear of tumbling from his eminence, or
losing his treasure, or being discovered in his pretension. Poverty is a peril to the

weal thy but not to the poor. o

Niebuhr (1960:9) argues in another bobkgral Man and Immoral Society t h a't it

disproportion of power in a complex society ... whichstdeyed the simple
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equalitarianism and communism of the hunting and nomadic social organization, has
perpetuated soci al injustice in every f.
intrinsically incapable of sebacrificial love and unable to estadtiithe obligation of
justice to others because of the hypocri
Al't has always been the habit of privile
opportunity for the cultivation of innate capacities anchth® accuse them of lacking
what they have been denied the right to ;

Leviticus 26:19: il wi || break the pride
l' i ke iron and your20darth | i ke bronzeo (E:
The pride of knowlede i s someti mes called O6the pri
onebdbs ignorance of the finiteness of t ho

obscure the known conditioned character of human knowledge and the taint- of self
i nterest i n(NiebuhrmHE96:195). Glairhirgy to be wise and superior in
knowledge than others, one must be a fool. There is nothing which humanity has any
right to be proud of, since a human only receives knowledge from another person or
possesses only a small part of thfinite knowledge that he or she discovers but has not
created. All human knowledge is, however, tainted by its own prejudice and failure to
recognize its finitude. It pretends to be final and ultimate knowledge and thus makes
intellectual pride somethg more than the mere ignorance of ignorance. The problem
with the pride of knowledge is in its explicit character which takes the universalistic
note in human knowledge as the basis of an imperial desire for domination over life
which does not conform ta. In other circumstances that insecurity must be hidden
because of the fear of another competitor or competitive group. A declaration may be
made to save the life of the world but, in actual fact, the intention is to save the self
from the abyss of setfontempt by destroying inferior forms of culture. Niebuhr cites an
apparent example in modern society:

In the relations of majority and minority racial groups for instance, for which the-negro
white relation is a convenient example, the majority groupifigs the disabilities
which it imposes upon the minority group on the ground that the subject group is not
capable of enjoying or profiting from the privileges of culture or civilization. Yet it can
never completely hide, and it sometimes frankly exg®$se fear that the grant of such
privileges would eliminate the inequalities of endowment which supposedly justify the
inequalities of privilege (Niebuhr, 1996:198).

The pride of virtue IS t o establ i sh 0 |
unconditione moral value. Niebuhr (1996:199) reveals the moral pride that is in all
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O0selighteousd judgments in which the othe
conform to the highly arbitrary standards of the self. When one person turns his or her
owngoodi nt o someone el sebs duty and judges
according to his or her standards, then his or her wish for-bgely becomes
something seriously in danger. This would turn-sgliteousness to a pernicious pride

that works evilin the human soul and that is the very vehicle of sin. Jesus does not
preach humility because of good virtue. He preaches it because it is the cure for the

deadly pride that makes us judge others or purge someone from our social circle.

In the parablef the prodigal sorfLuke 15) t he younger sonds sSi
damni ng t han triglegeousress.eAt thesemdntite €ldes sor i the one who

is standing outside in the dark, perfectly right and perfectly alone. Niebuhr (1996:200)
corcludes his reflection on the effects of seli ght eousness: AThe
racial, national, religious and other social struggle is a commentary on the objective

wickedness and social miseries which result fromsaélfg ht eousness. 0

Spiritual pridei s Ni ebuhr é6s fourth type of pride.
righteousness explicitly into the religious sin of sddification. When people attempt in

pride to make themselves their own ground and source of truth, they cannot succeed but
fall into the perversion and futility of slavery to idols of their own fabrication. This
failure which is caused by pride ruins the imitation of God because it has no firm basis

in truth. The person seeks to live for the sake of thé seith selflove. Pridestirs the
person to take pleasure in adoring self.
wilfulness asserts itself, and images of bondage and slavery are appropriate. Niebuhr
(1996: 200) confirms: Alt i's merahys-asélf
esteem. In that battle even the most pious practices may be instruments of human
pride. o Not only the ungodly are caught
praise God in order to extol o0 n ®retestant . N i
doctrine of the priesthood of all believers may result in an individuabiselfi f i cat i or
one is also lost in the sin of selghteousness. The true religion and morality of
Christianity must possess the attitude of submission to the eksdysolute authority of

God based on the personbdbs free use of r e
the rules and standards of God except in our loyalty to the standards of our humanity. If
not, Proverbs 16: 18 st at destructianyayhaughtyerit | vy :

before a fallo (NI'V, 1984). This is all 1
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Concupiscence

Concupiscence is a term denoting sensuality which is generally described as a
secondary consequence of h u ma rattemptso t® ret
summari ze Kar |l Rahnerds definition of <col

(1) Concupiscence, in its broadest sense, means desire.
(2) Concupiscence, in its narrower sense, encompasses everything in the person
which spontaneously precedes the free decaimhneeds to be integrated with
the free decision. This includes everything that is involuntary, passive, and
unconscious, in as far as these things need to be absorbed by the free decision.
I n this sense, concupi s c erdhto &detersinatet he
good or a determinate value, in so far as this act takes shape spontaneously in
the consciousness on the basis of man
the necessary presupposition of manés
(3) The narrowest seasof concupiscence is defined as the spontaneous desire that
precedes the free decision of the human person and resists it (Allik, 1987:21).
As humans cannot be in complete integration of the self with the free decision for God,
the free decision nevertains the full moral disposition of the person as a whole. As a
result, concupiscence induces envy and desifet he desire to acaqu
i ndul ge, to take pleasur e, to consumeo \
(1996:233) writes thathi concupi scence, Aithe self is
impulses of the body while on the other hand its undue gratification of these impulses is
regarded as merely a further formofdelb ve. 6 The amount of we
irrelevant with respect to this impulse to own. The ownership of huge possessions
would not diminish the love of money nor the desire to consume, not to mention those
who own nothing. The poor may demand or cheat on unreasonable welfare supports and
assistance while iaig with no intention of looking for work. Therefore concupiscence

infects the poor and the rich alike.

Peters discloses that concupiscence is a sin for both individuals and social structures:

The economic structure of the modern industrial world isldmmentally concupiscent.
Capitalism depends on the production of
excess value or profit that results from the mass production of goods. Surplus value is
tied to freedoni or so we have convinced ourselves. Thatmeour ability to control

and reinvest surplus value, the more freedom we have. Marx identified the desire to
gain control of the surplus of others as the primary drive between classes and between
nations (Peters, 1994:128).

Consequently, concupisceneall lead welldeveloped countries or upper classes to
extract more control over economic process for the purpose of gaining limitless surplus

from the Third World as economic colonies and from the poor working classes through
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economic exploitation. The man cost is poverty for the oppressed. The three senses of
Rahnerds interpretation of concupiscence
IS unavoidable in this life since it is the result of sin. Paul exhorts in 1 Timoth}06:9
ARPeopl e wdebrichwal mtb terhpdation and a trap and into many foolish and
harmful desires that plunge men into ruin and destruction. For the love of money is a
root of all k19849 dCencupibceneevis als@a désNair bf defiance.

Prejudice

Prejudce is an incorrect set of beliefs and a false generalization which are the grounds

of an unwarranted disposition or behaviour towards others or another group. It is a
judgment b a s ehénd experiemge eléat frbm insstdtions, structures, or
systems around a person, and applied to t
explained, earlier in this chapter, how social sin is developed from the second moment
(objectivation) to the third moment (internalization) to become a social product of an
individual within that social structure or institution. Allport (1958:8) gives this
definition of prejudice: AAn avertive or
a group, simply because he belongs to that group, and is therefore presumedtte hav
objectionable qualities ascribed to the
in a socially shared orientation toward a segment or category of people in the society.
The net effect of this prejudice simply places the object of prejudieedisadvantage

or in a generalized category not merited by their conduct or misconduct.

Prejudice is a pattern of negative attitudes directed against individual members of a
particular group, and is sustained by gghtifying considerations. Of cosg, prejudice

can also take the positive form of favouritism without any harm to a particular
individual or group. Although this positive form of prejudice does not present any direct
social problem, it still has a negative effect on those who are na Beimoured. Our

focus is thus rather on the negative variety than on the positive form of prejudice. It is
true that the negative prejudice always tends somehow, somewhere, to express itself in
action. Allport distinguishes certain degrees of negativ@madtom the least energetic

to the most:

(1) Antilocution. Most people who have prejudices talk about them. With like
minded friends, occasionally with strangers, they may express their antagonism
freely. But many people never go beyond this mild degree opadhétic
action.
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(2) Avoidance. If the prejudice is more intense, it leads the individual to avoid
members of the disliked group, even perhaps at the cost of considerable
inconvenience.

(3) Discrimination. Here the prejudiced person makes detrimdigtihctions of an
active sort. He undertakes to exclude all members of the group in question from
certain types of employment, from residential housing, political rights,
educational or recreational opportunities, churches, hospitals, or from some
other ®cial privileges. Segregation is an institutionalized form of
discrimination, enforced legally or by common custom.

(4) Physical attack. Under conditions of heightened emotion prejudice may lead to
acts of violence or semiviolence.

(5) Extermination. Lynchings, mwoms, massacres, and the Hitlerian program of
genocide mark the ultimate degree of violent expression of prejudice. (Allport,
1958:1415)

Though the fifth action may not happen daily, other actions from (1) to (4) are everyday
realities growing in frequecy in our neighbouring societies. The victims or scapegoats

of this systemic evil of prejudice are the people of colour, women, the poor and lower
classes who lack the power and are at a disadvantage to strike back or fight for equality

and justice.

Self-gratification is the driving force behind these implicit or explicit attitudes and
actions of prejudice. Allport (1958:34%19) analyses the relationships of anxiety,
insecurity, and selfesteem to prejudice and finds all correlations come down to the
aggression of pride, selespect, greed, and differential status. Anxiety is masked by an
aggression of pride and selfe s pect to cover up oneds oOwr
weakness when dealing with the threat from another group which is perceived to b
inferior to oneds own. One safeguards or
particular group in order to regain a sense of courage andelalice (Allport,
1958:346). Insecurity occurs in connection with economic insufficiency when there is
downward mobility, periods of unemployment and depression. These general economic
dissatisfactions are all positively correlated with prejudice. On one hand, the
apprehensive and marginal individual is vaguely terrified at any signs of ambition or
progress orthe part of any member of the egitoup, whether or not it may constitute a
realistic danger. Any such threat or danger will invoke insecurity and anger (Allport,
1958:347). On the other hand, people may grow fiercely possessive of properties and
materiak. This outright greed is certainly a cause of prejudite grabbing of surplus

from the outgroup (such as the Third World and the lower working class) and the
justifying of it (Allport, 1958:347348). After surviving economic worries, there is a

need fo status, prestige, and selteem. Allport (1958:348)rite s : AThe eff

maintain a precarious position can bring with it an almost reflex disparagement of
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others. o0 The t h-esteem i©Dtb sels theaidea that ane is betdr than

someoe else.

Prejudice is to look up to oneself or one person and to look down on another. James 2:1
discloses the incompatibility of such partiality or inequality with faith in our Lord Jesus
Chri st: AMy brothers, as belitegvedanoditn sc
favour i tes 2nillusirateviieeratsitude of discrimination: looking down on the

poor and looking up to the rich. James continues to show how absurd such deferential
treatment of the rich is. Christians must know in the first pladeGbd chooses as heirs

of the Kingdom not the rich but those whi
another despair of defiance, and relates to inability to enter the Kingdom.

In summary, individuals are all inescapably products of our sesjefust as our
societies are products of ourselves. This is awayg relationship between humankind
and the society, as O6Keefeds theory of
through externalization of personal sin, and objectivation of kagia leads to
internalization of personal sin. Humans are ultimately culpable for the structural sins
because of our free conscious choices in the disposition of pride, concupiscence, and
prejudice as sins of commission towards our neighbours. Thesef siammission are
destructive not only to the people living within the institutions, structures, and systems

of our society, but also lead to the ruin of human life in despair.

2.3 THE INACTION OF DESPAIR: THE VIEW OF MODERN EVANGELICAL
CHRISTIANS

2.3.1 Introduction T Sins of Omission

Are morally discerning Christians any different from rwmlievers who are also
morally good? The basic answer is that human processes of moral discernment are no
different among Christians than they are among those wafeo norChristians.
Nevertheless, Christian life is not simply a replacement of insufficient moral sensitivity
with more sufficient. The subject matter
approve what - HBogdod, spleasingl ahd perks t will o (Roma

Christians are to discern what God commands and enables them to do. It is the
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Christiands obligation and responsibilit
to do?d6 If a Christian negistalove histohleer mo r
neighbours, is he or she still considered morally good or innocent? The best ethical
practice of Christianity is to integrate biblically and theologically experiential
descriptions, compelling interpretations, and concrete guidalmesexplicit action to

the neighbours. Ford (1990:121) discloses the most persistent problem in ethics:
Al ndi fference, hardness of heart, apath
because we live in an imperfect world. In a perfect world, ingiffee would not be a
problem. In our world, however, indifference is never morally innocent. Until the

eschaton i ndi fference remains a central, i f

Traditionally, whether in legal or moral systems, the conatder of human behaviour
focuses on the sins of commission rather than the sins of omission. The concern is
usually about the outward harmful effect or damage of wrong or bad actions, rather than
of il naction or i ndi f f er e ®aesanclusivenof ifactiond 6 s
sloth, apathy, hardness of heart, and complacency in regard to prevalent evil conditions.
Indifference is both an attitude andagk of responséo what has happendd others.

The reason that systemic evils flourish in our society is that most of us do not care and
are simply unwilling to inconvenience ourselves for the sake of change. Ford (1990:14)
writes that a consideration aly ocauns catf f er
because of deliberate wrong decisions, but because the process of ddlibeists
making may be pre mpt ed altogether. o Therethadr e,
demand action is a deliberate decision, precisely the sin of omission.

Ni ebuhr (1960:78) also | aments regarding
communities and churches pride themselves on their ability to transcend economic and
social inequalities within the pale of their organization; but it does not folaivthey

will move vigorously against the social injustices in the larger society which they know
to be in conflict with their religious

defeatism in which the believer despairs of bringing any ethical vahe the situation

that demands action. The ter m-25% ®sdesailpei s mo
evangel i cal Christiansd expectation of t
sharing of i mmortality withe€boi $ob wahilkes

feeling of responsibility for changing unjust or unbearable social circumstances.
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Indifference is a sin against God for what we have left undone. Not only that
indifference is never morally innocent, it is, nevertheless, a sin ireyae of God.
James 4:17 states <clearly: AAnyone, t hert
doesndét do,108),. slitnsios (thNlev Chri stianbés obl
injustice and oppression; if not, it is sin. In theological termsfferdnce is the sin that
Abelieves in nothing, cares for not hi ng,
enjoys nothing, hates nothing, finds purpose in nothing, lives for nothing, and remains
alive because there i ((Eordpl®2083).ng f or whi ch

H. Richard Niebuhr (1978:6@5) proposes an ethics of responsibility in four elements:

(1) the idea of responsibility with interpretationt is a response with interpretation to
action upon us. This interpretation is not simply amaiaféf our conscious and rational
mind but also of the deep memories that are buried within us, of feelings and intuitions
that are only partly under our immediate control; (2) the idea of responsibility in answer
i it is not only responsive action but pesisive in accordance with our interpretation of
the question to which answer is being given; (3) the idea of responsibility with
accountabilityi it is an acceptance of the consequences in the form of reactions and an
anticipation of reaction to our reamt; and (4) the idea of responsibility in social
solidarityi it is the response to action in a continuing discourse or interaction among
beings forming a continuing socie#.Christian ethics of responsibilityust start with

a rigorous response of deeyerpreted understanding and willing accountability to a
collective good for the sake of society. Niebuhr then summarizes the norm of
responsibility of the Christian life:

The idea or pattern of responsibility, then, may summarily and abstractly bedlef

the idea of an agentdés action as respons
interpretation of the latter action and with his expectation of response to his response;
and all of this is in a continuing community of agents (Niebuhr, 1978:65

As Christians live in this world, all responses are interrelated with and to God and
driven by the movement of the social process to respond and be accountable in nothing
less than a universal community around them. Christian faith must, therefore,
aknowl edge the affirmation of responsibil

respond to al/l actions upon you as to r e:
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The question repeated by Himes (1986:205) challenges our sense of responsibility and
action: AWhy should a person not be expe

injustice?0o0

Christians within the evangelical movement are subject to repeated criticism by a
number of Christian scholars for disengaging themselves from the publice s

being indifferent toward social injustice. Henry (2003:30) rightly charged his
contemporary fundamentalists (a branch o
make relevant to the great moral problems in twentieth century global living the
mpl i cations of its (the Bibleds) redempt
their polemics for a biblicalpased contemporary worldview and social ethics, were
working together to stir and awaken the hearts of evangelicals and convince them of the
biblical sanctions for moral characfefor an inward living as well as an outward good

life. After years of scholarly work promulgating the responsibility of Christian social

i nvol vement , a jJjoint AChicago Decl ad ati o
in 1973 by 40 evangelical leaders in North America to confess to the Lord Jesus Christ
the |l ack of fulfilment of the complete ¢
love, justice, mercy and commitment to equality of wealth and gender, and prdataim
Gospel of the Lord Jesus Chri st and the
consummate the Kingdom (Sider, 1972)1 Subsequent to the Chicago Declaration,

the Lausanne Covenant was signed in 1974 to promote active worldwide Christian
evanges m wi th a specific section <called 0

International Congress on World Evangelization in Lausanne, Switzerland.

Now, more than thirty years later, only limited success has been achieved in offsetting
the evangelical comuni t yés independence and reluc
commitment to social concern. McLaren expresses his disappointment, together with a

slight hope:
|ltds depressing to see how I|ittle effect
Christian community to which it was addressed. But perhaps its intention has been
sl owly advancing in secret, and perhaps

to be fulfilled. Perhaps now our diverse Christian communities in the United States and
around theworld 7 especially their younger generatiohsare ready to engage more
deeply with Godds justice project. Per he
building all these years, and now the time has come for a global,-Cémised, cross
confessional,ysticeoriented spiritual/social movement to be born (McLaren, 2009:14).
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Social involvement in the form of humanitarian relief programs for the poor and hungry
has been the primary targeted engagement of evangelical believers plus some
participation by aganizations like World Vision International in recent years.
Neverthel ess, E s ¢ 0 b #he soaahattiorDaf thevimessionariesrwasr k
only remedi al, and that a concern for
1978:8). Such sociadction may indeed mitigate and ease some temporary pain and
hunger in the distribution of goods but not the perpetual poverty due to structural evils.
The evangelical church must search for and work harder towards a complete reversal of

the deficienciesfosocial justice in order to fulfil the call for the Kingdom of God.

In view of the persistent difficulties of social involvement within the evangelical
community, the following two sections will look into the reasons that hinder the
evangelical responsgilly to illuminate and preserveto take on the role of light and

salt in a darkening and decaying society. One section will be devoted to individualistic
pietism and personal spirituality and the other to the pessimistic view of the Kingdom of
God.

2.3.2 Individualistic Pietism and Personal Spirituality

Evangelical Christianity was in the mainstream of contemporary life and a leading force

in social and political spheres in the Western world during the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries. Stoeffler (IA:4) cites several examples of social involvement of the
evangelical s: AThe most popul ar early tr
William Wil berforce, an evangelical. Joh
evangelical and so wereoBert Raikes and the people who promoted the early Sunday
School movement, which was an institutdi
describes an early evangelical as one wh
refreshing range of interest) application of biblical Christianity to the wider problems

of life and culture, and an avoidance of restrictions and negations frequently associated
with fundamentalism in our times. o0 I n th
America turned, fm the previous active application of biblical messages in the wider
culture, into a passive pietistic community that separated both socially and intellectually
because of the threat of liberal Protestantism, humanism, and secularism. They became
uncoopertve with larger segments that fought social ills, and isolated themselves from

the social and structural needs of the world.
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Evangelical s have now defined themselve
emphasis on certain aspects of Chris@aperience: spiritual rebirth, conversion, and a

per sonal relationship to the Lord Jesus !
of private or personal experience and this faith has thus influenced the private aspect of
their daily life. The d ct ri ne of 0justification by g
personds radical individuality and 1is 1in
Kammer (1981:33) explains the individual
is now alone biere God; each totally responsible for his/her own salvation. There are

no mediators but -Choudtr el dhieopehispnal ©O
the key principle and a real dynamic of the individual faith relationship. The question is
wheter or not Christian faith should limit its discernment and worldview in regard to

what is external and public.

There is no argument about the characteristics of evangelical Christianity in the
development of the concept of the individual and personid. ffith the assertion of
individual autonomy and creativity in the modern Christian West, individual uniqueness
determines oneds own identity, destiny,
experiential element and personal feeling in encount&wdis a subjective matter and

an inner spiritual enjoyment of religion. This kind of piety may result in a tendency to
be narrow and legalistic as well as to deny the world. Evangelicals recognize the sinful
nature of humanity and that only God can save egenerate sinners from their own
sin. The sin which is referred to is exclusively individual sin rather than social evil.
Without an accurate appraisal of human society, evangelicals are prevented from fully
comprehending the ways in which they areluehced by society and may not be
distinct from the prevailing culture. They may divide the world into the saved and the

damned and find no human cultural expres:

The social and personal insecurity of the outer worldchasged the hearts of some of
the evangelicals from the expectation of
of a shared immortality with Christ. The hope of immortality is their narrow
interpretation of 1 Corinthians 158, which says:

| declareto you, brothers, that flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God, nor
does the perishable inherit the imperishable. Listen, | tell you a mystery: We will not all
sleep, but we will all be changédin a flash, in the twinkling of an eye, at thestla

trumpet. For the trumpet will sound, the dead will be raised imperishable, and we will
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be changed. For the perishable must clothe itself with the imperishable, and the mortal
with immortality. When the perishable has been clothed with the imperislaaloleéhe

mort al with i mmortality, then the saying
swall owed up in victory. & (NI V, 1984)

This provides, in the hearts of evangelicals, a spiritual hope of immortality that helps to

retain their inner resourcesd strength. The mindset of the evangelical churches is to

offer due worship to the true God and to look for its reward in the society of the saints,

of holy angels as well as holy humanity (Kammer, 1981:27). They are now more

eng

aged I n 01d worshipg leaddrship, cdisapleship, and evangelistic

activities. McLaren (2009:345) gi ves an wupdat e: AMostly

t he

priorities of t he o&échur c hchugh mastdrsh mo

brought together through Leadership Wetk did many thing well, one of which was

cou

nting attendees. 0 But he adds fAWe hes

(McLaren, 2009:14)

There is no doubt that the passion for a personal conversion and spiritual life is the

primary task of Christiaity, but this should not prevent Christians from articulating the

soc
per
God

i al relevance of the Gospel. The rede
sonal and social, wild.l be properly ad
0 B tThe alandonment of the social reference will only lead to a truncated

Gospel. Henry professes it clearly:

While it is not the Christiands task to c
primary effort apart from a redemptive settinigngly because of his opposition to evils

he ought to lend his endorsement to remedial efforts in any context not specifically anti
redemptive, while at the same time decrying the lack of a redemptive solution (Henry,
2003:87).

Since the introduction of @hristian social involvement movement in the 1970s, some

evangelicals have been actively engagedinding a holistic redemptive solution for

individuals in the social setting. Nevertheless, many Christians within the evangelical

community today remaighelteredwi t hi n t heir o6four wall sé

No wonderthatMcLaren, as quoted earlier, is so disappointed about the limited success

of the Christian social involvement movement.

Henry asked a question to more than one hundred evangss@ars at a conference

some 60 years ago:

How many of you, during the past six months, have preached a sermon devoted in large
part to a condemnation of such social evils as aggressive warfare, racial hatred and
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intolerance, the liquor traffic, explotian of labour or management, or the likea
sermon containing not merely an incidental or illustrative reference, but directed mainly
against such evils and proposing the framework in which you think solution is possible?
(Henry, 2003:4)

There was not gingle hand raised in response. If this same question is being asked

again today, how many of the evangelical pastors will raise their hands in response?

2.3.3 The Pessimistic View of the Kingdom of God

The meaning of the Kingdom of God has significamplications for evangelical
theology and its application to life. Moore (2004:11), the Dean of the Southern Baptist
Theol ogi cal Seminary, cites a number of

it spiritual or material? Is it the church or thend, or neither or both? Is it to be found

in evangelizing the | ost or in recl ai mi
divergent and contradictory understandings of the Kingdom of God among Protestants

and evangelicals and threaten the theologicakensus among them.

Entering the twentieth century, conservative evangelicals in North America proclaimed
the future Kingdom as a certainty of faith and the triumph of righteousness. They were
trying to counter the postmillennial optimism of thecial gospellers who envisioned

the Kingdom being ushered in on earth by the human effort of believers before the
return of Christ. In their protest, conservative evangelicals denounced the liberal social
reform movement as futile and deceptive world ¢fiag efforts based on a ndniblical

formula and therefore totally avoided engagenierstociapolitical concerns. This was
because they held no hope for an ethical world, possessed a pessimistic view of human
nature and considered world betterment imgmesiThis period has been known as the

OFundamdodald nisst Controversy. o

This secalled Fundamentalidflodernist controversy had provided a common ground

for both premillennialists and amillennialists to form a large evangelical segment as

tactical alliances against the liberal postmillennialists in order to defend an orthodox

position. Despite their various views of the return of Christ, both premillennialists and

amillennialists shared a degree of despair over the contemporary social order because

there was no hope for the conversion of the whole world. Premillennialists and

amillennialists put their focus only on eschatoldgthe second coming of Christas

crucial for the introduction of a divine Kingdom. Only when Christ returns to personally
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intervene and reign would His Kingdom on earth be realized. On the other hand, liberal
Protestantism proclaimed the postmillennial optimism that the Kingdom was a
O0Kingdom now6é prior to the return of Chr
onte part of conservative evangelicals in
Fundamentalism to work out a positive message within its own framework, and its
tendency instead to take further refuge in a despairing view of world history, tiudt cut

the pertinence of evangelicalism to the |

While Henry condemned the nduiblical context of the social reformation of the liberal
Protestants, he made an effort to rever:
social engageent in his booklhe Uneasy Conscience of Modern Fundamentalism

which he acknowledged that they could apply the biblical witness to evangelistic
endeavours and certain basic doctrinal affirmations but they should not neglect the

philosophical, scienti€, social, and political problems that agitate our century. He did

not agree with a | ess than complete eva
O0Kingdom nowdé references in parabolic an
proclaimed Kingdomt r ut h wi th a constant, exuber ant
Kingdom is here, and that it i's not her
described by Weeks (1998:93) in todayos
apostolic apafisvsiigoom ussndassault against soc
the evangel i cal spirit,o to reverse the
Asoci al vi sion, 0 Asoci al sensitivity, o

Christians includingevangelicals of today.

Henry suggests a four point solution for contemporary evangelicalism:

(1) To reawaken to the relevance of its redemptive message to the global
predicament;

(2) To stress the great evangelical agreements in a common world front;

(3) To discardelements of its message which cut the nerve of world compassion as
contradictory to the inherent genius of Christianity;

(4) To restudy eschatological convictions for a proper perspective which will not
unnecessarily dissipate evangelical strength in consgverer secondary
positions, in a day when the significance of the primary insistences is
internationaHenry, 2003:53%4).

The goal of this thesis coincides with
concept of the Kingdom of God and the divmandate for justice in order to construct

a coherent and integrative evangelical theology for spcitical engagement.

Evangelical Christians must therefore coalesce around a consensus about the central
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concept and meaning of the Kingdom of God, andv hbe Kingdom relates to

evangelical understandings @fchatologysoteriology, ancecclesiology.

Concluding Summary

This chapter highlights the reality of the systemic and structural evils of injustice in the
forms of classism, racism, and sexism arelréssulting poverty in virtually every corner

of the world, whether in developed countries or the third world. Injustice is a wilful
aggression rooted in the sinful acts of personal pride, concupiscence and prejudice,
which are embodied as social sins Ire tstructure, system and institutions of our
society. With the cries for social justice in our fallen world, the contemporary
evangelical Christians can only pride themselves on their ability to transcend economic
and political inequalities within their ith community; they neglect to fulfil their
obligation and responsibility to act acc
against the evils of social injustices in the larger society which they know to be in
conflict with their religious and mokadeal (Niebuhr, 1960:78). Their indifference is a
result of their oveemphasis on a personal pietistic experience in individualizing
conversion and faith and their pessimistic view of a premillennial eschatology that
shares a degree of hopelessnessdagpair over the social order of the whole world.
Their withdrawal from social involvement is not only a neglect of the social and
political problems but a result of a truncated evangelistic message in the proclamation
of the Gospel of the Kingdom of Goltl.is necessary to rediscover anaticompassing
concept and understanding of the Kingdom of God within the evangelical church.
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CHAPTER 3: SECULAR MORAL THEORIES AND NATURAL
LAW ARE INADEQUATE FOR THE ETHICS OF JUSTICE

3.1 CLASSIC THEORIES AND INFLUENCES
3.1.1 Introduction

Now we have grasped the reality of what injustice is or what justice is not. The next
guestion has to be what justice is. This is the very question raised not only by Socrates

i n P IRepulidbst by many philosophers and thinkers throughout our human
history as well. The classic answer inherited through the ages is simply stating that
6each person gets his due. d® Justice, as
the nature of equality as an inherent right. This is also the polemic thatr$twitehas

in mind when he defends justice as groun
0right order. 6 Wolterstorff (2008: 22) Ci
steady and enduring will to renderto eachthe®d and tiusas sb at glst 6 :

IS rendering to each their right ... to cover not only what we call right but also what we
calldesetas i n &6his jJust dd€2008:2223)i8 talking/laout is Wo | t
only the idea of primary justicditat one Opossessesd for one
one o6enjoyséo6. Nash (2002:28) offers his
justice, has several functions ranging from its use as a synonym for righteousness to
more particular usages in whi people receive their due in commercial, remedial and

di stributive situations. o0 This justice g
proper virtues, if he is moral, if he keeps the laws, which Aristotle thought should
accord with virtuous bewvai our 6 ( Nash, 2002: 30) .

3.1.2The Republic

In the conversation between Socrates and his philosopher frien@ikeifRepublic

(Plato, 1968:7, 331d), Socrates did not deny the classic convention, as stated above,
against Cephalus and Polemarchus as he red : AThen this isnbé
justice, speaking the truth and giving b
such a definition. Socrates <cited his d
Ajustice is doing tgm oan diaio,el968:8832d).sThisaism d h ¢
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also a traditional maxim of classic Greek morality. Socrates denied the truth of this
maxim and its inconsistence by citing the fact that it would be problematic to
differentiate a friend who is not an enemy imlity or an enemy who is not really a
friend. He suggested r aPldioe0688383a)jtadfermaof 0O

good relationship and partnership with others for the sake of a harmonized society.

Justice is an inherent right as well as dua of the human soul. Socrates explains to
Glaucon that justice is the twin ideal of the various intrinsic parts of the individual soul
along with wisdom, moderation and courage together with various parts of the republic
each doing its own assigned tasiad working toward harmony:

But in truth justice was ¢é what i s withi
his own. He doesnét | et each part in him
his own house in good order and rules himselfalranges himself, becomes his own

friend, and harmonizes the three parts, exactly like three notes in a harmonic scale,

|l owest , hi ghest and middle é He binds th
many, moder ate and har mebelieesahd ndmebk amjushanhd t h
fine action one that preserves and helps to produce this condition, and wisdom the
knowledge that supervises this action; while he believes and names an unjust action one
that undoes this condition, and lack of learningitsnturn, the opinion that supervises

this action (Plato, 1968:82443d).

Wolterstorff (2008:2&2 9) r i ghtl y descr i beBheRbublias 6 s Vv

right soci al order , featuring: At he pres
curage, and temperanceo. |In Platobds word:
After having considered moderation, cour

the republic; it provided the power by which all these others came into being; and, once
having come into being, it providekem wi t h preservation as
And yet we were saying that justice woul
found them (Plato, 196811, 433c).

After the prerequisites of virtues are identified, Plato makes a social ordersuirtiod
right and just order based on the object
set down at the beginning as to what must be done in everything when we were
founding the cityi t hi s, or a certain form oth it
1968:111, 433a). The right and just order itself is therefore measured up to the objective
Right Social Order, whether in rules or contracts, making a right social order
(Wol terstorff, 2008: 29) . sohposiiveilagforBociat o6 s
order. But Dengerink (1978:11) finds there is tension and confusion of a more universal
kind among the absolute forms of beings, the ideas, and the perishable world of matter
i n Pl atobds argument. Denger i nceingeherahlawc o mmi

is simply to establish a balance between freedom and order but subject to the virtuous
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and complete life of the lawmakers (Dengerink, 1978:11). This may well conclude
Pl atobs centr al thesis that skgstfioce wihs ci
nature is best fitted whether one is a philosopher, warrior, or farmer to make oneself

consi stent and good as wel |l as to make ol

In The RepublicPlato does not differentiate clearly the asp@t obligation as a duty

or interest. He basically thinks that ju
and only secondarily apPplpt, 198123 443divVHitee t h i
1979:12). What Plato presents are the complex issyastafe where duty and interest
aresynonymous tersy without the moderrdistincion between duty and interest. The

good and just things that Plato looks &misefrom the inner person and lead toward the

final human end with a more permanent natéi@reater prizes than thefhat is, the

good and just thingshre available to excellence or virtue, as we can see when we
realize that the soul is immortal, and that what is immortal should be concerned with
eternity rather than with this short time durmghi ch we are alivebo
259). Plato holds the idea, though not explicit, of an ontological ethics, a widespread
popular belief repeatedly assertedTime Republic(612b614b) which the human souls

of the deceased to be judged for their deeds by the gods after death. This is, as Pakaluk
puts it, a belief in that sort of judgment serves to reinforce our motives for virtuous
action (Pakaluk, 2005:85).

3.1.3Nicomachean Ethics

Unl i ke Pl at ob6s u s-eountefpointdargarheatgtianeto educidhte the i n t
subject of justice, Aristotle approaches the same subject systematically and employs
classification to expound Rweuldicdobeb eriogupe s .
many issues that stimulate thinking on what is just and unjust but never gives an explicit
definition of the contents. Aristotle, on the other hand, seems to anticipate and reason
the entire scope of justice in MBcomachean Ethi¢gsvhichis the name normally given

to Aristotleds best known and the most i
ethics. Aristotle focuses othe metaphysical truth fojustice from the prospectiveof
reasoning rather than adagito improve any classf people relative to another in the
city. Similar tthe innBrl harhaa &aul, thei certral ergumdnt of
Aristotlebds idea of justice 1is a state

attitudes, and virtues. Aristotle takes the literedaning ofdikaiosuneas righteousness
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for justice and claims that Athis form o
but in relations to our neighbouro (Sol ol
I s, i n Ari st ot | egy she ratnalduagbidn iofchumaro reasoniegl T@ o |
reason well is to reason in accordance with virtue. The intrinsic character or virtue of a
moral agent is, through reasoning, a driving force for ethical behaviour, rather than
rules. The emphasis is on ibeing a quality of disposition rather than of doing in
foll owing the objective principles or rul
the ultimate end of a good life.

Ari stotl eds c Nicomahean Ethitdoep nosekpilain prexdlyrihe right

or wrong but begins with a teleological concept of the good (versus bad) as the ultimate
end. He first identifies in Book | what humans, for their own sake, ultimately aim for:
AEvery sort of expert k nowl eedagyeactiannadd e v e

undertaking, seems to seek some good. Because of that, people are right to affirm that

the good is o6that which all things seekd
is called,eudaimonia A Pretty well m oosttwhapte calp it: botha r e
ordinary people and people of quality sa
doing well are the same t hi r\g 1G85al5h €heng h

word eudaimoniamay connote overall success and prospeitd achievement, or the
contemporary term Ohuman fl ourishingo, a
own accountEudaimoniain this sense, is not an external good, nor a good of the body,

but a good of the soul, which is the highest kind of géiolVe c ommonl y say
relating to soul are goods in the most proper sense and good to the highest degree, and

we count actions, andseule | at ed acti vities, as Orel at
1098b15; Bostock, 2000:11). The goodness of imgss totally belongs to the soul but
al so involves and requires external good

anything is a gift of the gods to mankind, it is reasonable to suppose that happiness is
god-giveni more than any other human pess s i o n, by the same de
(Aristotle, 2002:103, 1099b10). Despite some process of training to be happy in life, the
prize and fulfilment of excellence appears to be something godlike and blessed and is
not totally under the control of man n d . This statement i's n
6compl ete -gobtli andnsél for not requiring

The skt fcientd we posit as being what in
in nothing, and we think happiness is lités i and moreover most desirable of all

things, it not being counted with other goods: clearly, if it were so counted in with the
least of other goods, we would think it more desirable, for what is added becomes an
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extra quantity of goods, and the largetal amount of goods is always more desirable
(Aristotle, 2002:101, 1097b130).

Aristotle speaks primarily of the state and condition of goodnessayghothing on

how the goodness is acquired. Therefore, it is the conditidghediuman soul thais

satisfied solely byeudaimoniaand by nothing else. Even pleasure, honour, and wealth
cannot reasonably be regarded as a highest good in this sensedaimdoniaalone is

the goal of all that we do (Bostock, 2000:14). Pakaluk (200B3j2also triesto
explain the cosdfufsi oinermdy & her iotseerlifon t ha
direct us to use selection to identify the ultimate good and to apply to goods, not to the
persons who attain, possess, 0 lis explained y go
t hus: AThe human good turns out to be ac
(and if there are more excellences than one, in accordance with the best and the most
complete)o (Aristotl e, 2002: 10 2wainbiad® 8 a 15
includes all activities and functions which, carried out accordingly by a good human
being, manifest specifically human excellence (virtuarete. Pakaluk concludes that
Afthe good appropriate for a hunesoullaei ng
brought ab oPakalukl2G05:81). r t ue o (

Aristotl eds emphasi s on the pussgsbftciodn
eudaimonideads to a view of selfishness or an egocentric good life. Nevertheless, what
Aristotle describes centresn the pursuit ofeudaimoniaa s t he ful fi | mei
6functioné as a human being: AWel |l , perh
the function of human beisgFor just as for a flutplayer, or a sculptor, or any expert,

and generally for ahose who have some characteristic function or activity, the good

their doing welli seems to reside in their function, so too it would seem to be for the
human being, I f indeed there is some fun
1097b25).The function of a human being is human nature. The distinctive feature of
this human nature is that humans have reason: they can think (Bostock, 2000:27). All
human beings share the same human nature but they may not develop to their full
capacity becausef di ffering | evels of intellectu:

If the function of a human being is activity of soul in accordance with reason, or not
apart from reason, and the function, we say, of a given sort of practitioner and a good
practitioner of that sort is generically the same, as for example in the case of-cithara
player and a good cithamayer, and this is so without qualification in all cases, when a
difference in respect of excellence is added to the function (for what belonie to t
citharist is to play the cithara, to the good citharist to play it weflall this is so, and a
human beingés function we posit as being
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soul and actions accompanied by reason, and it belongsomdangan to perform these

well and finely, and each thing is completed well when it possesses its proper
excellence: if all this is so, the human good turns out to be activity or soul in accordance
with excellence and if there are more excellence thaninregcordance with the best

and the most complefdristotle, 2002:102NE, 1098a10).

Aristotleds idea of the function of huma
criticism from Bostock (2000:28 9 ) : AWe cannot say that t
human nature is what man is for, is the purpose of man, for we have no warthat.for

But that is just as well, for the argument would fall foul of the distinction we have noted
bet ween 6the good mandéd and 6éthe good for
cite an ex ampikmwn thedlogiealdectrineghatanannsebtsihful, and
consequently it urges us to transcend our human nature, not to conform to it. (A secular
version of this approach wurges us to tra
There is no reason to support the idea that human nature engsbt) and the argument

for the function of human being as a O0hul

Aristotle claims that the good life for humans is an activity of the soul in accordance
with excellence (virtue). His approach is first to examine the humditigsighat make

one virtuous and able to act well by choice in a variety of situations. He then begins his
account in Book IINE, 1103a20, 1105b20) that virtues of character, unlike feeling and
capacity, are not natural but acquired through traininggas @ osi t i ons of 0
The training or teaching, through experience of action and time, becomes habituation
into behaving in another. He thinks that human virtue must be disposed and moderated
with intellectual excellencedNg, 1103a5) as a respontethe conflict between reason

and desireNE, 1102b30) in self control for the sake of achieving harmony and good.
After describing virtue as a disposition, Aristotle introduces his doctrine of the mean:
virtue is a kind of mean, that is to say somethimghe middle, between two extremes

which are the faults of excess and deficierdl,(1104a25; Bostock, 2000:38; Pakaluk,
2005:108). The mean or intermediate, similar to the moderation of self control, is a
choice bel ongi ng t ocelience, thengis a d&positiornt issding an s a
decisions, depending on intermediacy of the kind relative to us, this being determined
by rational prescription and in the way
(NE, 1106b35). It, the mean, is alsoatgle to us or our particular situation. The basic
principle is to reach an intermediate point between each of the two extigmésat

point will not be the same for everyone (Bostock, 2000MH); 1106b30). The question

is, what scale is Aristotle thkimg of as the one on which virtue aims for the 1paint
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consistentl® Aristotle distinguishes the virtuous person from the one who performs

virtuous action, on the basis that a vir
expert knowledge of letteroNE( 1105a25) a nNE, 165kih06a80).n g | vy
Virtue, i n Aristotleds thought NEMiDZL) be

and even the determination of the Orelev
and by that method by whichhe person of practical wisdom would determine it
(Bostock, 2000: 44) . Aristotlebds virtue e
the virtuous person for the needs of others in order to achieve a harmony. It may not be
a selfish initiative but an eggiic ethics and, as such, may present a contest concept for
different people with different viewsr a consensu®n what counts as virtuous
(Bostock, 2000:50).

Aristotle returns to the topic @udaimonian Book X, saying that happiness is activity

in accordance with the virtue of philosophical wisdom. Pakaluk (2005:318) finds that
happiness consists in the exercise of knowledge about theology and metapl@sds
and first principles and perhaps also in thinking about other things, through these.
This is confirmed by Aristotle:

Then this activity will be the complete happiness of man, if it is given a complete length

of life, since nothing about happiness is incomplete. But such a life will be higher than

the human plane; for it is not in so far a&sis human that he will live like this, but in so

far as there is something divine in him, and to the degree that this is superior to the
compound, to that degree will its activity too be superior to that in accordance with the

rest of excellence (Aristat] 2002:251NE, 1177b25).

This contemplation of God in the happine
the necessary and universal truths of this earthly warltike the religious or spiritual
reliance on and submission to GadChristianbelief. Aristotle thus states:

And the person whose intelligence is active, and who devotes himself to intelligence,
and is in the best condition, seems also to be most loved by the gods. For if the gods
have any sort of care for things human, as theytlawaght to do, it would also be
reasonable to suppose both that they delight in what is best and has the greatest affinity
to themselves (and this would be intelligence) and that those who cherish this most, and
honour it, are the ones they benefit inurat for taking care of what they themselves
love, and acting correctly and finely (Aristotle, 2002:25&, 1179a25).

As | ong as one commits to oneds own inte

gods and falls under the theoretical wisdomhoét gods dé t hi nki ng.

Aristotle dedicates the entire Book V to his search for justice as a virtue in an analysis
of fairness. He begins by remarking that justice is a condition of character that makes
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someone to do just actiaeinffWeée|] bsthemap w
of disposition that makeNE l12a5p M@eowenich as

... justice is the disposition in accordance with which the just person is said to be the sort
to do what is just, as a result of decisiand to distribute things to himself in relation to
another and between two others not in such a way as to give himself too much of what
is desirable and his neighbour too little, and the reverse with what is harmful, but so as
to give what is proportionaly equal to both, and similarly where the distribution is
between two others (Aristotle, 2002:1&E, 1134al).

Aristotle basically divides justice into two broad types: general judtiEe 1129a5) and
particular justice NE, 1129b1). General justices ithe characterelated virtue which

involves virtuous action which is lawful whereas particular justice is the character
related virtue which aims at specific good action which is fair or equal. Pakaluk
(2005:184) shows there is a difference between Sxi@nd Aristotle on the virtue of

justice. He indicates that Socrates does not find that each part of the virtue is distinct
from other parts. Socratesd idea is S
Nevertheless, Aristotle finds a second paticisense of the virtue of justice. Pakaluk
(2005:184) says that Athe | atter alone i
i n that special sense cannot be applied |
in general sense can be solapped. 06 Bostock explains the
justice in his own terminology that At he
actually have complete virtue without qualification, but still all that is meant by saying
thatheisjust(inths wuni ver s al sense) is that he b
(Bostock, 2000:55;NE, 1129b151130a13). The general justice is based on two
assumptions: that the just human is to practise all the virtues in compliance with the
laws and that the lasvare good laws. Aristotle presumes that these laws aim at the
common advantage of all, or of the best people, or of those in power, or something
similar (Bostock, 2000:56YE, 1129b1417). Pakaluk identifies this particular justice to

be defined solely wh regard to its characteristic effects in a distinct state or condition

of a thing and in contrast to the characteristic effects of injusfiakaluk,2005:187;

NE, 1129al&2 5) . This justice is the highest
proverbge s OBut justice gathers in excellenc
the highest degree because it is the activation of complete excellence; complete, too,
because the person who possesses it has the capacity to put his excellence to use in
relda i on to anot hME1120e30)son as wel |l 0 (
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Applying the same doctrine of the mean t
intermediate disposition, only not in the same way as the other excellences, but because
it achieves something inteediate, while injustice achieves the corresponding

e X t r eNEel433b3(@). The difference between the virtue of justice and other virtues

is that the two vices, too much or too little, of other virtaesnot comparable to only

one vice of the virtue glstice. Injustice is grasping for mor®n the other handf a
personwho is the recipientvants too little or nothing or that to whichis persons

entitled, this is a virtue and not a vice of too little. Bostock (2000:68) clarifies the

understandingf the @octrine of the meait o parti cul ar justi ce:

accept that there is a disposition which
share, which 1s a vice. And we may add
wantingjst oneds fair share, which might be

fairness is thus a mean between the excess of taking or receiving more than the entitled
fair share of goods, honours, and security and the deficiency of taking or receiving less
than the entitled fair share of these goods. One gets what one deserves.

The three forms of particular justice that Aristotle identifies are distribution,
rectification, and reciprocityNE, 1130b30 and 1132b25).

(1) Justice in distribution. A f air O6di stri butiond is esse
by dividing goods in proportion to the medf the recipientdecause people are not

equal NE, 1131a2€r5). If the persons are not equal, their fair shares will not be equal
(NE, 1131a22)Justice as fairness is, therefore, getting what one deserves as opposed to
the same criterion for everyone else because of different things deserved by different
people. This kind of geometrical proportion in distribution may well allow for equality

of opportunity but also result in much inequality of outcome between persons. Bostock
(2000:59) also points out that the criteria for need and merit are different and should be
relative to the particular burden or benefit in question. This is in agreementheith t
principle of Kar | Mar x: AFrom each accol
whatever burden is in question); to each according to his need (i.e. his need for
whatever benefit i's in question)oce(iBosto
problematic and more complex than his theory. There are so many differences in
persons and situations, for example, different worth, different needs, different abilities,
different desires, and different deserts, that it cannot be appropriate yotla@@ame

methods or criteria to all in order to achieve a suitable and fair distribution. Despite the
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complexity of distributive justice, fairness is essentially a must in distribution in our
daily living and should not be distorted, for example, by eygs who use their power
unfairly in the distribution of salary or responsibility.

(2) Justice in rectification. This applies primarily to private transactions between one
person and another in voluntary and involuntary foriNg, (1131b25). Voluntary
transactions are economic or financial in nature, such as selling, buying, lending with
interest, making guarantees, giving free use of something, depositing, or hiring out,
whereas involuntary transactions are criminal or immoral in nature, such as theft,
adultery, poisoning, procuring, enticement of slaves, killing by stealth, testifying falsely
against someone, violence or murdsiE( 1131a15). Any dispute would fall under
what is called today the civil law, determining the damage done and the compensatio
due by dividing according to arithmetical proportion, and rectifying or restoring the
status quo(NE, 1131b361132a5). The justification of an arithmetical proportion is
based on the shares rather than the persons and assumes all persons are etjuah rather
unequal. Secondly, Aristotle also offers the same account of treatment for a wide variety
of offences which are not so straightforward as simply to have the offender pay the
price to the victim in compensation (Bostock, 2000:61). In the case of muhge
scheme for restitution can never be repaid justly to the victim who is no longer there to
receive it. A significant problem has t hi

rectification to restore a fairnessgiatus quo

(3) Justice in reciprocity. Reciprocity is an account of proportional terms in the
associations for exchangsli, 1132b30). Exchange, Aristotle argues, arises out of three
accounts. The first is that the system i
O0supmldy demand?®d: it iI's need that hol ds
t hi N ©133p5). The second account is that this mutual need fosters exchange from
the diversity of individuals and specialization of functions, for example, a doctor and a
farmer as partners in an exchany&,(1133al5). These different sorts do not occur in a
relation of equality to each other. But they have to produce or exchange in a somehow
comparably equalized combination in accordance with the diagonal med#bre (
113320). The third account is the necessity of money in exchange as a kind of
guarantor into a reciprocal form of exchaniyg,(1133b1620). Money is thus a crucial
part of jJjustice and commensurable to a s

(NE, 1133b 20). Money, in this scenario, may equate human beings and skills and even
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human nature into some sort of material forms. From our own contemporary
perspective, it is our question on whether or not it is just and fair that prices should be
determined bt he O&6ésupply and demanddé in the fre
the selfinterested individualism of todathat searcles for material gain in mutual
exchange, it is also questionable whether or not the universal justice would measure up
to all virtues to be lawful and can sum up to the various particular virtues of justice. The

negative result may only lead to factions and threatens descent into social strife.

The Republicand the Nicomachean Ethicdoth have their defining places in the
developmenof our contemporary theories on the virtue of justice. The influences of
Plato and Aristotle upon all later Western thoughts have been immense. Their accounts
may not be fully complete but have been taken up by later generations of philosophers
and thinkes because their teachings have led to further studies along similar streams of
thought. Some of their thoughts may only reflect the prevailing views of their times and
may not be applicable to every aspect of the human life of today. On the other hand,
sone ot her principles remain strikingly m
will only pick up a few modern philosophers and writers who adopt or react to the
thoughts of Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle on the subject of justice. These will include
JohnSt uart Mill s argument f or tUtlimriadisghr e at e
as a search for the wultimate good, John
6soci al c o n tArTheory of lustiedo support thenprimacy of justice as

fai rness, and Robert N o Anarch, Gkate, arel rUtopisd | e me
honour the free decisions of people. These three thinkers focus on the distributive
justice, as most of the modern ethicists do, to identify and draw their respectivegheori

to either maximize overall utility, benefit the least advantaged, or give the choice of
entitlements for their notions of justice and equality in the society. This chapter will
conclude with the Onatur al | awd treetory
virtue relative to the common good goal of human nature and will compare that to the

eternal ultimate goal of the will and grace of God.
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3.2 THE UTILITARIANISM OF JOHN STUART MILL

3.2.1 Utility T The Greatest Happiness Principle

Utilitarianism is a popular moral philosophy with extensive influence in law, public
policy, economics, and other realms of our everyday moral thinking. The theory of
utilitarianism was initially advocated by Bentham in the eighteenth century in England
toprovide a basic framework of soci al i nt
well-beings. His principle of utilitarianism regarding good in life is to produce the
greatest amount of pleasure and the minimum amount of pain. This moral philosophy
represents an appeal to consequences, as opposed to deontology, by identifying the
goodness of an actdés consequences with t
What is right or good to do is what produces the greatest happiness overall. It also
represents a universalistic moral view to treat sentient individuals as moral equals in
precisely the same weight of happiness according to individual choices by transforming

resources of distribution into a maximum overall happiness.

Following Bentham onhis happiness principle, but offering a more complex utilitarian
analysis of the grounds for moral liberty, John Stuart Mill continued the utilitarian
tradition and alsoably expounded, defended, and enriched the utilitarian theory to
become the centre @bntemporary ethical application. Like Aristotle, Mill introduces
utilityd or the O0greatest happiness pri
mo st good: AThe c¢creed which accepts as
6great est prappriimds 6 hol ds that actions ¢
promote happiness; wrong as they tend t

1957:10). His utilitarian principle is based on two presuppositions.

First, happinessisthegoalwrl t i mat e end of | ife inheren
pl easure and freedom from pain are the o
and fAThe wutilitarian doctrine is that ha
as an e n3ba44)( Jmildr to ,Bentham, Mill does not offer much proof of the

presupposition of happiness as the goal
ends are not amenable to direct proof o (
can be given whyhe general happiness is desirable, except that each person, so far as

he believes it to be attainabl e, desires
64



and cites the fact that people do desire

fact, wehave not only all the proof which the case admits of, but all which it is possible

to require, that happiness is a good, th
and the general happi ness, t herefole, a
1957:45).

Second, actions are rightdéd is the means:s

Happiness is good as well as the end to determine what is right. Thus, Lebacqz
(1986:16) concludes that @Athis trhaek &g owtdid

prior to the O6rightoé and the right is dej
The presuppositions of Mill 6s principle
Mill 6s wutilitarianism as napve and fall a
identifiesfr st t he failure of Mil/l to defend hi
of good of al | our desires. o6 He finds i

Aot her things than pleasure are dersof r ed;
his Hedonism. o0 Pleasur e, as such, i's not
desire. |t i's not the only thing desire
doctrine is that the idea of a pleasure not actual is always necessary taesiuse
whereas my doctrine was that the actual pleasure caused by the idea of something else
was always necessary to cause desireo (
always searching for pleasure only but for things that they may desire without any
calculation as to whether it will bring pleasure or pain.

The second chall enge Moore raises is the
6di fference of quality in pleasures. 6 Mi
only standard andnist ead acknowledges o6quality of
estimating sentient humansd pleasures. M

is more desirable. Moore (1969:107) finds Mill contradicting himself again when Mill

says t h#&ofanolfjdctas dedirable and to think of it as pleasant are one and the

same thing. o | f olgdctofaal things, thers is nd ane measurg

pl easanter than and distinct from anothe

pleasurequal i t ati vely super i atrthe vadousaearongshad r 0 L

0f avour , 6 0 app rare voa incodclusevdo ddefedd thek supempbty in

quality of one pleasure ver anot her . Mill 6s argument
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more dsirable but not necessarily more desired is only a judgement of preference and is

not at all conclusivand feasible

3.2.2 Justice and Utility

Mill explores in detail the connection of justice and utility in Chapter 5 of his
Utilitarianism. His goal isto reconcile the utilitarian moral theory of the greatest good

for the greatest number with a common concern of justice, the fear that the principle of
utility may be used to validate a denial of the good of a minority for the sake of a
majority, thereby esulting in situations of unjust and immoral inequality. It is true that
utilitarianism does not view everyone as equally deserving the same share of things and
Mill admits that utilitarianism indeed allows for the differential treatment of individual
human bei ngs: AThe wutilitarian morality da
sacrificing their own greatest good for
denies that the sacrificial action in itself and of itself is good:

It only refuses to adrithat the sacrifice is itself a good. A sacrifice which does not
increase or tend to increase the sum total of happiness, it caresdeasted. The only
selfrenunciation which it applauds is devotion to the happiness, or to some of the
means of happiness, of others, either of mankind collectively or of individuals within
the limits imposed by the collective interests of mankind (NIB57:22).

He agrees to the equality of individual human beings but makes a qualified statement
about the duty of oneds desert s:

If it is a duty to do to each according to his deserts, returning good for good, as well as
repressing evil by evil, it nessarily follows that we should treat all equally well (when

no higher duty forbids) who have deserved equally well of us, and that society should
treat all equally well who have deserved equally well of it, that is, who have deserved
equally well absolutgl (Mill, 1957:76).

The parenthetical exception here highlights that there are higher duties more binding
than the liberty of equality of how one deserves to be treated. This may imply that so

|l ong as the O6greater g o oaddclaimevwpuld be grbred t ,
(Lebacqz, 1986:18). Mill acknowledges the strength of human feeling for justice, the
6senti ment of justice, 6 and concludes it
of utility. He claims that the social sympathydefend and preserve human interest in
security is basically grounded in utility:

The interest involved is that of securit
interests. All other earthly benefits are needed by one person, not needed by, another
and many of them can, if necessary, be cheerfully foregone or replaced by something
else; but security no human being can possibly do without; on it we depend for all our
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immunity from evil and for the whole value of all and every good, beyond the gassin
moment, since nothing but the gratification of the instant could be of any worth to us if
we could be deprived of everything the next instant by whoever was momentarily
stronger than ourselves (Mill, 1957:67).

Each individual has his or her own desioeprotect their interests from othef&his

desire may lead to conflictsf they defend their own strong feelings in securing
particular interests of their preference (Mill, 1957:60). Commonly accepted standards of
justice will have to come into place agdittle in the explanation of the utilitarian view.
Therefore, Mill concludes that justice is ultimately dependent on utility because
conflicts in the common rules of justice can be adjudicated only by reference to utility
(Lebacgz, 1986:20). Mill writesii F r o rae confusions there is no other mode of
extrication than the wutilitariano (Mill,
cannot provide a concrete meaning of happiness. The principle of maximum happiness
for the greatest number may not the most fair way to deal with the inherent human
claim for justice. Thus, utilitarianism appears to provide no guarantees against grossly
inequitable distribution (Lebacqz, 1986:27).

Utilitarianism is often under the criticism of denying the inhereagtitrof human beings

and fails to avoid the pitfall of treating individuals or grewb people as a means to
social ends rather than as ends in themselves or the community themselves. This may
lead to unjust social hierarchical stratification and an tljtistification of social
inequality on the grounds of a moral hierarchy of individuals and groups of people as
discussed in the last chapter. Rawls states his objectidhetaunnatural way of
balancing satisfactions and dissatisfactions between indigidalad society under
utilitarianismin his famous bool Theory of Justice

€ [E]ach man in realizing his own interests is certainly free to balance his own losses
against his own gains. We may impose a sacrifice on ourselves now for the sake of a
greateradvantage later. A person quite properly actso achieve his own greatest
good, to advance his rational ends as far as possible. Now why should not a society act
on precisely the same principle applied to the group and therefore regard that which is
rational for one man as right for an association of m&nS8ince the principle for an
individual is to advance as far as possible his own welfare, his own system of desires,
the principle for society is to advance as far as possible the welfare of the group, t
realize to the greatest extent the comprehensive system of desire arrived at from the
desires of its membeis SO a society may balance sa
between different individuals. so by these reflections one reaches the priaybl

utility in a natural way: a society is properly arranged when its institutions maximize the
net balance of satisfactigRawls, 1971:224).
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There is a discrepancy, as Rawls finds, between the individual and the society in the
attemptto maximi® the welfare of the greatest good. Some individuals within the
society may experience the losses and others the gains, or the losses may fall
disproportionately on some and the gains go disproportionately to others. The question
of equality may only arisenithe case of the society instead of the single individual, and

is not explained and addressed in utilitarianism. Rawls explains the problem of
utilitarianism in the recognition or ignorance of distributive justice between individual
and society and amomtifferent persons:

The striking feature of the utilitarian view of justice is that it does not matter, except
indirectly, how this sum of satisfactions is distributed among individuals any more than

it matters, except indirectly, how one man distributes datisfactions over time. The

correct distribution in either case is that which yields the maximum fulfilment. Society
must allocate its means of satisfaction whatever these are, rights and duties,
opportunities and privileges, and various forms of wea#th as to achieve this

maxi mum i f it can. € Thus there is no r¢
some should not compensate for the lesser losses of others; or more importantly, why
the violation of the liberty of a few might not be made righthxy greater good shared

by many. € For just as it is rational f
system of desires, it is right for a society to maximize the net balance of satisfaction
taken over all of its membe(Rawls, 1971:26).

In light of Rawl$ objection, utilitarianism may appear to allow the society to adopt
unfair and exploitative structures in distributive justice in order to promote the overall

welfare or aggregate utility.

What Mill (1957:46)offers is a convincing psychologicahalysis in defence of his

theory of greatest happiness derived from the satisfaction of virtuous desires that are
finot as a means to happiness but as a part of their hagpiAss®ng as the greatest
happiness becomes the goal and action, Mill finds #rtue is a means of desire to
pursue and experience the higher pleasures to satisfaction. His assumption is that every
individual has a right to the higher pleasure and has the right to the security of a society
which expediently defends the possessibrihat right. Rawls (1971:15) refutes this
utilitarian expediency and charges: Al ot
should have |l ess in order that others ma:

Mill recognizes that the ideal of utilitarianism is to pursue the highesie and thus

the greatest happiness according to the
done by, and to | ove your nei ghbour as
utilitarian moralityo (Mil |l ,itbég@geBectior2tta) . TI

68



utilitarianism allows for the sacrifice of minorities or for the unjust treatment of some
individuals? Despite the ideal of taking into consideration the greatest happiness for
everyone in the same or equal weight, objections daceritly reveal inadequacies in

the underlying utilitarian conception of justice as a function of efficiency in promoting

overall happiness.

3.3 THE SOCIAL CONTRACT OF JOHN RAWLS
3.3.1 The Original Position

R a w | AsTiheory of Justices indeed one ofhe most influential and important books

on moral and political philosophy of the®6entury. The task of his book, on one hand,

is to challenge the weaknesses of classical utilitarianism, but, on the other hand, to
proposean alternative theory of juste while maintaininghe fundamentally strengths

of utilitarianism. His challenge is to identify the deep and pervasive values held by the
moral intuition of rational persons as members of a particular community, and their
power to develop principles and practices through certain common agreements on
specific notions of liberty, equality, and fair distribution of the social good. The end
result is justice as fianess. The method that Rawls adopts aims to apply the device of
the soci al contract by wusing a procedur a
that applies to the relations between individuals with autonomous choice as the basis for
ethical prirciples (Lebacqz, 1986:33).

Searching for the principles of justice in order to establish a just society, Rawls endorses
a hypothetical situation of equal l' i bert
Rawls defines t he approprite migaktatys quanhithiinsures a s i
that the fundament al agreements reached
as fairnesso6o ( Rawl s, 1971:17) . Thi s S i

i ndi vidual s0& e s tstlitynpositemns avithouhttze tnatienf righbat jush o

(Rawl s, 1971:120) . In the original posit
ignoranced to ensure that Aino one is ad
principles by the outcome of nar a | chance or the continge

(Rawls, 1971:12). Rawls explains further:
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No one knows his place in society, his class position or social status; nor does he know
his fortune in the distribution of natural assets and abilities,irlisdligence and
strength, and the like. Nor, again, does anyone know his conception of the good, the
particulars of his rational plan of life, or even the special features of his psychology
such as his aversion to risk or liability to optimism or pessimiRawls, 1971:137).

Rawl sdés presumption is that rati onal i n
examine the gener al facts of soci al posi
that each represents an autonomous human choice (Rawls128)71\Without any
knowledge of particulars in advance such as his or her social class, race, gender and so
on, an individual would make the choice of principles of justice that could entice the
majority to consensus among rational individuals within aiqder community. The
oveil of ignorance6 1is a simple and wus
disinterested prevening particular interest or the institutionalising of selfor the
groupo6s ai msthemathede pparties enters @istly intettesting of visions

and justice claims without the kind of envy that makes gwngrse (Rawls, 1971: 143

144; Lebacqz, 1986:335). Beckley points out a good question that Rawls fails to
acknowledge the importance of religious belief as the subjectiveumstances of

justice or particular interest. Beckley (1985:222) uses the process of abstraction (the veil
o f i gnorance) to discover gener al bel i e
ignores the reasonable beliefs of communities with distinctigealities and arbitrarily
imposes upon them an implicit conception of the good to which they cannot consent
without violating a commitment to their
example, the distinctive Christian belief in love affirms frmedom and equality of
humans and is part of the Christian conception of the good. This Christian love is not
only a commitment to the good of beloved individuals but also regards the third person
and has a primacy for Christians that requires them toMesther justice is consistent

with its demands (Beckley, 1985:239).

The principle of justice chosen in the initial situation should accommodate the
commonly shared convictions about justice derived from actual conditions and
experiences of the contraetucircumstances through a mutually corrective, dynamic
praxis approach of adjustments according to the ideal principles. This state ofisffairs
whatRawls referstoa6r ef | ecti ve equilibriumdé (Rawl
to determine the primay s ubj ect of jJjustice in the b:
which the major social institutions distribute fundamental rights and duties and

determine the division of advantages fr ol
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The central concern of Rawis how rational individuals within the structure of a
particul ar community practi se justice 0
1977:25). The decision of justice as fairness relies, therefore, on a pure procedural
justice without a standard foredc i di ng what is O6justd apart
(Rawls, 1971:889). Justice applies not to the outcome, but to the system as Rawls
stipul ates: AA distribution cannot be ju
the outcome or from what indduals have done in good faith in the light of established
expectationso (Lebacqgz, 1986: 39; Rawl s,
members of the society must possess four kinds of characteristics in order to achieve the
outcome in goodaith:

1) They make decisions on the basis of enlightenedirgelfest, and are capable
both of discovering their own preferences and of evaluating with reasonable
success the consequences of their and
2) They have roughly similar needs amterests, or at least needs and interests
that make selinterested cooperation among them rational.

3y They are O6sufficiently equal in power
circumstances none is able to dominat e
4) They are notenvious;whc h i s to say, 6t he bare kn

difference between their condition and that of others is not, within limits and in
itself, a source of great dissatisfactigWolff, 1977:28).

Members of the society begin with rational setiere¢ for their own welfare as well as

that of others. They all share the basic needs and interests with no conflict but cooperate
to engage in the system. They all share equal power without domination or submission

but with differentiation and integration fanutual benefits. Lastly, they, behind the veil

of ignorance, have no envy but contentment and satisfaction with the distributive system

in place. Rawls elaborates on the subject of envy and equality in some speculative moral

psychol ogy, w rlli drderedg societhh s muéhaas ang other offers

constructive alternatives to hostile ou
conclusion that ATt is difficult to sett
knowledge of social forms availabe a't the | egislative sta

assumption that Athe principles of justi:
(nor particul ar envy ei ther) to a trou
convincing at all. Wolff (1977.29% o mment s t hat i f he is cor
strictlypostho@ On r atiinadrealesgsel fWol ff (1977:11)
justice; it has fatal weaknesses similar to utilitarianism in connection with issues of
procedural justicei The two most obvious weaknesses

to explain how rationally seihterested pleasunmaximizers are to be led to substitute
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the general happiness for their own as the object of their actions, and the manifestly
counterinuitive, sometimes genuinely abhorrent implications of its fundamental
principle. o Rational i ndividual s can anit
morality based upon the deliberative conceptions of the good. Wolff (1977:13) thus
concl ud e sthe bar€noora of Irayional agency is insufficient for a rationally

defended morality.o

3.3.2 The Two Principles of Justice

After reviewing how a fair fundamental agreement is derived from a hypothetical
situati on of an 6ori giofali gmogiatnicerod abmo
individuals within a particular community, Rawls proposes a conception of justice,
Ojustice as fairness,d that is committed
fair distribution (equality). His statement oete two principles reads as follows:

First: each person is to have an equal right to the most extensive basic liberty
compatible with a similar liberty for others.

Second: social and economic inequalities are to be arranged so that they are both (a)
reasom bl y expected to be to everyonebs adv.
offices open to al{Rawls, 1971:60).

On the basis of a hypothetical situation which Rawls thinks most people would agree
with, he continues to stipulate the liberty princigilat each individual has a right to the
greatest equal liberty. His theory of justice, which views a society as a cooperative
venture for mutual gain in rights, liberties, powers, opportunities, income, wealth, and
selfrespect is consistent with most scicontract theories. The first principle
guarantees the basic liberties of others so long as their own basic liberties are also
guaranteed in return. The second principle applies generally to the distribution of
income, wealth, and benefits within the idesof an organisation that makes use of
differences in openly accessible power and duties to meet needs on an equal basis while
working to everyoneo0s advantage. Bot h th
and endorse the issues of human rightsdistlibutive social justice catch the wind of

our time and draw universal acceptance.

These two principles are designed to apply to the basic structure of society and are
regarded in a lexical ordering for application. The first principle must alwaysgeec
and have priority over the second principle. Rawls would rather choose a situation of

slightly more equal liberty than a situation of greater economic justice. He presumes
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that even inequalities in the economic arena do not affect the equality ofibedies

but the liberties themselves can nonetheless be distributed equally (Rawls, 1971:204;
Lebacqgz, 1986:43). This emphasizes the primacy of the basic freedom of the individual
and the gain of individual values in a community as a fundamental forlibevél
individualism. But liberties under individualism can be conflictual and different liberties

of rational individuals in the original position would not solve the problem.

The first principle is primarily concerned with the definition of the basjgal liberties

of all individuals in four spheres (Rawls, 1971:61): (1) political liberty (the right to vote
and to be eligible for public office) together with freedom of speech and assembly; (2)
liberty of conscience and freedom of thought; (3) freeddrthe person along with the

right to hold (personal) property; and (4) freedom from arbitrary arrest and seizure as
defined by the <concept of the rule of I
drawing attention in the fields in politics, acadenaosl media, these liberties conferred

to individuals are founded on the inadequacy of the substructure of the hypothetical
original position and their restrictive nature. The hypothesis of an original position is
not a solid foundation for a theory. All hgthetical particulars and settings to form the
priority condition of liberties are only illusions and cannot be the basis of a complete
conclusion. The attempt of Rawls to devise the original position as an absolute of the
primacy of justice in basic libgr must then make the individual autonomous choice of

a finite human an ultimate. The reality is that human as a finite particular cannot be a
sufficient final reference point. For Christians, the only sufficient foundation for the
assertion of any partitar liberties and rights is established in the one created order of
God. It is not only that the original position is inadequate to be the absolute, but it
cannot generate any fixed liberties over time because it is constructed by human
autonomous choiceni r el ati on to one another. Wi t
equilibrium together with unstable infinite minds of autonomous selves, there must be a

constant changing and shifting order of the theory of justice.

The second principle, simply referred te #he difference principle, is intended as a
qualification on the first principle rather than as a separate principle addressing a
different subject. What Rawls states in the second principle is on the presumption that
equal distribution can be set asiddarovoked as justification for deviating from an equal

di stribution of a different sort of good
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notion of the above equal liberty in a distributive sense is, on the other hand, thoroughly

unclear and mysteyus (Wolff, 1977:39).

This second principle addresses the maximization of the least advantaged. Rawls moves
from his first principle of libertarianism to that of egalitarianism as his second principle.

He basically uses income and wealth as a suffioleata s ur e o f his o6in
goodsd6 but fails to account for raci al
opportunities and powers, not necessarily correlated with income, but correlated with
disadvantage in society (Lebacqz, 1986:44). R4WQ71:72) clearly rejects the notion

of I niti al equal di stribution of asset s:
system of natural liberty is that it permits distributive shares to be improperly influenced

by these factors so arbitrary freem mo r a | point of view. 0 The
income and wealth has been the cumulative effect of prior or initial distributions of
natural assets such as natural talents and abilities, and its result is an injustice of
favoured or disfavouredistribution over time through social circumstances. Rawls
(1971:1521 5 3) t hen proposes his own systemat
rank alternatives but allow some risk taking above the floor of worst outcome. He
explains this as the principle efficiency based on Pareto optimality (a game theory
measuring efficiency) to apply to the basic structure which is roughly a free market
system, after satisfying the first principle of equal liberty, by the arrangement of raising

the expectations of anyepresentative person without at the same time lowering the
expectations of some other representative person to the maximum efficient positions
(Rawls, 1971:6&71). His argument for the maximin rule is to avoid calamity but, on the
other hand, let those the original position choose to take their chances on maximising

their expectations (Lebacqz, 1986:45).

Wolff finds this second principle problematic. Members of a society are ignorant of

t heir relative roles and p devever thenpfayers i Un ¢
have no idea whatsoever o f their pur pos
Lebacqz (1986:44)al so asks, AHow are the Ol east

Secondly, this difference principle is not a version of the principl@iofopportunity

but the generalization of al/l soci al v al

social value$ liberty and opportunity, income and wealth, and the bases efesgéct

i are to be distributed equally unless an unequaliloligion of any, or all, of these

values is to everyoneods advantageo (Raw
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advantages do not in themselves create any claims to greater benefits or rewards but are
to be viewed as common assets for equal distribut\wzick, a strong critic of Rawls,
points out that the difference principle is not neutral between the better and the worse

endowed and cites an inequality of this principle:

If the betterendowed group includes those who manage to accomplish something

great economic advantage to others, such as new inventions, new ideas about production
or ways of doing things, skill at economic tasks, and so on, it is difficult to avoid
concluding that the less well endowed gain more than the better endowed dbdrom
scheme of gener al cooldr ati ono (Nozick, 1

Nozick (1974:224225)i nsi st s on the recognition of ¢
assets: people deserve their natural assets and thus people deserve their holdings; people
are entitledo their natural assets and thus people are entitled tdhttldings No z i ¢ k 0
view is in contrast to that of Rawls, who effectively precludes all individual claims to
specific attributes along with any resulting benefits. Lebacqz provides -dapth

am|l ysis of Nozickds arguments to show t he

First, he argues that goods are not Oman
process. Nozick argues that precisely be
through special incentives involves additional effort on the part of some, they are
entitled to part of that utility surplus. The surplus cannot simply be distributed as though

no one deserved any part of it.

Second, Nozick proposes that we imagine the-biéstaying to the worst f f , 6Loo0Kk
you gain from this cooperative venture; therefore, we will participate only if we get as
much as possibledé (Nozick, 1974:198; Leba

There are noticeably two important developments in this difference ganéipst, it is
the omission or erosion of individual [
justice because of the emphasis on egalitarianism at the expense of the individual.
Second, the interference of individual natural assets violategrinciple of market

efficiency of any free market and productive capitalistic system.

Despite the inconsistency and inadequacy
above, Rawls proposes an assumption sufficiently widely shared today for thefreop
common grounding for justice. Lebacqgz c

theories:

| f Rawl sd movement from method to princi
are accepted, then this common ground for justice would appear to recpueetipns

for the least advantaged in society. While critics may find fault with the reasoning used
to formul ate Rawlsd principles, the chal
theory of justice is their stress on the position of the least tatyeah The requirements

of equal rights, and of only those social and economic inequalities that make the least
advantaged better off than they would have been otherwise, provides a standard that can
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be used to judge social policy and has a strong intuitippeal to many in our
contemporary world (Lebacqz, 1986:50).

3.4 THE ENTITLEMENT THEORY OF ROBERT NOZICK

3.4.1 The Formulation of Individual Rights and Liberty

Nozick rejects the justice theories of utilitarianism that assert the greatest ovedall goo
for the greatest number, and Rawlsds the
he charges these theories for their respective violation of human rights and failure in
equality. For this reason, he oisffoemred an
on a purely rights basis to approach the principle of justice. He firstly spells out very
clearly his argument in the prefaceAnarchy, State, and Utopia il begi n wi t
formul ation of individual rightso (Nozicl

Nozick (197:ix) holds the idea of a minimal state to justify his formulation of the rights

and liberty of citizens; that the only legitimate state is nothing more than the minimal
state to protect the rights of its citizens from force, theft, fraud, enforcement of
contracts, and others, leaving them free to pursue their individual ventures without any
unjustified violation of personal rights by an extensive state. The minimum state gives
priority to individual rights within an apparatus over all other consideratinaksiding
considerations of efficiency, of all material welfare and of all types of utilitarian goals.
Nozick (1974:149), therefore, accepts only the minimum state in distributive justice:
AThe minimum state i s the medsAny statetmera si Vv ¢
extensive violates peopleds rights. o Thi
the contrary, he starts on the basis of the moral philosophy to establish an apparatus on
what persons may and may not do to one another as theesofutegitimacy of the
statebds fundament al coercive power has
based on moral judgments, that prevent a general consensus about anarchy. Nozick
(1974:1011) explains why he has doubt about a state of nature fayajc, whi ch |
state of perfect freedom to order their actions and dispose of their possessions and
persons as they think fito, he wunder st al
every contingency in a proper fashion where Locke makes this pomit dbgal

systems, but contrast, and men who judge in their own case will always give themselves

the benefit of the doubt and assume that
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anarchy is that fAthe privat deadstodeuds,¢oras o n a
endless series of acts of retaliation and exactions of comperis@ionick, 1974:11).
Thus, for Nozick, a limited set of near absolute rights in the form ofcsidstraints
upon the actions and treatments to others constitute®uheation of morality in the
minimal state, in contrast to incorporating rights into the-gate for the distributive
consequences of a current social arrangement, as long as no actions are permitted that

violate fundamental human rights (Nozick, 128}:Lebacqz, 1986:51).

The endstate is a state that incorporates the distributional patterned principle of justice
with an insistence on a certain pattern in distribution according to moral merit or need.
Such principles look only at what the final distution is and ignore the manner by

which the distribution came into effect (Lebacqz, 1986:56). No@d&k4:163)finds

that this patterned principle violates the value of individual liberty because of the
unf avourabl e i nter f e poendstae primcipte lor distebotipnale 6 s
patterned principle of justice can be continuously realized without continuous
interference witHe peeptedhs t hves pattern
distributive justice necessitates redistributive aiés and ignores the right which a
person might have to give something to someone (Nozick, 1974:168). In this case, he
finds that AdAtaxation of earnings from | a
as an extreme form of intervention (Nozick, 49/69). The net result of this reasoning,

as Lebacqz concludes, is that Afreedom o
i mposes Opatternsdé of oéredisstabaediohdabl
of goodso (Lebdlogzaz,ckdH88a:hed)r.y, I nfn ustice

depends on just acquisition and transfer of holdings.

The minimal state occurs by a natural or invisilbdand process of the formation of a
dominant protective agency by rational and moral individualpleouwith the principle

of compensation that is to cover unusual actions only for those disadvantaged without a
compelling contract nor disadvantaged sacrifice plus adequate knowledge of
circumstances (Nozick, 1974:@&7). It is, therefore, a legitimate mab entity. Nozick,
however, stresses that there is no single way of life or utopia for everyone under the
minimal state but a framework of respecting human rights and utopia on a purely
voluntary basis:

Treating us with respect by respecting our rightsallows us, individually or with
whom we choose, to choose our life and to realize our ends and our conception of
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ourselves, insofar as we can, aided by the voluntary cooperation of other individuals
possessing the same dignity (Nozick, 1974:334).

Sincepeople are at liberty to choose and join together voluntarily as a community to
pursue and attempt to realize the balance among competitive values, a community may
redistribute goods among its members bound by the legitimacy of a certain pattern
(Nozick, 1974:321). This affirmation by Nozick in shifting slightly the position on the
minimal state does not necessarily show that his vision of the minimal state with
utopian communities is mistaken but it does indicate that the political availability under
his theory based on radically individualistic human rights and liberty as absolute status
may be quite limited and may rest on some basic misconceptions (Langan, 1977:356).

3.4.2 The Entitlement Theory

Nozick proposes the subject of justice in holdinghmee major topics:

1 The principle of justice in acquisitioin the original acquisition or
appropriation of usheld holdings.

1 The principle of justice transfdr the transfer of holdings in voluntary
exchange to another.

1 The principle of rectificatiori the rectification of injustice in holdings
(Nozick, 1974:150152).

He gives an inductive definition of entitlement theory as fattow

1 A person who acquires a holding in accordance with the principle of
justice in acquisition is entitled to that holding.

1 A person who acquires a holding in accordance with the principle of
justice in transfer, from someone else entitled to the holding, is entitled to
the holding.

1 No one is entitled to a holding except by repeated applicationiseof

above two(Nozick, 1974:151).
The foundation of Nozickos principle of
everyone to the holdings if the distribution arises from just distribution by legitimate
means (Nozick, 1974:151). Whatever arises from a just and legitimate situadiois, th
the first move in acquisition or the means of transition from one situation to another
(transfer), by just steps is itself just and justiceserving. He bases this theory on John
Lockeds idea that i ndi vi dualue. Onithatdasis,yhe i s
adopt s Lockeods provi so: i L o eowned objece ass pr
originating through someoneds mixing his
political legitimacy of private appropriation. Secondly, he agred@d Wwock that

Afdenough and as good | eft in common for
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ot her i's not worsenedo after t -i70). Bothi v at

Locke and Nozick see that as long as the legitimate appropriatiprivate property

does not violate otherso6 rights i1t is no
fundament al human ri ght is the freedom
(1981:3123 1 3) argues that Afcert ai rleadyoviolatess o f
ot hersdé6 basic rights. For exampl e, sl av«

Scanlon (1981:112) also points out the inequality from acquisition of holdings,
particularly the initial resouy tadsgn i n
egalitarian claims, allows that the demand for a justification of inequalities in initial
resources would be valid if these were the result of some centralized mechanism of
distributond0 The centralized mechani sdifferences di s
between rich and poor, especially where wealth is concentrated in a few hands; the
wealthy come to have an unacceptable degree of control over what jobs there are to
offer what products there are to be owned, over what is to be produced end ov
political processes as wel . Scanl on (1
growth of inequality can turn acceptable institutions into unacceptable ones even when
this inequality Iis generated throuThdr wha
rights that Nozick proposes are not absolute and obviously exist in uneasy tension as
Lebacqgz descri bes: il f l' i berty is the p
sacrificed. If equality is upheld, there will be violations of liberty. These {odideare

clearly perceived by Nozicko (Lebacqz, 1

Nozick believes that voluntary exchange is both necessary and sufficient for justice in
transfer. His focus is the governing manner in which one might justly come to own
something previously owneday another or sell something previously owned by oneself.
Nozick confirms:

We should note an interesting feature of the structure of rights to engage in relationships
with others, including voluntary exchange. The right to engage in a certain relationship
is not a right to engage in it with anyone, or even with anyone who wants to or would
choose to, but rather it is a right to do it with anyone who has the right to engage in it
Adults normally will have the right to such a relationship with any otdwgrsenting

adult who has this right (Nozick, 1974:264).

Nozickos poi nt i s about peopl eds | i ber |
characterized by exchange. On the other hand, Walzer, as quoted by Lebacqz, argues
that market exchange is problematic @as basi s for justice b

exchanges, & money cannot and should not
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(1945:181)al so supports the argument of the p
exchange, if left to itself, generates phenomevhich destroy free exchange, among
others economic monopolies and powerful organizations of the nature of monopolies
Lebacgz(1986:62)continues to challenge Nozick by using quotes from Ackerman and
Wal zer r e dgisseefdire wik kygtematiély give some people special
transactional advant ages t daissezaipeleconomy i gno
would be like a totalitarian state, invading every other sphere, dominating every other
distributive procese |t i s not arket exchande @annotwork peffectly e m
and efficiently as the capitalists predict, but also individuals do not simply create and
exchange goods. Brunngr945:149)st at es <c¢cl early t hat nal l
conditions which the acquirer has not haticreatec® He makes a theological point
that Afrom the standpoint of the order o
him does not bel ong to him unconditiona
1945:149).

The second pwensiodn Nofzilckdlseds proviso i
justified only where others are left with enough and good in common without harming
their situations. Everyone has the right to own goods, as long as that ownership does not
harm others. Thisis®?Nzi ck 6s principle of justice ir
means of setting right previous injustices in acquisition and transfer. However, as
Lebacqgz (1986:57) shows, Nozick gives several interesting twists to the Lockean
provisa Shecites an exap | e : Al nstead of remaining fi
not acquire severely limited goods, he argues that one may indeed acquire them so long
as one compensates others so that their
Nozickds pompenpheiohnh is different from

least advantaged under the patterned structure because the former is to be conducted in a

voluntary basis. I n addition, O6 Nei || e
Nozickdsofprjost pkte: ANo argument yet gi\
another individual acquires a particular

and as gooddé proviso show that t here wc
holdings, provided that he o6 gener al postodé of hol di ng:¢
(O6Nei Il , 1981:314).

Nozickds principles of distributive just

final ends of t he di stribution. Hi s Vi e
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procedural justiced6 in that, as Lebacqz

j ust so |l ong as it arose from procedur e:
different from the patterned principle which is a process governed bythaleseflect

the suitability of certain patterns, the desirable good result versus evils, and a respect for

i ndi vidual rights of differing iIimpotrtanc
patterned historical principle to allow individual transacsiooy natural rights of
acquisition and transfer does not stand because of its partial consideration. Nozick
erroneously interprets the notion of a patterned principle as specifying a distribution of
absolute entitlements to the wealth or property distedbiNagel, 1981:201). Lebacqz
(1986: 63) al so points out t hat ANozi ck i
protected and promoted by the community, and hence, the extent to which the
community has a o6éparti al amsgfortinstanae, inpthei v at
form of taxes. 0 Taxation is thus not a
communityods contribution to and proper s
(197735 charges that No zi c k@ pstice, rlikennaturgialv e o f
theory, rejects the restrictions to put on state activity in the name of individual rights, or
like social gospel traditions, seeks to use the activity of the state to achieve higher and
more equal levels of welfare which meeter human needsle then concludes that the
Christian way of promoting justice shoul
rights of all, especially those who are least well off, rather than the traditional form of
trying to bring about asocietas Chstiana, which usually involves at least some
restriction of the rights of others, especially in the areas of freedom of thought and
expressiono (Langan, 1977:357).

3.5 THE NATURAL LAW OF THOMAS AQUINAS

3.5.1 The Epistemology of Natural Law

Aquinas regards natural law as the basis of morality and, as such, forms his moral
philosophy based on the concept of the natural law. Unlike the secular theories of
justice on a purely philosophical base,
grounded with a strong metaphysical foundation on theoretical judgments of value. The

method by which Aquinas approaches his natural law and theology in general in the
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Summa Theologices a synthesis of both philosophy (science) and theology (higher
science)

We must bear in mind that there are two kinds of sciences. There are some which
proceed from a principle known by the natural light of the intelligence, such as
arithmetic and geometry and the like. There are some which proceed from principles
known by he light of a higher science: thus the science of perspective proceeds from
principles established by geometry, and music from principles established by arithmetic.
So it is that sacred doctrine is a science, because it proceeds from piesipldished

by the light of a higher science, namely, the science of God and the blessed. Hence, just
as the musician accepts on authority the principles taught him by the mathematician, so
sacred science is established on principles revealed by God (Aquinas, 3348§:22,

Q1).

Aquinas owes his thinking to the Greek philosophers, especially Aristotle. His work is
simply a heavily Christianised version of Aristotelianisthat illuminates and
rationalize Chr i sti an theology and thought (060
theologian who used philosophy as a rationalized foundation and a framework for his
theological edifice. On this basis, Aquinas defines the natural law thus:

Wherefore, since all thingsikject to Divine providence are ruled and measured by the
eternal law, as was stated above (Al); it is evident that all things partake somewhat of
the eternal law, in so far as, namely, from its being imprinted on them, they derive their
respective inclingons to their proper acts and ends. Now among all others, the rational
creature is subject to Divine providence in the most excellent way, in so far as it
partakes of a share of providence, by being provident both for itself and for others.
Wherefore it las a share of the Eternal Reason, whereby it has a natural inclination to its
proper act and end: and this participation of the eternal law in the rational creature is
called the natural law (Aquinas, 1948:99T; |-, A2, Q91).

Aquinas finds human beajs, as rational creatures, are a product of an infinitely wise
designer or creator and might reasonably and rationally be expected to discover the
origins of natural science and participate in the eternal law through human wisdom. He
sees reasoasthe first principle of human action and happinasthe last end of human

life (ST, I-1I, A2, Q90). As every part of human principlesassociated witlthe whole,

a rational applicationis to discovera law to matters of common goothat is, the
relationship & happiness as the common end. God is the one who instilled the natural
law into the human mind so as to be known naturally. This natural law is something
rationally directed to the common good by responsible humans and properly
promulgated. It is not thenly kind of law but works under the divine order or eternal
law manifested in the universe as the law of nature. Aquinas distinguishes four kinds of
law: eternal law, natural law, human law, and divine law. For Aquinas, the divine law
(Mosaic Law and thd.aw of Gospel), human or positive law, and natural law are

located in the context of eternal law, namely God himself (Kerr, 2006:253). Divine,
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human, and natural law, working together, are how eternal law is realized and
manifested in and for human beingserything in Christian doctrine is related back to
God because the world is ruled by Divine Providei®e IEll, A2, Q91).

Barth, a strong critic of Aquinas on the reat@msed natural law, states that even
Christians with reason alone are living irstate of ignorance; he then offers his own
version of natural law, a theory dependent upon the natural revelation of God:

By O6natur al |l awé we mean the embodi ment
universally right and wrong, as necessary, permissibe,d f or bi dden O6by
is, on any conceivable premise. It has been connected with a natural revelation of God,
that is, with a revelation known to man by natural means (Barth, 1968653

Barth continues to argue:

The reason is not thattheite 6 nat ur al | awé has been disc
even the ignorant, neutral, and pagan civil community is still the Kingdom of Christ,

and that all political questions and all political efforts as such are founded on the
gracious ordinance dbod by which man is preserved and his sin and crime confined
(Barth, 1968:164).

Aqguinasdés natur al |l aw is rooted in the i
ani mal 0: toward happi ness, sseakinga (Keys] i f e
2006189; ST, I-1l, A2, Q94). Consequently, all acts of virtue are prescribed by the
natur al | aw, since human reason di 8Tt ates
I-11, A3, Q94). If we consider what human nature is, we shall know what our natural
inclinations are and what our duties are i
Since all humans are rational beings, the natural law is the same to all and can be
apprehended to do good: AWhatever the pr
good (or evil) belongs to the precepts of the natural law as something to be done or
avoi &€ HlIpA2(Q94). According to the nature of human reason and inclination,
goods are the preservation and evidng ar e
family life, social and community life, and the desire for knowledge, including the
knowl edge of God. Keys outlines Aquinas?©o:

He that seeks the good of many, seeks in consequence his own good, for two reasons.
First, because the individual good is impossible without the common good of the
family, or kingdom... Secondly, because since man is a part of the home and political
community, he needs to consider what is good for him by being prudent about the good

of the man. For the good disposition of parts depends on their relation to the whole;
thus Augustine says (Confessions 3.8) the
whole is offensi3¥9)ed (Keys, 2006: 130
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The common good referred to here is the mendbie of justice also called political
prudence and should be extended to serve the family, the civic community, and the
community of the universe, for the sake of G&q, (II-1l, A10, Q47). We will discuss

more on common good in the following section.

The struct ur Summa Thealggicdlustatesohs method of synthesis of
philosophy and theology to pursue revealed truths. He thinks humans do partake of the
higher intellect of God and thus are enablededllumined unto understanding. As
McGaughey (1962:70) rightly points quAgqui nas, under the inf]|
matter of epistemology in the form of sense, looks upon the mind, before reaaiving
impression from experiencéapularasa,as an dbagent intellectd
intell ectd. Human intellect is potency wi
the order of knowing and not in that of existing or experience. But Aquinas admits that
God is not matterand is incommunicable@ p e Bis &od is the incommunitéde

exXxi stence of tSH, d, A4 iIQR9). Mew thera ¢can thee agent( intellect
acquire knowledge of God based upon Godbéd
intell ect? McGaughey (1962:70) then conf
be known only through revelatonrb ut even here in terms of

A

know of GodthatHe is, rather thawhatHe i s . 6 0

Reason has its limitation and cannot go beyond a certain point in dealing with revealed
higher truths. McGaughey refgte Agui nas6és notion of reaso
of revelation (McGaughey, 1962:7S7, I, A7, Q1) but finds t
to faith which is the basis of theology. Philosophy is at the lower end of the scale, as it
were, and pointsupa3vr d t o t heol ogyo (McGaughey, 196
al so denies the effectiveness of the hum
natures in the person of the Word incarnate effectively denies the presence of a human
mind or soul. Huran nature as a whole, and particularly human rationality and moral
devel opment , are so marginalized as not
2006: 250) . Kerr also criticizes O6Donov.
programme for naturalathc s i n created order and nat ul
God has <created depends s olHanseff and pfelia Go d
workso (Kerr, 2006: 250) . The understandi
and culture and certain natutalowledge which is part of our created endowment. In

terms of culture, natural law does not appreciate cultural difference, nor does it view
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existing societies as making real contributions to human moral and spiritual
development (Kammer, 1981:30). Kermsga up t hus: ANot hing bu
loved in the beatific vision, can fully satisfy the human desire for (the human end) truth
and the goodo (Kerr, 2006:252).

Aguinaso6s theory relates natur asyndefesssw t o
(natural habit) and posits a fufledged natural inclination of human will toward
goodness and moral virtue. Aquinas argues that human will is naturally inclined toward
good in general:

For the principles of intellectual knowledge are naturally known. In thisnerathe
principle of voluntary movement must be something naturally willed. Now this is good
in general, to which the will tends naturally, as does each power to its object ...
Wherefore man wills naturally not only the object of the will, but also dtfiegs that

are appropriate to the other powers; such as the knowledge of truth, which befits ... to
live and other like things which regard the natural welihg ... as so many particular
goods ET, I-1l, A2, Q10).

Niebuhr (1960:39) comments on thmitation of conscience against human desires:
AConscience is a mor al resource in huma
moralists assume, who would save mankind by cultivating the sense of duty. It is more
potent when it supports one impulse agaianother than when it sets itself against the
tot al force of the individual 6s desires
mistakes of Aquinas is to assume that the ethics of natural law or moral law are

domiciled in the natural order of thingsich possessed by the human mind. Stob

(1985:62) explains: AThese are metaphors
i s Opresentd to our conscience, t hat w
i mmedi acy. 0 Hkmowc passage in lebesa hwe Il wi | | put |
mi nds and write it on their heartso (31:

presented to them a manifestation of the law that, under favourable conditions, their
conscience can comprehend, but thereisnotawa al | 'y &éwr i tten on
law is always above and beyond them, and only so much of it as God has revealed to
them is availabl e for -63).d0 provephe rarguempnt, heo n 0
asks us to read attentively what Paul says abwitGentiles and the natural law in
Romans 2: 15, and then interprets it care
that something is o6written in their hear
(toergontounomguo ( St o b, her&f@ed thered@sanpthing O suggest that there
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the law is to be possessed and remains in our heart independent from God. It is only that

God is free to reveal his will and purpose for our liveBlapleases.

Stob continues to show that the sinful natwf the unredeemed may allote
conscious heart to obtain only a dim and distorted form of knowledge but prevents them
from receivng the trie knowledge outside of the revelation of Christ and the prophets

and apostles (Stob, 1985:63). Aquinas admits thait he nat ur al l aw ¢
from the human heart, either by evil persuasions, just as in speculative matters errors
occur in respect of necessary conclusions; or by vicious customs and corrupt habits ...
Sin blots out the law of nature in paricar cases, g1 Itll, AG,rQPA.er s a l
What Aquinas presents here is after the fact, a problem of the sequential order of
obtaining the natural law. He assumes humans would receive full knowledge of the truth
through their own human reason andyaafter they sin the law of nature will be blotted

out from their heart. What Stob observes is that the unregenerate are fugitives in flight
from God and in rebellion against God and grow blind and ignorant morally and
spiritually (Stob, 1985:63). Theyanever able to come to the knowledge of the truth (2

Tim. 3:7). In addition, sinners resist a real revelation of God-isdaw to humanity in
gener al and wilfully reject the divine
wi ckedness o0 (&Rmesult, welcanl téadly looR o the unregenerate for
reliable or full knowl edge of the create:

statement of our duties to be fully righteous and just.

Of course humanitycannot deny that there is opevatiin the world the common grace

of God which does help the unthankful and reluctant unredeemed to apprehend certain
relevant morality and perform services to others. Despite the fact that Aquinas begins
with reason above and before the revelation of Gbe,chief fault lies not in the
intellect but the will in trusting God. McGaugh€$962:76) spells out that such a
procedure, reason before revelation, is highly dangerous because of human weakness
and is in fact impossible. Rather, huraamust be confromd by God and must respond
affirmatively in faith. Faith thus becomes the guide to human reason, leading it into
correct and fuller understanding. McGaugli&962:76)puts his theological idesimply

by quoting St. Ansel méds eaepltsdraingdm ngb o itUn

believe, you will not understarn

86



3.5.2 The Common Goods

Aquinas develops his common good theory on the social and civic foundations of the
philosophic origins in Aristotle to shape a just and beneficial social order in the
community (polis). The theory is rooted in the idea of the common human nature which
encompasses an inherent rational inclination toward participation in the common good
of others or of all. Keys confirms: #AAqu
his theory of politics securely on traits and inclinations of our common human nature,
specially on characteristics of rational and social animals drawn to converse and
deliberate and debate about what is just and good or unjust and harmful or evil in human
affairso (Keys, 2006:65). She also finds
Ari st ot | e 6 sphilbshphie feundatmhsi Follovang Aristotle, AQuingsT{ |-

II, A2, Q94) designs his theory along similar, though not exactly equivaiees, the
human inclination toward good would seek

life, and all animals in society according to nature and natural law.

The First Foundati on: Human Nature as 0P
It is the nature of humans tme social and political anima(ST, A4, Q72). Aquinas
confers an order of nature and perfection by putting individual and households prior to
political society so that the latter would establish and secure a more universal order of
justice, peace, andrtie among humans (Keys, 2006:&, I-1l, A2-3, Q105). Like

Ari stotl ebds e mpdudaisnonsgAgoinas, aftereconfirmipgithat humans

are naturally social and civic, underscores the idea that the political community by
nature finds its judfication in the extent to which it promotes the happiness of its
people. This common good of virtue is preferred to the good of the individliaAR,

Q105). Aquinas says that this human virtue reflects the search for the perfect good in
God:

The summitof man does indeed touch the base of the angelic nature, by a kind of
likeness; but man does not rest there as in his last end, but reaches out to the universal
fount itself of good, which is the common object of happiness of all the blessed, as
being thanfinite and perfect goodyT, A8, Q2).

The end of human nature is happiness and all action of human life is for the sake of an
end with deliberation of reasorsT, Al, Q1). In other words, all human practical
thinking is to be concerned with the means to the last end, which is the perfect good of

God. Part of human action begins with | a
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be in accord with some rule ofa®gon ... Law is always directed to the common good as
to its end ... Now the order to the common good, at which the law aims, is applicable to
part i culSE Al-2e@90)sAquings rightly points out that, despite the active
mind or reasoning of humanthe final perfection of happiness cannot be attained:

But in men, according to their present state of life, the final perfection is in respect of an
operation whereby man is united to God: but this operation neither can be continual,
nor, consequentlys it one only, because operation is multiplied by being discontinued.

And for this reason in the present state of life, perfect happiness cannot be attained by
ma n . Wherefore the Philosopher, in placi
imperfect, and after a long discussion, concludes: We call men happy, but only as men.
But God has promised us perfect happiness, when we shall be as the angels ... in heaven
(ST, A2, Q3).

Aquinas finally confirms that nothing but God can lead us to supreme, gt even

our human reason: ANow the | ast end of t
God. Therefore the goodness of the human will requires it to be ordained to the
Sovereign GoodST ALl @19). In summaryohuntaoitg ia tregrthly

life has a duty to search for common goodness or happiness, despite its imperfection, in
accordance with the revealed order as a social being, while faithfully depending on the

ordained perfect and ultimate good from God.

The Second Foundation: Hman Beings and Citizens

Tobeaci ti zen, I ns, isAsgnonymoasswitishowingexcellence or virtue.

A citizen is one who has the common virtue in performing an active role in either the
administration of the regime and its justice, or the estaflent of the guiding policy

with a view to the welfare of the community (Keys, 2006:92). A common virtue relative
to the regime is thus required from its citizens for the regime to function and govern in
proper justice, policy, and welfare. What countaapod citizen? Aquinas defines the
fundamental political or civic character of human nature that is required as a virtue for a

right social order:

Since justice, by its nature, implies a certain rectitude of order, it may be taken in two

ways: frst,ilmsmuch as it implies a right order
amongst the virtuese i t her as particular justice, wh
them in relation to his fedw-man,-or as | egal justice,y whic

regulating them in their relation to the common good of society ... Secondly, justice is

so-called inasmuch as it implies a certain rectitude of order in the interior disposition of

a man, in so far as what is highest in man is subject to God, anddheripowers of

the soul are subject to the superior, i.e., to the reason; and this disposition the
Philosopher call§ustice metaphorically speakia@ST, A2, Q113.
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Aquinas realizes the religious transcendence in character on the part of ordinary and
non-philosopher citizens who are aware, as an intrinsic disposition, of their citizenship

in a universal community under God, and perhaps through grace are cognizant as well
of being members of Goddés own househol d
Aquinasdés emphasis on the soci al or rel
posited originally in a fulfledged natural inclination of the human will toward
goodness and virtue in two dimensions: the vertical (hu@aah) and the horizontal
(humanhuman). This natural inclination is in the context of the analogy between the
naturalness of virtue and the naturalness of social and political life. Aquinas affirms that
AVirtue i s natur al to man inchoat,inwsel y.
far as in man6s reason are to be found
principles of both knowledge and action, which are the nurseries of intellectual and
moral virtues, and in so far as there is in the will a natural appetite forig@adording

with reasono but he adds to clarify that
aptitude and inchoation, SButAlnotQ6&acogc orAg
stand on mor al virtue is diff eomnastthatf r o m
humans naturally have the capacity to receive the virtues and that good habituation
transforms that potency into a virtuous act (Keys, 2006:NH; 1.1, 1103a24b).

Aristotle insists that education is crucial for virtuous character formatio Aqui nas
second foundation on human virtue i s tht

considered by Keys to be in line with that of the Platonists. Keys offers evidence of

Pl atods theory of the inher enticwinrsti de r @fd
virtues to be 6wholly from withind the h
wouldpree xi st i n the soul nat ur al lofAQg U iKneayss6, s

position on virtue is that human virtue is natural, naitahal, but not according to
perfection. On the other hand, Agqui nas n
entirely f3ToAM Q63) and retwrris do hié definition of civic and political
character (justice) for highest perfection andnowmn good:fi j ust i called i s s
inasmuch as it implies a certain rectitude of order in the interior disposition of a man, in

so far as what is highest in man is subject tod38d, A2, Q113) The highest good in

virtue that can satisfy the internal hapgss and desire of our human nature must

correspond to God; it is to know Him intimately and personally.
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The Third Foundation: Human Action and Excellence as Social, Civic, and Religious
Langan (1977:186) g u o t SummaAlgnirdGentleslll, 143.0 m t h
Anlt i s admitted by al/l men that man, thr
end, which is felicity. o Morally right a
according to the will of the natural human reason. Aquinagiekier, adds that these
actions do not bring about the end intended but are conducive to it only indirectly
because they are, in turn, necessary that man may receive happiness from God and
achieve relative or inchoate happiness in this w@If A5, Q7).Not only must human

receive goodness from God to be good, but also the foundation of the end is not formed
exclusively on individual particular good but must corresponding to the common good:
ABut a manos will 'S not ressghle teferit to thevi | | i
common good as an end; since even the natural appetite of each part is ordained to the
common good &TAlD R¥). Ewandhowgld Aqinas stresses the need for

a rightly ordered human will as the rational appetite ofittedlectual faculty of human

reason to manifest good works, he realizes, as Keys explicates, that a finite being or
action may properly be considered good by human reason from one perspective but evil
from another, and unassisted, finite human reasoncepable of comprehending the
ultimate, universal good that is the object of the divine will and divine providence, and

of judging absolutely whether or not something is truly good or best from the
perspective of this final common good (Keys, 2006: ZDA3, Q49).

Vogt, in his article inTheological Studigscites the comments from a couple of
contemporary social thinker@ne is Rwls suggesont h a't ifa shared v
good i s i miheahsriisbhklaboarganentt hat At h e pupsuittofi i c
any comprehensive vision of the good will be at the expense of those who lack the
power to define and enforce tMogR007:385xn de:
Their pessimistic view is understandaghiier a purely intellectual or plisophicbased

theory of a politic of a common good that is doomed to failure. Some of the social
thinkers that were refered to earlier in this chapter propose a practical solution of
common good based on the nature of human community through socialctonéory.

This social contract is artificially created on the basis of calculating reason and becomes

the basis for social arrangements without a relational sense among fellow citizens. The

result of this soci al ar r a ndidueomef the geneals Vo
publ i cods sense of responsibility toward
regarding societyds obligations to suppo

90



2007:396). The pressing social problem we face is not simplpuhe intellectual or
philosophic base but also the problem of the personal individualistic ethics rather than a
comprehensive communityased common good. Despite the emphasis of reason in
Aquinasods theory, he str es snensofthecavenartay o n
model to construct a strong community toward common good, that is, a paradigm of
closeknit solidarity within the household that is unitedth the political community

(ST, I-1l, A2-3, Q105). Most importantly, as Keys asserts, aadigjpn of virtue toward
solidarity and the common good must take into account religious transcendence in order
to reify covenantal citizenship in a universal community under God, and perhaps
through grace to become cognizant as well of being membersdb®@ own hous ¢
(Keys, 2006:98). The Christian community should not simply focus on changing
institutions and structures, like the secular social thinkers do, at the expense of
emphasizing the simultaneous need for regeneration and acceptance of sastng g

God wills all humans to be saved and come to the knowledge of the truth (1 Tim. 2:4)
so that they become members of Godds own
such things under the aspect of justice (common good). Wherefore in regard to such
things it suffices for man to will the wup
(ST,I-1l, A10, Q19).

Despite our criticism and di sagreement
importance of the natural human before the revelation of Go&urnanarheologica,
afterall, directs us to the ultimate perfection of Gétis grace andHis laws. Aquinas
addresses justice in these items:

There are two kinds of justice. The one consists in mutual giving and receiving, as in
buying and selling, and oth&inds of intercourse and exchange. This the Philosopher
calls commutative justice, that direct exchange and the intercourse of business. This
does not belong to God, since, as the Apostle says: Who hath first given to Him, and
recompense shall be madenf? (Rom. 11:35). The other consists in distribution, and is
called distributive justice; whereby a ruler or a steward gives to each what his rank
deserves. As then the proper order displayed in ruling a family or any kind of multitude
evinces justice of ih kind in the ruler, so the order of the universe, which is seen both
in effects of nature and in effects of will, shows forth the justice of God. Hence
Dionysius says: We must needs see that God is truly just, in seeing how He gives to all
existing thing what is proper to the condition of each; and preserves the nature of each
one in the order and with the powers that properly belong &Yt (A1, Q21).

Concluding Summary
This chapter presenteld secular theories of justice above frohe Republicof Plato

to the Entitlement Theory of Noziclall base their philosopds upon hypotheses or
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presuppositions about human behaviour or virtue in the state of nature in search of the
ultimate end of happiness, inherent human rights of persondlylized the holding of
property as well as the construction of justice in terms of equality, fairness, and
impartiality. | find these various philosophical and political theories as discussed above
to be inadequate to cover all grounds of social justiaelation to rights, liberty, and
equality especially when complex societal organizations or social structures are taken
i nto consideration. The central focus of
the search for his or her personal and ultevend of happiness. It is the human who is

left to construct the essential facts of the cosmos by autonomously placing these facts in
relation to one another. It is the human mind that becomes the ultimate defining power
of the cosmos. Autonomous selves ¢hus placed and founded upon +arsolute and
equivocal human rights and liberties under such relative conditions. As humans are not
absolute but rather finite particulatbey are, therefore, subject to constantly changes
according to their changingneironment, and vulnerable to the vice of their desires. The
result is that there is no fixed moral orgeoduced from secular theories of justice, not
even the natural law out of human reason for common good as Aquinas introduced
Maritain, a defender od natural lawethics, cannot but acknowledtfee necessity of a
spiritual nature of the createatder if human beings are to coherently predicate any
fixed notion of human rights and liberties. He explains:

It is because we are enmeshed in the universiarpin the laws and regulations of the
cosmos and of the immense family of created natures (and finally in the order of
creative wisdom), and it is because we have at the same time the privilege of sharing in
spiritual nature, that we posses rights-a-vis other men and all the assemblage of
creatures (Maritain, 1951:9%5).

The overview of various secular ethical theoripsovided in this chaptemmcludes
historical philosophies of Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle, contemporary th@diies | 6 s
Utilitari ani s m, Rawl sés Soci al Cont r)ardtalso and
Aguinaso6s natur al l aw on human dispositi
on these theories finthat they are not only in disagreement with each other with
striking confliding conceptions of justice but also inadequate in constructing an all
encompassing idea of justice to regulate all social relatidresnext chapter wilbegin

with a brief discussion on why the secular theories are inadequate and irrelevant without
the knowledge of God and His lawrhis will befollowed by an irdepthstudyof the

justice of God and how an individual can transcend civil society as a member of a
universal community ruled by God to command common good (justice) to its

perfection.
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CHAPTER 4: BIBLICAL JUSTICE

4.1 INTRODUCTION

The secular and philosophical theories of justisediscussed in Chapterhave often

been cast in positivist, rationalist or humanist terms. The ideas of human rights,
equality, and liberty within the popular deoratic realm are often seen, one way or the
other, as being the conclusive word on the formation of justice. These theories are
engaged and mingled with the assaults of liberal individualistic views on human rights
and freedom, or the deconstruction brougbout by free market capitalism, albeit the
different findings in divisive and conflicting principles. As illustrated in Chapter 3,
philosophers who consider the questions of justice based on practical rationality end up
with theories and principles wdh disagree with each other sharply and irreconcilably
as to how these questions are to be answered. Macintyre reveals some particularly
striking conflicting conceptions of justice based on pure philosophical theories without
the revealed truth of God:

Same conceptions of justice make the concept of desert central, while others deny it any
relevance at all. Some conceptions appeal to inalienable human rights, others to some
notion of social contract, and others again to a standard of utility. Moreoveiyadhe

theories of justice which embody these rival conceptions also give expression to
disagreements about the relationship of justice to other human good, about the kind of
equality which justice requires, about the range of transactions and persohiho w
considerations of justice are relevant, and about whether or not a knowledge of justice is
possible without a knowledge of Godods | aw

Heller (1987:25) remarks, in relation to formal concepts of justice, that human ideas of
justice are irreconcilable. There is not anealtompassing idea of justice to regulate
every social relation on earth. She points out a number of paradoxes inntla@ hu
theories of justice. For example, there is a paradox regardingaliiiey of a
philosophical framework of rational argument to determine the content of righteousness
and to distinguisivetween good and evil. She sums up thus:

In philosophy, only ratinal argument can win the wager against evil. However, rational
argumentation cannot win the wager because no rational argumentation can prove that it
is better to suffer injustice than to cor
rather than emmit it; he justified it without justifying it; he observed philosophical
reason beyond reason (Heller, 1987:65).

On the paradox of freedom, the greatest puzzle is the problematization of moral end or

6good©éb. Since practi calby applgng valid norans too t d
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particular circumstances, the consensual knowledge of the moral end is absent and
every discussion of 6human naturedé and
(Hel Il er , 1987:76) . The f aiitahsensd is anothérj u st
paradox. Both Socrates and Plato believe the city is the city within us or the city called
the 6soul 6. This soul, this true city, b
in favour of the good in the human soul. But thigtimof the immortality of the soul is

not wholly a fairytale and everyone who is not yet righteous would be defenceless
against the maxims of evil (Heller, 1987:73). This city (soul) is no longer
functioning for the good nor committing justice, but bedog indifferent to all

I njustices. Without the knowhbewterei®fo God
common yardstick, no absolute or universal norm for continuous and consistent

application.

The primary precept of the natural law developed lyuiAas is a synthesis of
philosophy and theology in order to pursue a human understanding of the knowledge of
Godods | aw. Aqui nas, having accepted Ar |
Augustinebs doctrine of t h e humearf ratare, inat e  h
human sinfulness, is as always presupposing the type of rational knowledge of God
exemplified in the conclusions of tHerima Pars( Macl nt yr e, 1988: 18
understanding of the Augustinian Christian doctrine of human nature doesenely

show the i ncompl eti on of Aristotl ebs t
apprehension of the divine nature, but a life of enquiry by each of us into what our good

is. He finds that the final discovery of what our good is will indeed teteeas the
inadequacy of all our earlier conceptions and practical enquiries. We then have
knowledge of our good which will adequately guide us further to actualize the
knowledge (Maclintyre, 1988:193). Aquinas admits that nothing can be the ultimate end

of human beings except that state of perfect happiness which is the contemplation of
God in the beatific vision, in which contemplation all of human nature finds its
completion ET, I-1l, A7, Q3). He continues to lead us to recognize the ultimate end and
pefect happiness of human beings, a state in which we are moved by a love of our own
good and by a love of and desire for God (Macintyre, 1988:332}-11, A3, Q109).

We may reject i n |l arge part Aquinasbs it
justice of common good. However, he points us in the right direction to include the

metaphysical theological dimension of justice; that is, justice is one of the names
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applied to God who not only conceives of justice perfectly but is justice perfectly
(Macintyre, 1988:198).

Wemu s t believe that the mor al norm of | u
commission for the people of God to attain the true knowledge in faith, to abide by the
divine mandate of becoming righteous and defending the oppressed, to inhabit the
orderly city of justice, the faithful city. This divine justice is the prophetic idea
grounded on faith and based on divine wisdom with righteousness as its end. Heller
summarizes the description of the divine justice:

Divine justice does not contain even subikditarian connotations. No hereafter is
promised where all will be judged by their merits or demerits. Justice will be done on
earth, and it will be done to peoples. People whose cities have been built by bloodshed
will be destroyed, as will people whelsthe just man for silver and the poor man for a

pair of sandals. The righteous person is neither happy, nor buys other worldly
happiness. Being righteous is simply a contribution to the redemption of his people ...
What is not beyond knowledge is simphe following: that, if there is redemption, my
righteousness contributes to it. Acts of righteousness are thus performed in the view of

t he absol ut e mor al wor |l d, wher e Oj usti ce
unfailing streambé (Heller, 1987:58)

Heller thus concludes that the prophetic idea of faith in doing justice or righteousness is
not for the actor but for the whole f o r o6my peopled or 6al l
emphasis in Isaiah, and is supported on three pillars:

1. | must believe that moa | norms are Godoés commandmen
t hem. Knowl edge is the knowledge of Go
may be made, no reasoning permitted. Faith and knowledge coincide.

2. | must believe that God sees both everything that | dtlaat everyone else does.

My righteousness may contribute to the possible redemption of my people only
because God sees that | am righteousness. If | fight oppression, defend the helpless,
pl ead for the widow, Gododos eyes rest on

3. | must believe that mple such as | will be redeemed when God judges nations, that
people such as | wil!|l i nhabit O6the cit)
that | am a part of the whole (of my people, of humanity), as well as that the fate of
the whole dependsnoindividuals and their righteousness, on people such as |
(Heller, 1987:59).

The purpose of this chapter is not to set out a full and robust theology of biblical or
divine justice. | will point primarily to the meanings of biblical justice and the
unders andi ng of several cruci al el ements o

critical importance of the contours of particular narratives in the Bible.
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4.2 BIBLICAL JUSTICE: TERMINOLOGY AND MEANING OF JUSTICE

To elucidate the biblical meaning afstice requires vast tracts of references in the Old
Testament to law, justice, impartiality, the norms of administering justice, and the
injustice of exploitation and imperial domination by rulers and shaasters as well as

the central issue of justiaaised in virtually every page of the Gospels and the reign
over all human affairs by the justice of God or the Kingdom of God proclaimed by Jesus
Christ in the New Testament. The purpose of biblical justside make individuals (the
people of God), commnities, and the cosmos whole and perfect, by upholding both
goodness and equalityhe study of biblical justice in this chapter attempts to grasp the
wide scope of this biblical theme.

4.2.1 Old Testament

Hebrew has two main terms for justice in thel @estamentP'v.namishpat)andhq'd'c.
(tsedegah)Mishpatc an be transl ated as Ojucaticenp
6deliverance, 6 or Ocusedegainsd 0r o ghameuaneés
6deliverance, 6 o6rights,d O6upright,d or 0
have similarity of translation in many instances or are most of the time used
synonymously (Isah 28:17) in the Old Testament, thoudghete are a few marked
differences in discussing the biblical concept of justice. Most oftshpatis translated

as justice antsedegalas righteousness.

Burns (1998:154) expl ai ns t hatmishphtas abi bl |
central concepin the biblical tradition about things that involve the determinagioc

power of what is to be done appropriately or rightly or fairly or justly in human life

i ndividually as well as socially. The Hel
is right and just, or the sense of what is rightssdeganBurns, 1998:154)Mishpat

takes on many forms of the established order within political structures and, as many
scholars suggest (e.g., E.R. Achtemeier and Jason J. Ripley), a more forensic meaning
to do with the actual action of doing justice in accordance with public laws and judicial
systemsTsedeqgahon the other hand, focuses on the vision of what is right and a view

of life that motivates human actions.
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Mishpatis most frequently used in thpgophetic books. The theme is often related to a
breach of justice by oppressor s, rul er s,
render oppression against orphans, widows, poor, and alier@h(sh7, 21; 5:7; 10:2;

59:89; Hab. 1:4)Mishpatasjlst i ce i s basically a refere
rights, 6 that i s, one is obliged to main
humans, or otherwise one will receive just reward or just punishment. In return for a
breach of justice, ggment (nishpaj will thus be entered and vindicated by Yahweh in

His wrath for the outcry of these people against not only corrupt oppressors, rulers, and
slave masters but toward all the people for their sinatls&4; Jer. 5:1; 7:5; Ezek. 5:6

7, 20:11 13, 16, 19, 21, 24; Hos. 5:1, 11; Mal. 3:5). Divine judgment or justice is the
fulfilment of the will of the Lord aHis throne to the nations on earth and the promise of
hope to the hopeless in the sense of perfect world government and perfect religion
(Isaah 42:1-4). Whenmishpatis defined as judgment, it refers to both divine and
earthly judgment. It is the guiding principle behind every earthly legal process,
including legislation, ruling, trial, lawsuit, verdict, and sentences. The earthly judgment
should be informed by thevs of the land that are thought to be of divine origin, the

heavenly norm and pattern on earth.

Baird (1963:42) explains that the use mishpat expresses the nature of God in
righteousness and justice: ARi ghteousnes:
(Ps. 89:14; cf. Deut. 32:4; Job 34:4, 12;idbka5:16; Zep. 3:5). God is the ultimate
source of justice and what is right is derivedmm Godds ri ghteousnes
the nature of God, Baird (1963+412) takes the use afishpatin four aspects:

(1) Mishpatrefers toGod as saviour Al  wi | | betroth you to
you in righteousness and justice, in love anshpoa s si on ( mercy) 0 ( Ho
34:16; Ps. 25:9; Isah 1:27; Jer. 9:24). When the nounishpatd e s cr i bes God o

the emphasis is on its meaning as love.

(2) Mishpatdescribes the judgment Gfod as a word, a legal precept, an ordinance

i kkep my decrees and lawsighpay , f or t he man who obeys
(Lev. 18:5; cf. Ex. 21:1; Num. 27:11; Deut. 4:1; | Chron. 22:13; Neh. 1:7; Ps. 18:22;
Jer. 5:4; Ezek. 5:6; Zeph. 2:3; Mal. 4:4). This is a strong reference to the aggressive

force of Godds being which translates its
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(3) Mishpatis to define judgment aan equitable act of God in punishment and
reward. AThe Lor d Helas agptablishadi®threng ferrjudgment. He will
judge he world in righteousnesete wi | | govern the p8efpl es
Deut. 1:17; | Chron. 16:14; Job1®; Isaah 26:8; Hos. 6:5). This use ohishpatis

regularly the reference to Geéldwah saving

(4) Mishpatencompasseod 6s act of condemnation and
who fail to keep His ordinance AMy sword has drunk 1its
descends in judgment on Edom, the people | have totally destroyed. The sword of the
Lord is bahed in blood, it is covered with fatthe blood of lambs and goats, fat from

the kidneys of rams. For the Lord has a sacrifice in Bozrah and a great slaughter in

E d o moiah@4:5%6;af. Deut. 32:41; | Kings 20:40; Il Chron. 19:6; Ps. 7:6; Jer. 1:16;
Ezek. 5:8; Hos. 5:1; Micah 3:8; Hab. 1:12; Mal. 3:5). The predominant emphasis on the
negative whemishpatd escr i bes Goddés acts toward hui
Goddés judgment act iHewrattwi t h t he emphasis

The Hebrew wordsedeqgahs al® a term to describe the nature of God, particulldity

truth and character (Baird, 1963: 44) . Hi
secret, from somewhere in a | and of darkKk
0Seek me inovain.sipelak ttthe tr ut high4519 decl
NIV). The name of God iisedeqal{ r i ght eousness) : AThey r ej
l ong; they exult in your righteousnesso
is to describeéHis essence in disclosingi s precepts and | mper at
your precepts! Preserve my |ife in your

and imperatives are the expressions of the nature of God in truth, mercy, steadfast love,
and salvéon (Hos. 2:19; Ps. 85:11). Wright (2006:1089) reveals that Yahweh was
speaking aboutlimself as righteous God and Saviour in Isaiah:

Declare what is to be, present itet them take counsel together. Who foretold this long

ago, who declared it frottihe distant past? Was it not |, the Lord? And there is not God

apart from me, a righteous God and a Saviour; there is none but me. Turn to me and be
saved, all you ends of the earth; for | am God, and there is no other. By myself | have
sworn, my mouth hasttered in all integrity a word that will not be revoked: Before me
every knee wil/l bow; by me every tongue \
alone are right eoahdomexNVand strengthoé (I s

The context of the words underlineseth Lor ddés uni quldisamguwe as

ability, as the only living God iklis sovereign power over all nations and all history, to
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save. Wright signifies specifically the word righteousnéssdegalh as a synonymous
word to salvation in the context tife Isaiah passage. This interpretatiotisefieqahs
i n I'ine with Bairdomshpgx pl anation of the

Bruckner (2003:225), in thBictionary of the Old Testament: Pentatepshifts from

the understanding o tsedggahaséab uman udpu i ceex
bei ngo; it signifies human actions that
relationship. Under this covenant relationship, God declared Abram righteous based on
his faith (Gen. 15:6) and the righteousness of the people ofi God t he wor k o
hands and the glory of God (lah 60:21). Tsedeqgalas a human justice of wddeing

comes from the sole source which is God, who is faithfiditos peopl e t o &«
Omaked them right and justdeaZi esWreen (W& 7
manés righteousness, it is clearly a pos
the covenant, and therefore not i n rel a
relational concept otsedeqahr e f er s t o an ©Odeadofspéakéeti

righteousness and justice on that criterion.

The use otsedegahin the theological context describes human interaction with God.
Tsedeqahmost often depicts right human behaviour solely according to the estimation

of Yahweh. Reimer @97:751) uses the story of the Israelites taking quick possession
oftheland (Deut. 946 ) t o il l ustrate Yahwehoé6s actio
account of theirtsedegahbut because of the wickedness of the nations. Yahweh is
tsedegahand the w&andard (Deut. 32:4). His standard of behaviour is explicit in the
divine | aw which can | ead to reward for
the Lordd (2 Sam. 2 2. 2 2 Mis tsedegareflects Hasuraly c t i o

His divine beirg and character (Ezra 9:15).

Reimer offers his idepth insights regardingedeqgahfrom the Ancient Near Eastern
sources to the analogy of the Old Testameniéw International Dictionary of Old
Testament Theology & ExegesReimer (1997:74446) findssix different uses of
tsedegahn ANE materials. It represents (1) seéfjhteousness or doing right to people;
(2) the kingds | awful or |l egitimate acts
enemy; (4) just and legitimate behaviour (the feorm woul d r ef er to

behaviouri acting rightly, while the latter refers to claims to a given statasving
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right; (5) righteousness as loyalty towards an overlord in a legal or judicial sense and as

justified or declared right; and (6) jice as the foundation of the right rule.

Reimer (1997:74968) surveys the Old Testament for the meaningsexfegalfrom

Genesis through the books of the prophets. The tsealeqahin the Old Testament
comprises both active (acts rightly) and statiflee righteous) meanings under
dominantly theological considerations referring to something true about God as the
standard. This suggests that the deity acts andHisabeing in a manner analogous to
humankind. Rooy (1982:26364) says that, despite thact thathumankind might
perceive fia O6heavenly justiced whmahos e
personal sins, which makes us brané w per sons inside . .. al
restrain crime and promote the external public ordemankindforget that justice is a
sort of materialization of existence; [
relation toHis world; it is the creatiofiorm of life in divinely given structures for
society without whi c h righteousnesfstice,ovhethervt sn e x
heavenly or earthl vy, t hat a -jugstice.aGod ase e d s
personal being is sovereign, creator, judge, and father who is supremely and absolutely
t he God of just i ce esmedningasdc@erendedo ajl thas Godis e |
in Himself, and all thaHe does irHis relations with humans (Baird, 1963:39). Reimer
(1997:747) does not separate the foundatiotrsefleqahinto a secular concept and a
purely religious one, but the idea ottivision in the form of ranking does assist in the

task of understanding what is involved in being righteous in biblical texts. He cites the
stories of Jacob and Laban (Gen. 30:33), Judah and Tamar (Gen. 38), and David and
Saul (1 Sam. 226) to exhibitfirst the loyalty to an existing community relationship or
agreement in the same sense of a relationship between Israel and Yahweh, and secondly
the moral question of being more virtuous or righteous than the other as the resolution
of moral conflict. Reirer (1997:748749) then introduces the stative usesseflegahn
legitimate measures and rightly conforming standards (Lev. 19:36 and Deut. 25:15) and
the personal contexts of the righteous, blameless and innocent (Gen. 6:9 and 2 Kgs.

10:9). This stativesense does not refer to something they have done, but to something

t hat they ar e, whet her justified for Y a
i nnocence implied in Davidés rule in 2 S
tsedegaltodeclae i nnocence and adjudicate by 06do

his people. Such ideals are at the heart of instructions in the Pentateuch (Exeg]. 23:7

Lev. 19:15; Deut. 16:220; 25:1) concerning the proper behaviour of members of the
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community fdlowing laws of justice and justice alone in various legal codes and moral
principles. This, setting aside the theological content, summarizes the usedexfah
in both active and stative senses of right behaviours in relation to sorrevidelft

nature of assumed standard of behaviour accepted in the community.

The set pair oimishpatand tsedeqgahis first used in Gen. 18:19 in the story of the
destruction ofSodom and Gomorrah, posing an idedh& necessity ofonforming to

the will (way) of God. Thereafter, the two words together (1 Kgs. 10:9; 1 Chron. 18:14;

2 Chron. 9:8; Ps. 99:4; lsdn 9:7; 32:16; 33:5; 59:14; Jes. 4:2; 9:24; 22:3, 15; 23:5;
Ezek. 18:519, 21, 27; 33:14, 16, 19; 45:9; Amos 5:7, 2&resent the ideal of social
justice (Wright, 2006:367) and form part of the excellence of the judicial system and
administration (Reimer, 1997:74%0), when the people are in conformity to the will of
GodRooy (1982:263) also reveals that fthe
not only the legal and forensic connotations (just judgments), but also the need for
concrete decisive action (defence of the poor). These are not two separate matters;
ratherthey are two aspects of the same theological concern that men be imbued with
righteousness read justicd i n t he totality of tnhishpatr | i f
andtsedegahwe have found so far are shared in the use of the two terms. By far the
man use of both terms is to represent the nature of the character, actions and
requirements of God ( Wr i g hjustice B Witabpedple 7 ) .
need, as much allis love, to realize an encounter with God and this is also an
inspiration tobe forgiving and kind to others. Weinfeld (1992:238) confirms that the

p h r amslepatanhdtsedeqab does not refer to the proper execution of justice in the
judicial sense, but rather expresses, in a general sense, social justice and equity, which is
bourd up with kindness and mercy. He continues:

This understanding of the termmishpatand tsedegahis implicit in the prophetic
exhortations. When Micah (6:8) presents t
has told you, man, what is good. And whatsltiee Lord demand of you? Only to do
mishpatand lovehesed and wal k humbly with your Go
proper execution of justice, since (1) ¢ttt
man is a judge of who is responsible for legdings, and (2) the last two demands of

loving hesedand walking humbly imply that the demands are general and moral in
nature, referring to good deeds, and thus doirghpatrefers to action of social justice.

I n a similar vei nmshpamelsup (k& wakedtdedegaHikesn t ha't
mi ghty stream6é (Weinfeld, 1992:238).

Both righteousness and justice are aspec!
meaning to all the people of God and relatiig will and purpose to humankind. It

woul d seem that for the Hebrew, Ojustice
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synonymous, especially when describing the nature and character of God (Baird,
1963:4445). Many interpreters insist on discerniddferences in meaning between

these two words. For examplBacote (2005:415) documents Dictionary for the
Theological Interpretation of the Biblas view of these two terms in relation to God,

t hdlsedegalr ef | ect s Godds r i @dier andHis €avenansiove N mo
and faithfulness, as well as the legislative, judicial, and administrative aspddis of
action in the world ..Mishpatand i ts cognates emphasize
just judge as well a dassénhaad Gaghéer(20@B1B45kalsm f
ar gue Tsedegabhmeaiis delivering, communitgstoring justice, andnishpat

means judgment according to right or rights, and thus judgment that vindicates the
rights especially of t heang Woght (2006:3686Ywer | e
finds that O0ri ghteousness and justicebo
technical |l y c althétes,da siagle @dmplexddeaaesdpyesséd through the

use of two words. Whether it tsedeqator mishpat the neaning of either word not
only represents the O0statusdéd or Obeingbd
(active use) to commit a whole human life in the redemptive covenant in conformity
with the divine will. McLaughlin (2008:208) states thhe Lord loves both justice

(Isaah 61:8) and righteousness (ish61:3, 11) and names those who do what the Lord
desires as O0Ooaks of righteousness?®d. Mc L a
6oaks of righteousnessibseddédRngphaealukbalkswi
the oak serves as a symbol of solidity
primary focus will be on the intensification of meaning and, as such, justice and

righteousness will be intertwined for the purposéhaf thesis.

Justice in the Old Testamei#t expressé by both tsedegatand mishpat These terms
describe the nature of Gad the contgt of salvation deliverance, vindication, and
restoation Yahweh is the righteous God and the Saviour whobeiftoth His people in
righteousness and justice. He is the Lord who reigns, governs, and judges the world and
His people with righteousness and justice. Yahweh is the sole source of both heavenly
and earthly justiceHe faithfully fulfil s (active) and raintains(stative) the welbeing of
humanity in the Kingdom of God. The righteousngssdice, whether it is heavenly o

earthly, i's al-usticodds righteousness
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4.2.2 New Testament

Justice is also the central theme of the New Testament. Wolterstddfates the
importance of the scope of the justice theme in the New Testament:

Justice is the inextricable context and content of the witness of the New Testament
writers concerning Jesus and what God was doing in andlibylife, death, and
resurreabn; and that Jesus, in their narrative, carries forward the prophetic sensibility
to injusticei that is, the conviction that the fate of the vulnerable low ones is to be
interpreted in terms of justice rather than charity and that their condition & divén
priority in the struggle against injustice (Wolterstorff, 2008:122).

The word justice as a noun does not appear in the New Testament of most English
Bibles. The Greek worddikaiosu,nh (dikaiosyng¢ is frequently translated as
righteousness in the English New Testament. The word grouikaisyneincludes

dikaios as upright, just, righteougiikaio as justify, vindicate, treat as just, acquit,
pronounce or treat as righteous, make or set free fraikgioma as regulation,
requirement, commandment, righteous dedikaios as justly, in a just manner,
uprightly; and dikaiosis as justification, vindication, acquittal (Brown, 18352).
Brown summarizes the sayings dikaogyieie Gr e
basic to the structure of the staRef 1-4) and the human soul, and for Aristotle (who
devotedNE5 t o t he subject) it is t&383).inlbneef o
word, the Greek wordike or the whole word group shapes thats$ of the axiomatic

and unshakable foundation of all human life.

Wolterstorff (2008:110) charges that the English translation didaiosyne as
righteousness in the New Testament faces a serious linguistic obstacle to apprehending
what these writings sagbout justice.

It goes al most without saying that the m
very differentinpresedd ay i di omati c English from tho:¢
names primarily if not exclusively a certain trait of pexocharacter ... In everyday

speech one seldom any more describes someone as righteous, if one does, the suggestion

isthat he isself i ght eous. 6Justice, & by contrast
justice is present when persons are relateshtih other in a certain way (Wolterstorff,
2008:111).

He cites two examples in the fifth chapter of Matthew to show his point. The fourth

beati tude reads, NBl essed are those who
ei ghth beatitude records, ABl essed ar e
righteousr e S s . O He comment s t hat t he t wo U S

perspectives are odd: AApparentl vy, t he
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someone being persecuted because he is righteous. My own reading of human affairs is
that righteous peoelare either admired or ignored, not persecuted; people who pursue
justice are the ones who get in troubl e«
other terms fordikaiosyneare also included in the New Testament. Our Lord Jesus
Christ is a good exapte of one who was persecuted because of righteousness and was a
victim of oppression and injustice. Burns (1998:158) finds that the contexts of
dikaiosynemay call for different translations such as justice (Acts 24:25), justification
(Gal. 2:21), righteos (1 John 2:29), or right (Eph.
explanation of using Orighteousnessod 1in
meaning of justice, because of the various meanings in the word dileipresented
earlier as apptabl e and appropriate. Wol terstor
expression of the use dfkaiosyneto refer to either the character trait of righteousness

or the social condition of justice demonstrates that the meaningkaibsyneis not

limited onlyto justice but that the one word encompasses two or more ideas, including
both righteousness and justice.

Brown elaborates in detail that the nalikaiosynedenotes, on the one hand, the quality

of the righteous person (showing righteousness in treesginmpartiality according to

the law or rightful obligations toward the gods and fellow humans), and, on the other
hand, the standard which a judge is requ
aim constantly to restore (Brown, 1353-354). Schoenfeld clarifies the Greek word

dikei n i ts biblical diks the terii Whmch iNostwfteid ise mkemase n t
the Greek equivalent dfsedek does not reflect the idea encompassedsedek It

refers, instead, to righteousness, which isrdwilt of having faith. The individual is

said to bedikoi when one has faith in Christ, a status unlike justice and which is not

achieved but ascribed as a fifree gift of

The doctrine of righteousness is central in the tegcbf Jesus who was particularly
concerned with sins and sinners rather t
come to call the righteous, but sinnerso
for God who may justify sinners to fulfil laighteousness (Mt. 3:15) so that they may
enterHsKi ngdom t hrough faith in Christ. The
teachingand that Jesus searches ifonot the active or statiidnd of human justice,
because humans are all sinful, btduses on the humanos b

righteousnesslustified righteousness can be described as an act of God whereby He
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declares absolutely righteous all who confess and believe in the forgiveness of sins in
Christ as their only hope for salvation | t changes the believin
God, declaring them acquitted and accepted by God, with the guilt and penalty of their
sins put away foreverJ e s us e X hor t s: HisKihgdom aneHisk fior
righteousness, and all these things willdpe ven to you as wel | ¢
sovereign God is the source of righteousness. Kliggdom is righteousness and
righteousness iBlisKi ngdom. Jesuso call for humans

a free gift and has nothing to do with just resigaf(Mt. 20:1315). Unlike the rabbinic
tradition, that by formally fulfilling the laws before the eyes of humans (Mt. 6:1), like
whitewashed tombs, seeks rewards from humans and not from God, Jesus does not
soften the demands o énsifeotdedeuirementseoatheeldrahw i |
in our total dependence on the character and work of God. God sends rain upon the just
and the unjust (Mt. 5:45) biite will separate the wicked and the righteous (Mt. 13:49)

at the final judgment. Therefore, Jesumcnands: fAUnl ess your rig
that of the Pharisees and the teachers of the law, you will certainly not enter the
Ki ngdom of Heaveno ( Mt .Kingdon2 & J5od alead ofous,d e r
humanitymust commit to o6t he way of righteous
repentance as Jesus says to us:

| tell you the truth, the tax collectors and the prostitutes are enteririginigdom of

God ahead of you. For John came to you to show you th@fargghteousness, and you

did not believe him, but the tax collectors and the prostitutes did. And even after you
saw this, you did not repent and believe him (Mt. 2331NIV).

The calling for repentance and faith in God is the call to reddisefree grace as a
justified righteousnesand, on the other hand, to be saved from the judgment and
penalty of sins. I n ot her wblis ethécal de@andsé s r
aswellaHi s own saving del i ver anc e htdousnessssl e r |
all about free deliverance for the righteous with punishment for the wicked. To be
O6made right eousa, or 6justificationo, a
forgiveness (Acts 13:38) and saving righteousness in confession and fagte(2.:1; 1

John 1:9) as well as a forensic meaning in terms of judgment by God the judge (Acts
17:31,; 1 Pet. 2:23; Revknatwn3ftedtb6: bn Rpm
did it to demonstratélis justice at the present time, so as to bé gusl the one who
justifies those who have faith in Jesus,
to generate salvation as a free gift wit

as a decided salvation concept (Nebe, 1992:144). This dooiceplvation stems from
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the background of the Ol d Testament i n t
binds together the giver, Gétimself, and the receiverblis people, under a reconciled
covenant relationship. This can occur from the humanppetive only through
justification or righteousness by faith. Paul also emphasizes that this human perspective
is not our own righteousness by the works of the law but faith that replaces works in the
structure of a forensic judgment (Rom. 3:20; 10:3; .PBi9). The outcome of the
righteousness of God is that believers are justified freeldibygrace (Rom. 3:24). In

addi tion, believers wild/l become instrume
not offer the parts of your body to sin, as instruteesf wickedness, but rather offer
yourselves to God, as those who have been brought from death to life; and offer the
parts of your bodyttli m as i nstruments of righteousr
you have been set free from sin and have becomesstavGod, the benefit you reap

|l eads to holiness, and the result is &ete
righteousness wil/l be made new persons i
God in true righteousness and holiness (Eph.-283 Ziesler (1972:153) concludes
that Athis is then not just ordinary par
life, despite the fact that it comes in a paraenetic section ... Yet the notion of new
creation by God indicates something mortor good works linked to new creation in
Christ.o

For humans, righteousness in the New Tes
law, to the double emphasis on activity (ethical and religious),taimd orelatiah $0

God. Many passages referengghteousness to human behaviour, such as Mt. 3:15;

5:6, 10, 20; 6:1, 33; Acts 13:10; 24:25; Heb. 5:13; 11:7; 12:11; Jas. 1:20; 3:18; 1 Pet.
2:24; 3:14; 2 Pet. 2:21; 3:13; 1 Jn. 2:29; 3.7, 10; Rev. 22:11. Ziesler (1972:133) finds

t hat A6f ul fuisl oewemyanrciedhtieso unl i kely as
natural word for this would bdikaiomg and also because this is not the most natural
meaning fompleroune i t Wikaiomai s t he ful fil ment of God:
righteous behaviouand acts of justice by Christ as an act of justification, whereas
plerounis the completion and full realization of a personal relationship, involving an

et hical and mor al ofulfilmentd of Godos
6ful fil mernitghotfe oauseroyr di nanced i n Mt. 3:1
accordance with the divine will

a righteousness which fulfils in that it completes and finalizes that of righteous men of
old, and is now revealed in the whole life and mission of Jesus. He is righteous in that he
perfectly conforms to the will ness&odeal
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means right conduct as performed by the disciples. It is because of this that it has been
included here and not with thel3#essiahos

It i s of considerabl e | mport andgbhteoushems Go
is the oOmade righteousnessd or O6justific
effort alone. The incapability of humans, because of sins, to attain perfect righteousness
does not stop humans doing righteousness but demands motke ofjreater
righteousness (Mt. 5:20) and total obedience and dependence on God by Bkgking

own Kingdom and righteousness (Mt. 6:33). Righteousness consequently means that
which God approves and wants and which humans accept and practise in the present
Kingdom as well as the futukingdom (Ziesler, 1972:13435).

Ziesler (1972:138) connects the meaningdidaiosynein the New Testament to the
attitude of pious, Godkaring, upright people in the Old Testament (Mt. 10:41; 13:17;
23:29, 35; Mk. 6:20; Lk1 : 6 , 17; 2:25) . This evokes tF
category in the Old Testament. The covenant people of God are described as abiding by
Godds commandments and ordinances as wel
Messiah. Ziesler (1972319) confirms that the righteou
salvation (Lk. 2:25) and the O0d&ngdamoand u
God (Lk. 23:5651). Salvation and entrance into tkagdom of God is not determined

by righteousness of lifeut by faithful adherence to God and to the mission of Jesus; the
believing people of God are justified under the (new) covenant. So being righteous is
primarily the consequence of the work of God towadtspeople.

James interprets righteousness asmptete saving and ethical term. He first points out

that God is not only concerned with the saving righteousness but also with human
righteousness. His reference to the kind of righteousness which God demands (Jas.
1:20) is more likely to refer to the ethia | context than to (
righteousness. Despite its ethical context, all human good works are placed under the
heading of Godés, not human, righteousne:
all moral filth and the evil that is so prdgat and humbly accept the word planted in
you, which can save you.0 Ziesler (1977°
inadequate, and what is needed is not only a more thoroughgoing kind, but one which
comes as Goddés t o t hédmumanwihteousnesignevertheless t .
necessary to exhibit human obedience in faith to abide by the commandments and

ordinances of God. James warns t hat nf ai
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(2000:179) writes thatthof aiint hnavne horulty ,woa
which has neither the character nor the
and end of the faith. Zi esl er (1972:1414
concerned not with how a man becomes acceptedday But with the sincerity and
genuineness of faith, which must be conf
Justice is no less than faith in action in the world. Paul sums up the relation of faith to
wor ks in his epi st lissbydrace ypunhave Bepnhsaved, tarough i
faith 7 and this not from yourselves, it is the gift of Godot by works, so that no one

can boast. For we are Godds workmanship,
which God prepared in advance forustoda ( E fg0)..We ere88created and saved

to do Goddés good righteous works of grac
relationship and entrance into a reconciled new covenant between humanity and God
through Christ, the subsequent life ofhrigousness is, as Burns (1998:158) puts it, to
reestablish Aa community into being and,
relationship within this community. o Thi
not a form of righteousness to ¢orm to a moral norm, but is more concerned with a

covenant relationship with God.

Nebe spells out loudly how the demand for the righteousness of God is not limited to a
demand to be righteous for our own good but a demand tdisbastruments in the
gospel proclamation:

That justification, and also especially the righteousness of God and righteousness by
faith, are part of t he cont eli.thtisalfoclPaaul 6 s
that theGospel points to the proclamation, to the verbal process (cf. also 1 Thess. 2:2, 9;
Gal. 2:2), that th&ospel is a power or that tl&ospel proclamation is made in power

(cf. already the compositeuangeliol. Here theGospel, according to Rom. 14§,
enmpowers man with righteousness, and especially does the righteousness of God
empower man with righteousness by faith. Here it is seen th@ad$el at once means

a revelation process and the realization of the righteousness of God, that it creates this

and mediates it (Nebe, 12948149).

I n Paul 6s own words:

I am not ashamed of the gospel, because it is the power of God for the salvation of
everyone who believes: first for the Jewenthfor the Gentile. For in thedSpel a
righteousness from God iswealed, a righteousness that is by faith from first to last,
just as it is written: OTh-27,M\)ght eous wi l

Paul decl ares that Gododés saving righteou
sense of the Old Testameats Zi esl er (1972:187) cHisnfirm

own covenant loyalty, now in Paul widened beyond a covenant with Israel and made
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uni ver sal . 0 Th el7 and &adl. 2:186 incluBeobsith Jew andl Gentile,
whil e Rom. 3 :ighttoushesy fsom GadTcbmes through faith in Jesus
Christ toall who believe 6 Whet her Jews or Gentil es,
Goddés righteousness and can | ive by fait
glory of God (Rom. 5:1; Gal. 5:5). Ar€1992:101) also confirms this universal view:

Aln a parable ascribed to Jesus this pr
climax: a Samaritan, that is, a social and religious outcast, performs what love
commands. Thus the tradition inaugurabgdJesus is a type of universalization which
moves away from the centristic point of
Frey here is the primary relevance of the Old Testament tradition of law and custom to
the neighbour bel @le te megt comes toahe stéarsger,dolerated e o
as a guest; and finally the members of some other nations (Frey, 1992:101). A
permanent universalization was long before installed by God who called all nations to
Jerusalem and regarded foreign peoples ngdofrom an unbridgeable distance but
socially and locally through prophetic teaching in the Old Testament. The book of
Isaiah is a good example. All nations and powers are under the one true GodHigo in
power and love commands true righteousness t@evang another. This wethown

passage sums it up:

For God so loved the world thee gaveHis one and only Son, that whoever believes in
Him shall not perish but have eternal life (John 3:16, NIV).

The word of God has consistently presented to humansatuee of God in terms of
justice or righteousness throughout the entire Old and New Testaments. Throughout the
Bible the meanings of justice or righteousness and their requirements are presented.
God actively seeks to teach humankind the way of the Ltrdlive a life of
righteousness, and reveals bdtis saving as well aslis ethical righteousness in
relation toHis people by the reward of deliverance and salvation or the punishment of
judgment . Godds actions t owatod of that medures ar
toward humans. On the other hand, Oswalt (1986:88) asserts the impossibility of human
capacity for just action independent of God when commenting on Isaiah 1:4:
ARi ghteousness is found only in noththke Lor
independent possession of anyone. The first appearance of the Holy One of Israel is
significant in this context. o Solely b
restored to a right relationshi pvhoselifeo ugh
is righteous in Christ. The song of the Servant of the Lord in Isaiakh44grbphesied

the mission of Jesus Christ to bring forth justice on earth:
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Here is my servant, whom | uphold, my chosen one in whom | delight; I will put my
Spirit on himand he will bring justice to the nations. He will not shout or cry out, or
raise his voice in the streets. A bruised reed he will not break, and a smouldering wick
he will not snuff out. In faithfulness he will bring forth justice; he will not falter er b
discouraged till he establishes justice on earth. In his law the islands will put their hope
(Isdah42:1-4, NIV).

Haughey(1977:4344) interprets this passages meaning thathe Kingdom of peace

and justice has entered into history andlisady at wrk to transform the broken world
through faith in Jesus Christ. Believers act faithfully as instruments in a present
participatonnGod 6s wor k of healing and as agent

to all nations.

4.3 DOING JUSTICE AS A DIVINE MANDATE: THE CONCEPT AND
TEACHING THROUGH BIBICAL NARRATIVES

Thi s section seeks to understand the f
righteousness presented in historical stories and themes in the Bible and their teachings
for contemporary believs to follow as divine mandates. One must, nevertheless, not
expect a fixed blueprint for various forms of justice and righteousness from the Bible.
The Old Testament constantly recalls different themes that are further developed into
the New Testament. Bse themes are after all conditioned by the historical socio
political-economic limitations occurring in ancient times. On the other hand, Mallia
rightly points out that the recourse we may make to these biblical themes is not through
hunting for some spadic biblical texts in support of our own issue, but through
addressing ourselves to this issue within a biblical perspective (Mallia, 1983:34).
Christians today may view these biblical themes not as past events recorded in the
annals of history, but asrmoment living within the consciousness of modern times and
with the memory of each living individual. We may then find the likely model in certain
historical paradigms from the past events that are reviewed in biblical tradition and try
to establish tiesvith historical praxis that may be effective in the present with hope
towards some promised future. Doing justice is grounded on the faith and true
knowl edge of God in order to act right et

norms in compassion, conamd, and commission exhibited in biblical narratives.
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4.3.1 Justice as Compassion: The God WHhooves

Reflection on Creationr Human Rights and Equality
The distinctiveness of human beings from
beings inHis own image an#lis mandate to rule over all other creatures.

Then God said, 6Let us make man in our i
the fish of the sea and the birds of the air, over the livestock, over all the earth, and over
altheceat ures that move al ong Hisdwaimgge,inuhe d. 6
image of GoHe created him; male and fem&le created them (Gen. 1:27, NIV).

First of all, we must clarify what it means to constitute the image of God in humanity.
Wright aserts

We should not so much think of the i mage
somehow possess. God did not give to human beings the image of God. Rather, it is a
di mension of our very creation. Thimwms expr

the way God made us), not adjectival (as if it simply described a quality we possess). ...
To be human is to be the image of God. It is not an extra added on to our species: it is
definitive of what it means to be human (Wright, 2004:119).

This dimersion of our creation in the image of God applies to all human beings with no
exception due to ethnicity, sex difference or covenant status. Wright (2004:423) affirms
the wil/ of God for equality: Al I ot her
forms the basis of the radical equality of all human beings, regardless of gender,
ethnicity, religion or any form of soci
equal before God because all human beings are conceived in the image and likeness of

the One Creator.

Human rights are grounded in the Gagiman relationship, bearing the image and being
given dominion. John Locke suggests in Chapter Il, section 6, &dusnd Treatise of
Governmenthat the grounding of human rights is about God senbinmgan beings

into the world to be about Godds busines:

[Reason] teaches all mankind, who will but consult it, that being all equal and
independent, no one ought to harm another in his life, health, liberty, or possessions: for
men keing all the workmanship of one omnipotent, and infinitely wise maker; all the
servants of one sovereign master; sent into the world by his order, and about his
business, they are his property, whose workmanship they are, made to last during his,
notoneaot her ds pl easur e: and being furnishi
community of nature, there cannot be supposed any such subordination among us, that
may authorize us to destroy one another,
the irferior ranks of creatures are for out®¢ke, 198021-22).
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Wolterstorff (2008:32841) shows that secular attempts to find a basis for human
rights, and secular arguments for commanding respect and protection are fallacious
because their determinatio self-worth is grounded on rational agency alone. Most
secular attempts and arguments are primarily digmiged approaches which locate
human dignity in certain capacities (Wolterstorff, 2008:340). Wolterstorff (2008:334)
deniesthe capacity account thanakeshuman beings as masterpieces basedhen
complex creative investment of the liéemd thewonders of internal personal creation
and judgment by which persewill make and remakéhemselvesHis argument is that

the capacities approaches cannotllyeatand if a human being severely impaired
mentally from birth or in a coma is unable to secure the freedom of right and perform
freely any purposive action that is good (Wolterstorff, 2008:338).

Greidanus (1984:7) also finds that the foundation of#wilar human rights is built on

an extreme form of autonomous human will without God in the picAngument for

secular human rights concentrates on a socially conferred right order that measures up
to some socially transcendent standard set by theahustate and human society.
Citizens are obligated to obey the legislated statutes, laws, and rules, not only because
of the stateds authority which is ordai
conform to the standard of justice. Wolterstorff (2@®3 37) finds that we possess
some intrinsic rights that are not conferred by the state or the society but are divinely
grounded natural rights and inherent human rights. Therefore, it is unlikely that any
secular attempt at grounding a full fledge of lwmrights will be successful
(Wolterstorff, 2008:361). On the other hanlae Genesimarrative states that God is the

One Creator who grants rights and responsibility. It speaks of likeness and image: God
created human beings ks likeness in order that they might serveHis image within
creation. This is the basic right conferred by God: to takelisrcharacter and to live
responsibly as human beings. Stob describes human rights:

Human rights are rooted in the divine actcofation. The Christian says that the basic
rights man has are not conferred upon him by impersonal nature, nor by society, but by
God. God conferred them not by handing man a certified document detailing them; he
conferred them simply by positing manHiis creative act (Stob, 1978:131).

The creation in the iIimage of God al so me
a specific task. This is the capacity to serve in the mature and proper form of that nature
assembled by God for exercising the grdt mandate and dominion. God wants human

beings to live ouHis nature and character in harmony and orderliness with one another,
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respecting each other as individuals made in the image and likeness of God, while
worshiping God in order to maintain a vea relationship directly and continuously
with the Lord whose compassion and love bestow worth.

God 6 s c oforjustisessithe foundation dfiis character an#le requires human
beings to follow:

The Lord is gracious and righteous; our God isdfitompassion (Psalms 116:5, NIV).

Even in darkness light dawns for the upright, for the gracious and compassionate and
righteous man (Psalms 112:4, NIV).

He has showed you, O man, what is good. And what does the Lord require of you? To
act justly and tdove mercy and to walk humbly with your God (Micah 6:8, NIV).

Wol terstorff (2008:360) concludes that
and every human being equally and permanently, then natural human rights inhere in
the worth bestowed oruhman bei ngs by that | ove. 0 Jus
has to do with how a loving creator God has made the world and how he wants humans
to live the way of life on earth. For this reason, God demands from us the compassion to
uphold the basic humarights of others in love. Rights will, through the act of the
compassion of love, form the fabric of justice. Bruland and Mott (1983:35) express how
justice is what Christian love does when it is confronted by two or more neighbours:
iBecause deachpersenfag beingnas valuable as each other person, love can
proffer no reason for preferring the cau
aids love in the considerations of human rights by discerning among the conflicting

demandsandclams Godés | ove works for justice.

The greatest commandment of our Lord Jes
your nei ghb o-40). dhis(isMthe. basB Df. Ghiistian ethics: just action
established in love. Love is described as the sou@eaetion of God and our necessary
response: iAW |(&Gwa)bddcdassel oved uso (1 J
another, for love comes from God. Everyone who loves has been born of God and
knows Godo (v. 7) . For t hovesaee righteaug anbdoe n |
what i s right: Alf you know that he is r
i's right has been born of himo (1 John 2
of human rights reflects the three aspects of love wahave just described; love as

equality, in that rights are possessed by all; love as respect, in that rights help preserve
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human dignity; love as perception of common needs, in that rights work to protect the
mi ni mal condi ti ons husetates the dasic minongne df akies ofo L
human rights to be respected in a horizontal relationship among human beings. Love
motivates the doing of justice. Jesusod cC
more than simply a virtue of justice and Idwat a way of life doing good and right to

our neighbour. Mott (1982:44) defines two attributes in relation to love, attitude and

I ntenti on, with an emphasis on joining t
one and the behaviour that we inteogvard the loved one in contributing to what is
good for him or hero in a complete form
faith, an integral human fulfilment of love in righteousness is a realization in the

Christian hope for the fulfilmerdf everything in Jesus.

Reflection on Exodu$ Deliverance from Slavery and Oppression
GodOs c oV en a misowm pdogie islraotechirethe Erodus from Egypt when
God heard the groaning and crying of the Israelites who were oppressed as slaves.

The Israelites groaned in their slavery and cried out, and their cry for help because of
their slavery went up to God. God heard their groaning and he rememHeyed
covenant with Abraham, with Isaac and with Jacob. So God looked on the Israelites and
wasconcerned about them (Ex. 2:28, NIV).

Wright (2006:26872) provides an account of the situation of the Israelites in political,
economic, social, and spiritual aspects, a situation in which, as the Bible relates, the
God of justice demonstratétis redemptive as well as judgment actions. The Israelites
were aliens, an ethnic minority group, in Egypt. They had no political power or voice in

the social and political structure. Their numerical growth was the main reason for the
Egyptians to fear them arltbcome hostile against them. Pharaoh, therefore, ordered a
murderous campaign against Israelite male babies. Exodtisl Id8scribes a gloomy
picture of the | sraelites6 vulnerability
and unjust discrimirteon. They were ruthlessly used as slaves for hard labour, and
suffered poverty as al/l the benefits wel
spiritual nature of | srael6s bondage was
request to make agirney into the wilderness to worship and offer sacrifices to their

God YHWH, and the conflict between the true divine power of YHWH and the usurped
divine claims of Pharaoh and all the goc
intent on liberating slves but on reclaiming worship

bringing judgment on all the gods of Eg)
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were identified with the powerful, the wealthy, and the elite. The Pharaoh is himself
consi der ed amegtordPharaol dne all the gods of Egypt was the self
revealing activity of God, the Deliverer, to manifésis divine power and declare he
was the only God who was worthy of worship.

On that same night | will pass through Egypt and strike down evetpdirsi both
men and animals and | will bring judgment on all the gods of Egypt (Ex. 12:12, NIV).

Goddés decisive action against the oppres
not compelled or made necessary but was unrelated to any specitlomete

|l sraelitesd part. This Exodus experience
proffer saving grace and justice; it was a divine action freely taken for the establishment
of a covenant relationship with promises of freedom (social ef@lhce), a nation
(political deliverance), and the possession of land (economic deliverance) to the
Israelites:

Therefore, say to the Israelites: o0l am |
yoke of the Egyptians. | will free you from being stavo them, and | will redeem you

with an outstretched arm and with mighty acts of judgement. | will take you as my own
people, and | will be your God. Then you will know that | am the Lord your God, who
brought you out from under the yoke of the Egyptigrgd | will bring you to the land |

swore with uplifted hand to give to Abraham, to Isaac and to Jacob. | will give it to you

as a possession.-8INWVam the Lordbd (Ex. 6:6

This narrative of Godo6s intervenffomthen set
ancient slavery tradition to freeing the suffering oppressed from the oppressors, but also
from the hierarchical structure of the religious and social systems to alleviate those at
the bottom of the social ladder. McLaughlin, in his little bdoktice in the Balance:
Learning from the Prophetglaborates the social condition of the historical setting:

All ancient religions included a number of gods organized in a hierarchical structure,
with a chief deity (who was always male), lesser gods uhitey and servant gods

below themé Most societies were organized in a similar way, with a king at the head,

a bureaucracy around him, the general population who did his bidding, and slaves at the
bottom of the social ladde¥r t ha't part i crefioaeaa refleciion af the st r u
divine realm... any attempt to change the way society was organized amounted to
challenging the gods themselves. This was even more the case in Egypt, where people
thought that Pharaoh was the incarnation of Ra, the sun gdda(idhlin, 2008:18L.7).

While oppression through poverty and suffering amongst those at the bottom of the

social ladder continues to be a reality in the modern world, the Exodus story seems to
have anintrinsicvaldei t 1 s r el evant Israelitas waeteangt Gapable o n t
of freeing themselves from captivity primarily because of the unjust political, social,

and economic structure, a result of social or structural sin as described in Chapter 2.
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There is a social dimension that is more than tha sf total individual acts. The
compassionate redemptive act, therefore, must cover more than an individual freedom
but include a fully participative role for everyone in all aspects of the society as a
whole. There was no external power other than thesame power of Yahweh who

could initiateHis motivated divine action to lead the Israelites to the creation of a nation

and a faith in the only God. The immediate goal of the Israelites was a journey out of
Egypt, an uprooting move, as a permanent libemafrom slavery and the hope of a
promised land. Psalms 809%8: AYou brought a vine out C
nations and planted it. You cleared the ground for it, and it took root and filled the

|l and. 0 God was not onl dfromhlboedage but alse the Lerd o f
King of the nation and the Initiator of
my people, and | will be your God. Then you will know that | am the Lord your God,

who brought you out from under the yoke of thg ¥pt i anso ( Ex. 6:7)
became the people of God under the sovereignty of the God of justice and were
remi nded from ti me t o ti me by Godods C (
enslavement in Egypt to enforce justice in their closely knittedneunity and to avoid

injustice and social imbalance.

The result of the gracious deliverancef the Exodusis the faithful individual and

nati onal worship of the covenant God of
you; revive us, and we will call oypur name. Restore us, O Lord God Almighty; make
your face shine upon us, t19)aThe promisenoathe b e
Exodus deliverance is referred to by prophets in the Old Testament as a template for
speaking of Go d 6 as Wright (B00G274) sudinesac t fwosa | d b
deliverance that would encompass a reign of justice without oppression, the blessings of
economic fruitfulness without exploitation, freedom from violence and fear, and perfect
obedience to YHWH based ontofalor gi veness. 0 |t i's Godos
act throughHis people and an integration of both material deliverance and spiritual
salvation, not one of either/or but of both/and (Wright, 2006:286).

4.3.2 Justice as Command: The God Whinstructs

Reflection on Divine Law$ Liberation of the Poor and Oppressed
The biblical teaching, especially in the Hebrew Bible, presents the Torah, the topic of

laws, for the particular tradition of Israel with the universal aspect of both the biblical
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message andpplication for the ethics of justice. The laws given reveal the character of
God andHis requirements foHis people. God wanted all of us to know that the quality

of our relationships with others solely depends on the quality of our relationship to God.
According to Gallardo (1983:14), theen Commandmentare both orders of ritual
character and ethical standards. Gallardo (1983:14) writes that the first part of the Ten
Commandments fAconcer n slisgeopk.oHe is she hberatog, thg nt y
only one that deserves obedience. He is a just God and full of mercy; a jealous God, a
God of power, and a holy God. o6 The qual.i"
of our relationships with others. So the Commandments move from honouring God to
honouring onedés father and mother. The re
the good of the people to safeguard the rights of the poor, the slaves, the aliens, the
orphans, the widows, and rights the possession of land. All these laws in the Ten
Commandments are of a preventative character to avoid wrong and evil acts in and

amongHis people.

Despite God 8lisdeliverance mfdhe tsraatités from the slavery bondage in
Egypt when he, through Moses, announced the Ten Commandments, ¢hitessdad

not recall the moral character of their covenant God nor their experience of oppression
in Egypt. Not only did they not remove this discriminatory practitslavery among

them, but instead, they conformed to the ancient oppressive traditidrzslapted them

as their own. Sins set apart the Israelites from God and from each other. Personal self
interest, economic oppression, and structural injustice were the result throughout the
history of this community recorded in the Old Testament. Gaasisgnd full of mercy.

He protects the poor and knows that the poor will alwaysrésentHis concern for the

poor runs through the whole Bible. There are three groups in particular mentioned
frequently for special attention: the orphan, the widow aedthb al i endé i n t h
recognizes that the Israelites and human beings are not always models of concern for
others. In order to transform the social and structural sins in personal, social, and
economic relationships into a life of righteousness, Gatitutes certain mechanisms

and structures to counter the injustice and inequality and revert to a harmonious order in
the community. This institution of the biblical laws for doing justice has as its primary
aim the transformation of attitudes towarddloi®@ human beings as well as the
administration of justiceThese biblical laws concern the Sabbath year and the year of

Jubilee.
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The Sabbath Year(Ex. 23:1012; Lev. 25:17, 3537, 3940; Deut. 15:316, 910, 12

18)

The Israelites were ordered betsacred laws to do certain things for the liberation of
soil, slaves, and debtors every seven years, and were forbidden to do certain other
things. The Israelites were meant to live as a family, a community of brothers and
sisters. They were ordered notexploit their neighbours and the land but to cancel and
redistribute in accordance with the sacred laws. The Sabbath year matches the rhythm of

work and rest that God modelledHiis creation.

The land has rights, too (Gallardo, 1983:15). It worksysixrs for the harvest of crops
and must rest on the seventh year to preserve the fertility of the land. What is left in the
seventh year on the land may be set aside as food for the poor. This is affirmed by the

sovereignty of God.

Interest was forbiddean loans to their brothers because it can easily add up, making a
debt grow too big and beyond the ability to be repaid. A further provision under the

Sabbath law was the remission of debts. All debts are to be forgiven. God added an

addendum to thisprovsi on t o shut off | oophol es: Al
man j ust because it is the sixth year a
(Sider, 1990: 68) . Gal l ardo (1983:15) re
safeqguard the rights gseopl e into a rich and a poor

between the rich and poor was the purpose of the Sabbath provision. This provision is
not simply a suggestion but a serious <co
year for cancelling debts, s near , 6 so that you do not
brother and give him nothing. He may then appeal to the Lord against you, and you will

be found guilty of sino (Deut. 15:9).

The Sabbath provision also provided for the liberation of slaveshad served for six
year s. The inequality wunder the slavery
permanent. Even during the year of slavery services, the slave was not to be treated as a
slave, but as any other worker. Human beings are to be tnedtedignity even when

they are selling themselves as slaves for basic needs of their family. The slaves were not
only set free but also supplied with material goods when they left. The freed slaves
would be able to remake their life and earn their own wily the supplies of material

goods from their former masters. This provision prescribes justice not just mere charity.
118



The Year of Jubilee(Lev. 25:1024)

The year of Jubilee was a unique year of grace in which liberty was proclaimed after
fifty years throughout the land to all its inhabitants. In every fifty years, not only the
Sabbath provisions took place to have debts cancelled and debt slaves rbl#asey,

land that was sold was to be returned to the original owners or their descendants. In the
ancient agricultural society, land was an important capital and means to produce wealth.
To be deprived of land was to be without life (Gallardo, 1983:17)piBvent the
concentration of lands in a few hands, God ordered the distribution and maintenance of
lands to avoid unjust inequalitiede reminded the Israelites that GHenself is Lord

and permanent owner of the land (Lev. 25:23). God demanded ecgunstitge among

His people and did not allow any sale of land permanently but ordered the people to
return to their family property and each
result of the Jubilee principle is, as Sider comments, afterallmmot e Godos | |

The Jubilee principle also provided for sk#lp and selflevelopment. With his land
returned, the poor person could again earn his own living. The biblical concept of
jubilee underlines the importance of institutionalized mechaniamd structures that
promote justice (Sider, 1990:67).

Both the Sabbath year and the year of Ju
socioeconomic structures. These laws ordered by the justice of God were meant to
liberate those in the lowest@al class from permanent poverty and provide them with
what they needed to earn their own living. These practices were, however, not always
observed within the Israelite community and the prophets, therefore, reminded and
exhorted the Israelites repeatedh the Old Testament. Applying these laws to our
contemporary society will be a challenge and may require some creative thinking to

operate yet these valid concepts are commanded by the justice of God today.

Reflection on Prophetic Indictmenit The Voice for the Voiceless

God raised up prophets a$is mouthpieces to addredsis purpose and will for
humanity down through many centuries of the Old and New Testaments. A prophet is
0t he called oned who is inspirededlfron GodZ¢
God to the people on contemporary issues such as faith, idolatry, social justice,
judgment, and hope of salvation as messages of encouragement, edification, and
foretelling (Mounce, 2006:545). The author of the book of Hebrews begins with a
speciic reference to the Old Testament prophets who spoke as messengers for God:
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In the past God spoke to our forefathers through the prophets at many times and in
various ways, but in these last days he has spoken toHlis I8on, whom he appointed
heir of al things, and through whom he made the universe (Hek2,1\1V).

While all of the prophets in the Old Testament urged people to conversion and
repentance to God and to faithfulness and obedience to the Sinai covenant and the
Torah, most of them had artaular theme focusing on justice, particularly social
justice. They spoke about how the people lived unfaithfully to the righteous ways of
God, departing from Godos will for creat
|l sraelitesbaeaedi wawagd ohemi bé the consegq
the future. The original plan of God in the Torah was to establish a sample nation of
justice and righteousnesshhs gracious love for other nations and to make concern for
vulnerable people centra, and care for them a nor m. T
people universally and God holds all people accountable for how they should respond to
His will. Torah was meant to minimize the gap between rich and powerful elites and a
mass of poor, evenasles, landless, and peasants. Torah served as a means of just social
order for the nation to fulfil the desire of God for people to live in communion with God

and one another.

The Torah and the Old Testament prophetic traditions existed side by skl imale | 6 s
history and religious life. They both expressed the importance of a covenant relationship
of knowing God and of responding to Godbéd
the creator God and with others idtheaccor
establishment of social order. However, social transformation resulted from
transgressions as Israel moved away from such covenant faithfulness. Their former
experiences of ensl avement in Egypt and
Increasing mjustice among Israelites profoundly jeopardized and ruined their covenant
relationship with God and others. Their wickedness and unfaithfulness led them to
neglect the ways of their God and they did not measure up to the standards of the
quality and chareter of the Lord in connection to the covenant relationship which
required them to do what is right and just. The prophets uncompromisingly adopted a
stance of indictment against those rich and powerful oppressors and a position of
advocacy in favour of # poor, the weak, the oppressed, the dispossessed, and
victimized, claiming to speak for the God of justice (Wright, 2004:268). In the absence

of the moral qualities of justice and righteousness, religious piety and devotion are
meaningless and even ablemtto God, asserted Amos:
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| hate, | despise your religious feasts; | cannot stand your assemblies. Even though you
bring me burnt offerings and grain offerings, | will not accept them. Though you bring
choice fellowship offerings, | will have no regara them. Away with the noise of your
songs! | will not listen to the music of your harps. But let justice roll on like a river,
righteousness like a nevtiling stream! (Amos 5:224, NIV).

I n this respect, Birch (199anaugd that ther i t e
covenant is broken; relationship to God is sundered; the community suffers from this
sin.o The prophetic representation of Go
laws on how to treat aliens, the oppressed, widows and orpBrod. (22:2224), with

the worshipping voice of the Psalms to the Lord who loves the righteous to do good for
the oppressed and hungry (Ps. 148),7and with the voice of wisdom for not exploiting

the poor (Prov. 22:223), but also actually vindicates thmapartiality of God (Wright,
2004:2682 6 9 ) . Wright attempts to defend the
weak and the poor is not a case of biased partiality or a kind of favouritism on the part
of God:

The poor as a particular group in socityaei ve Godds speci al at
are the ones who are on the O6éwroniggedd s
situation God abhors and wishes to have
requires the execution of justice on béhal the poor. Therefore God takes up their

cause, or case, against those who are doing the injustice. God, thlisygbphets, and
ideally also through godly judgemeanngut s |
not the morally sinless, btth ose who are o6in the right©o
and abuse (Wright, 2004:268).

Before the judgment of |l srael 0s exil e,
monarchy and rulers of Israel, contributed to the establishment of a nesviedcial

and economic system which was not har mon
and righteousness for a covenant community and the Torah standard. The Old
Testament prophets strongly condemned the covenant people as well as other nations
for their injustice in exploiting the poor by taking advantage of an exploitative structure

to accumulate land and wealth.

Woe to those who plan iniquity, to those
they carry it out because it is in their powerdo it. They covet fields and seize them,

and houses, and take them. They defraud a man of his home, a fellowman of his
inheritance (Amos 2:2, NIV).

Woe to you who add house to house and join field to field till no space is left and you
live alone inthe land (Iseh 5:8, NIV).

As Birch (1991:262) writes:

In addition to loss of material support these Israelites lost identity and benefits. Land
was the sign of Godés salvation, the basi
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and mutual defe c e . It was the basis of freedom
who lost their land were reduced to slaves, debtors, and wage earners. The law courts
provided no protection and were often manipulated to benefit a growing wealthy class.

Poverty and inagglity thus plagued these people constantly at the bottom of the socio
economic ladder. The exploitative structure encouraged control of the land to be shifted
to a few centralized owners who exploite
God remerhered the enslavement of the Israelites in Egypt and did not want to see the
continuity of the enslavement system updis covenant people. Torah was established

to minimize the sinful oppression and the existence of the unfair system.

In addition, this afair system dictated corrupt business practices and aggressive
exploitation against the poor and the needy.

Hear this, you who trample the needy and do away with the poor of the land, saying,
6When wil |l the New Moon be oSakbath be bnaed we
that we may inmskimging the mehsare, thddgiing the price and cheating
with dishonest scales, buying the poor with silver and the needy for a pair of sandals,
selling even the sweepings with the wheat (Amos63:MIV).

Shalll acquit a man with dishonest scales, with a bag of false weights? Her rich men are
violent; her people are liars and their tongues speak deceitfully (MicatiB; NIV).

The corrupt rulers in administration and the judicial system were indicted by the
prophets because they failed to protect the oppressed and to provide the place for
redress of injustice. Instead, they committed outright bribery, serving themselves. Micah
thusrebukedthe rulers of the Israel for their evil acts against the weak and(tcah

3:1-3, 912).

Yahweh showed, through the prophets, t ha
with the doing of justice (Donahue, 1977:75). Jeremiah was commanded to deliver a
wor d of Godods concern for justice and
unrighteousnes@ler.22:35, 13, 1516).

Yahweh revealedHimself as a God who is compassionate for the poor and oppressed.
When Israel forgot and ignored the covenant and the Torah, it is the prophets who
spoke, most explicitly, about the broken covenant relationshtp ®od andHis
particular concern for the poor and oppressed on behalf of God as well as the voiceless
(Donahue, 1977:74). The church, as the chosen people of God, has a special

responsibility not only to conform to and practise the Torah but also toddfen
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orderly creation of God wuniversally. Pa
prophets and others as the foundation of the body of Christ to work towards the whole
measure of the fullness of Christ:

Consequently, you are no longer foreignersandi e n s , but fell ow ci
people and members of Gododés househol d, b
prophets, with Christ Jestiimself as the chief cornerstone (Eph. 2219 NIV).

Now you are the body of Christ, and each one of igoa part of it. And in the church

God has appointed first of all apostles, second prophets, third teachers, then workers of
miracles, also those having gifts of healing, those able to help others, those with gifts of
administration, and those speakinglifferent kinds of tongues (1 Cor. 12:28, NIV).

It was he who gave some to be apostles, some to be prophets, some to be evangelists,
and some to be pastors and teacher s, t o
that the body of Christ may be Buip until we all reach unity in the faith and in the
knowledge of the Son of God and become mature, attaining to the whole measure of the
fullness of Christ (Eph. 4:113, NIV).

God has chosen people from amatig people and raised them up to iBis vace to
speak the words of command since the early history of Israel:

| will raise up for them a prophet like you (Moses) from among their brothers; | will put
my words in his mouth, and he will tell them everything | command him (Deut. 18:18,
NIV).

Theescendents of Abraham and the prophet
bl essing to all nations to witness to G
present as justice is not the problem they see but a solution to do with life, particularly
for restoration and healing. It is a redemptive concept rather than a punitive message.
Even amidst the injustices and the exploitive social structure, the church which consists
of the people of God must , as Godds pro
message of justice for the healing of those oppressed and marginalized and, on the other
hand, for the restoration of the created order by urging conversion and repentance of

those oppressors.

4.3.3 Justice as Mission: The God Whwills and Acts

Reflecton on Covenant and the People of God (Exclusiveness to Inclusiveness)
Achtemeier (1962:882) defines righteousness as a covenant concept in both religious
(vertical relationship to God) and social (horizontal relationship among people)
relations. Israeltsod in a covenant relationship with Yahweh who was its initiator,
defender, and preserver felis people exclusively. This relationship to Yahweh was a
religious concept and its institution was not based on the righteousness of the Israelites.

It was pria to all laws and all demands. Achtemeier (1962:82) affirms what counts as
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ri ghteous: Al ot i's righteous because it
| srael 6s righteousness consisted in the -
Yahweh, but, righteous or unrighteous, she still stood in relationship ... It is a relation
based, not on | aw, but on grace, on Yahw
tribes in Egypt to beHis people,His peculiar treasure (Ex. 19%4) . 06 Us der
covenant al relationship, | sraelites woul
faith and follow Goddéds guidance to pres

demands of righteous communal living.

The language of covenant is first usedtodeseri Godo6s promi ses to
descendant s. God 0 s Hymsalfan thee gowvenantthatthe pramisede  t
irrevocably is because Abraham believed (faith) the Lord and the Lord credited him as
righteousness (Gen. 15:6). Regarding the everlasting blessing and historical deliverance
from Egypt, Wright (2006:192) describeset status of the descendants of Abraham:
AfBel onging to | srael necessarily involve
Moses, particularly those laws that most visibly demonstrate the distinctiveness of Jews
from the rest of the world the laws gverning clean and unclean areas of life
(especially food), and observance of the
themselves, Yahwehoés choice of people, a
comparison to other peoples. They belavwbat their spirituality and righteousness

earnedthem the material blessings and abundant riches. They also believed that they

were specially chosen by God and excl usi
the families of the earth; therefore IwWil puni sh you for all your
are many expressions in the Bible that C

His people (Isah 11:11, 16; 63:11), my people (lah 52:4), your people (I$ah

63:14), the God of Israel (Igdn 21:10; 37:16), the Lord God of Israel (lah 17:6;

21:17; 24:15; 37:21; 45:3), the redeemer and Holy One of Israg{¥27). The Bible

also calls Israel a kingdom of priests and a holy nation (Ex. 19:6) but this is not exactly
an exclusivistic understandh g o f | srael 6s el ecti on. Wi |
and O0holydéd both suggest separation and d
oriented to service. They were to represent and mediate God, history, gloHisand

goodness to others. o

Magesa (1984:206) provides the definitior

cooperate, and those who, since the begi
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plan of creatiori that is, we now know, with Jesus. These are those who have done
justice and favoured life; those who have avoided injustice and infliction of death ...
being born to justice, love and the struggle for love that gives one the privilege of
bel onging to God. o6 The scope of the peop
Israelites or the church. The will of God determines the dynamitlsoalvation for

the whole creation. Magesa (1984:207) clarifies that the people of God do not constitute
a visible fellowship of the church, and that their call to wholeness, thoughgusal

and urgent, is classifiable only in a moral sense, not in an institutional sense. What
Magesa attempts to explain is the distinction between the covenant people and a wider

noncovenantal people of God.

Many biblical writers recognize the distiian between the apparent, visible people of
God and the genuine, faithful people of God in the covenantal sense. Amos exhorts the
northern nation, Israel:

Seek the Lord and live...

Seek good, not evil, that you may live...

Hate evil, love good; maintajastice in the courts. Perhaps the Lord God Almighty will
have mercy on the remnant of Joseph (Amos 5:6, 14, 15, NIV).

Wright (2006:205) spells out explicitly that God cals covenant people to walk and

be blameless (Genesis 17) and to demonstratéedgbness and justice (Genesis 18).

He even makes a note that there is an
address in Genesis 1231(Wright, 2006:206). The speech is a double command with
the promises wupon Abr ah asodesunkneva places ghehi s
emphasis of this address is Godds graci o

together incorporated into the covenant. Wright clarifies:

This does not in any way mean that Abrah
not slipping into some caricature of works righteousness by making these observations
on the biblical text itself ... Abrahamod:

God to count him as righteous but ad so e
its universal horizonWright, 2006:206)

Obviously, only the faithful and obedient people within the covenant will be redeemed:
AZi on (the faithful city) wi || be rede
ri ght e o uighid:273. $his refels sa@mall group of people among the Israelites,
the remnant, and the o6narrowing downd of
penitent, faithful believers (Willis, 1998:9). In other words, only the genuine believers
are righteous people and attencediently to a life of righteousness according to the

command of God.
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Neverthel ess, a | ife of rio ghteousness d
believers, but extends to the Oactivebd
Isaiah illustragés a very distinct, inclusivistic concept of the people of God. It extols
Yahweh as creator and sustainer of all nations and caller of all people in righteousness
(Isaah 40:2226; 42:57; 45:1821; 48:1213). Willis (1998:910) displays three
importantapect s of this fundamental truth: (1
uses them to carry olli s p u & froesaenpl@He uses Sennacherib to punish
Jerusalem for rebelling agairtdim (Isaah 10:519; 37:1435). All nations are servants
andinstut ment s of God. (2) AYahweh wil/l use |
legally, and otherwise in their return to Jerusalem to begin restoring what they had lost
in the destructi on o fah49:2223). Gadlusemall aatiahs tt h e
sustain the covenant peopl e. ( 3Bis pébplea h we h
and sendslis people to the rest of humankind to show the nationdHéatlone is God

in order that they might turn away from idols for false gods to workhipm al one o
(Isdah2:2-4 ) . Goddés instruction and | aws wi |l
by His covenant people to all peoples in order that all nations might walk (li‘éisin

righteous ways and paths.

The inclusivistic concept of the people of God cantrbetc ed back t o GodZ¢
Abraham in Genesis 12:

I will make you into a great nation and | will bless you; | will make your name great,
and you will be a blessing. | will bless those who bless you, and whoever curses you |
will curse; and all peoplesn earth will be blessed through you (Genesis-B211V)

This is a dynamic narrative in the Bibl
through Abraham and is the universal mission of God to bless all nations through the
seed of Abraham (Wright,06:193). This message is the heart of the gospel for all
people of God as announced in the Bible through Paul:

Consider Abr aham: 60He believed God, and
Understand, then, that those who believe are children of AbrafThe Scripture
foresaw that God would justify the Gentiles by faith, and announced the gospel in
advance to Abraham: O0AI I nations wil|l be
are blessed along with Abraham, the man of faith (Gal93MlV).

Wr i ght (2006:194) describes this encompe

ABl essing for the nations is the botton

promise to Abraham ... And the story of how that blessing for all nations has come
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about@ cupi es the rest of the Bible, with C
put the descendents of Abraham in a 6cen
Israel (national and exclusive state) to the nations (universal and inclusive state). The
role of the lIsraelites, the descendents of Abraham under the covenant, in the Old
Testament was portrayed as the servant ¢
carrying the wil!/ of YHWHOGs wunfailigng | u
42:1.67;,49:6;cf.51:46) and t he iah66u82l)iwhoonotordy sirviveda
Godods | u 3 meoplet butavere sent on a commission to the nations, to the
remote regions of the earth, in order to proclaim YHWH and the salvation that he has
made possible (Schnabel, 200242). The membership of the people of God will no
longer depend on biological descent or bodily mutilation but is to be determined by
faithfulness in worshipping and loving the God of all people:

And foreigners who bind themalves to the Lord to serve him, to love the name of the
Lord, and to worship him, all who keep the Sabbath without desecrating it and who hold
fast to my covenarit these | will bring to my holy mountain and give them joy in my
house of prayer. Their burwofferings and sacrifices will be accepted on my altar; for
my house will be called a house of prayer for all nationsath€s6:6-7, NIV).

As these foreigners keep the covenant, God will bring them to Zion, from a place
exclusively for covenant peopleéoa house of prayer for all/l

family to take part in the feast as Jesus confirmed:

| say to you that many will come from the east and the west, and will take their places at
the feast with Abraham, Isaac and Jacob in the Kingddreafen (Mt. 8:11, NIV).

The identity of the people of God S r
acceptance of Jesus as the one whom the Father has sent, without regard to national,
racial, gender or economic differences. Only those who know desuwill listen and

obeyHi s voice and commands wi || be members
10:1418) . This obedience is a key el ement i
him for the blessing of a bbediencaoftheansman i Fo

the many were made sinners, so also through the obedience of the one man the many

wi || be made righteouso (Rom. 5:19). Th
obedience will be declared righteousness as God will bring fortltgust them, the

foreigners of the nations (isdn4 2 : 1) , and also Goddés salva
the earth (lsah49: 6) . Abrahamés blessing clearly

covering norlisraelites and conveys the fulfilment and promafeboth an earthly

justice as well as the high and lofty missionary purpose of the divine justice through the
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obedience of Christ. Even if they do not know and acknowledge God as the source of
the blessing, they still receive from the living God the galnalessing and earth justice
simply by Jliving in Godos -ehcongpassirggcndle r e a t
wants all to be saved. Wright (2006:219) specifically affirms the redemptive will of God
for alll nations in Abrahamdés original bl
Abraham comes about not merely as nations are blessed in some general semige but

as they specifically come to know the whole biblical grand story, of which Abraham is a
key pivot. o The distinction between f ai
abolished because the criteri owelybnofaith bei n
alone through the grace in Christ and is no longer based on nationality. When YHWH
restores the earth, both repentant Jews and repentant Gentiles will condistute
covenant people (Schnabel, 2002:41).

The blessing for the nations becomesr@& al i ty i n Abrahamos
underlines his unique position in a centrifugal movement to bring forth justice to the
nati ons. Godds address to Abraham in the
mission laid on Abraham. Wright (2006:21d)i sc | os e s : ABl essing |
as a task, as a role, is something that goes beyond the sense of creational abundance that

we have seen so far i n Genesi s. 6Be a b
stretches into the future. It is, in sho | mi ssional .o The refere
can be interpreted, in Wrightoés 06go

A

(2008:208), as the original commissiechoed by e sus 6 Gr eat Commi s s
28:1820 to His disciplesi 6 T h e r go farad rmake disciples of all natié(and all

peoples on earth will be blessed through)ydthe church today is the new Israel on

earth consisting of believing Jews and Gentiles in sonship or adoption and is the
ful fil ment and r esetoiAlrandam inQhristo The fGuadatimrsof ther 0 mi
new | srael entails not only obedient c¢om
historical Israel of the Old Testament) but also the witness of all believers as servants of
Christ to the reality and #facy of the work of Jesus Christ who assemblespeople

from all nations into GA47.6Ged cemnessionéis Ki n
church, adHis vessels of mercy (Rom. 9:23), to invite the world to see foreshadowed

the final destiny that God has e par ed f or al | manki nd. T
mercy and justice, the new people of God are given their identity by their sharing in the

promises of Israel. God graciously and faithfully calls, sustains, judges, and saves them.
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AROnce you wge lut nowyou aae the pemple of God; once you had not

received mercy, but now you have receive:

Refl ection on Jegd UheayRoeRijleteomseeds J ust i ce

A proper theologicallydefined concept of justice must be ctotentric with further
explication of a robust ecclesiology and the service of discipleship. Bell remarks
concerning the Pauline vision of Christo:

[It] displays justice as the divine redemptive solidarity that has as its end the restoration
and enewal of the communion of all in God ... the justice of God that is Jesus Christ
entails the endurance of offense and the offer of forgiveness for the sake of justifying
the unjust so that through participation in the death and resurrection of Chrisjuke

may be made just and so gathered back into commuiidelt, 2006:95)

The purpose of Godds creation of humani't
to fulfil ment at the end. Therefore, Chr
of wh a t is due to human sin, nor a satisfze
victim, but the very embodi me Hi$ obedienceGo d 0 s
fidelity, and communion (Rom. 5:19). Bell says it well in interpreting justice as
partidpatory, liturgical, and ecclesial:

Justice is not extrinsic to Christian confessions and practices; it is not extrinsic to Jesus.
Justice is not something that happens to Jesus or to which he submits. Jesus does not
point to justice nor motivate us to gat and do some version of secular justice. Rather,
Jesus irHis person is the justice of God ... Christ is the Just One of God; accordingly,
we are just only insofar as we participeé
graciously been made jugtigtified) throughHis gift of Himself ... our being just, our

doing justice, is possible only as we are united to Christ ... Jesus as the justice of God
does not justify individuals who then go to do justice on their own; rather, Jesus justifies
persons n communion ... Being made just and doing justice are a matter of being
immersed in the life of the ecclesial community (the body of Christ); to do justice is to
be a part of the community whose I|ife 1is
(Bell, 2006:97).

A life of ecclesial community is in communion with Christ, haviig attitude in our
heart as our worshjpffering ourselves to the justice of God. Paul commands the
church at Philippi:

Your attitude should be the same as that of Christ Jéglg, being in very nature God,

did not consider equality with God something to be grasped, but HiadIf nothing,

taking the very nature of a servant, being made in human likeness. And being found in
appearance as a man, he humbieaiself and becamebedient to death even death

on a cross! Therefore God exalted him to the highest place and gave him the name that
is above every name, that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, in heaven and on
earth and under the earth, and every tongue cotifiesslesus Christ is Lord, to the

glory of God the Father (Php. 213, NIV).
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By incorporating ourselves into Christ, who renders and transforms the impossible into
the possiblebelieversare asked to offer ourselves as sacrifiwepin in Christ andd

be justified Paul urges all believers to offer ourselasdiving sacrifices in spiritual act

of worshipt o at t aood, pléasing,cagperfect will(Rom. 12:12). Believersare
joined to Chri st 0s His sasrifice.cesus lihe judtice iofnGgpd. u ni t
Bell (2006:98) comments that doing justice is not only a matter of being joined to Jesus
but, in view of the fact that Jesus is the justice of God, is part and parcel of offering
Jesus in the di mensi on ran$forneation of gustiteiwghm. Th
the divine order of charity, the shared love and common good. Justice is then oriented
toward redemption in mercy and forgiveness by reconnecting the communion of
humanity in God whose faithful activity renews and restohes dovenantal relation

with humanity, even in the face of human rebellion. Bell elaborates the evangelical
dimension of justice:

It is worth noting that just as redeemed justice reconnects the impulse for what is called
social justice with [the] evangelicgask of offering Jesus, by reconfiguring justice in
accord with the scriptural plot of redemption as the renewal of communion, redeemed
justice succeeds in reconnecting the concern for justification with social justice
advocacy. Renewing and restoringmian communion, in God, is intrinsic to the
practice of justice. Thus, an evangelism that is not social, not a ministry of
reconciliation, and a justification that is not immediately and integrally concerned with
breaking down the walls of hostility betweperoples (Eph. 2:212) is not the good
news of Jesus who is the justice of God (Bell, 2006:100).

The 0Great Commi ssi ono, t he evangel i cal
specifically a mandate to summon people:

Therefore go and make disciples of altioas, baptizing them in the name of the Father
and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, and teaching them to obey everything | have
commanded you. And surely | am with you always, to the very end of the age (Mt.
28:1920, NIV).

Jesus is not interested migren the solicitation and conversion of peoptés gospel is

to summon people to join as disciples in the believing community and téiput
teaching into practice. The command f or
living in obedience to Godhe salt of the earth and the light of the world (Mt. 5163.

Hays (1996:97) speci fies t he t ask of t
demonstration pl ot i n whi ch Godods wi ||
ri ghteousness of edceesl uhatdof tte scribéspandce Bhariseess t
otherwise, the church will not be a compelling paradigm ofkiegdom that Jesus

procl ai med. 0o
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Jesusd procl amat i Kinydom bf Gbdhiseno langer fosused ondhe t h
symbols of old Israelite idenyitsuch as the temple, the law, and the land, but on the
message of the dawn of Godbébs rwule in th
2002:4243). Jesus makes it very clear that only those, no matter whether Jews or
Gentiles, who believeHim can be sefree and secure their permanent place (the
Kingdom of God) and only those who holdHas teaching can really bidis disciples

(John 8:3138). While theKingdom preached by Jesus is purified Him in an
eschatological sense and transcends the gmditbical realities of this world, Haughey
(1977:268) assures us that At was nhneve
prescind from them. 0 We c aHimséfevithshe figare t h at
predicted by Isaiah (61:2; 58:67) seesHimself asthe fulfilment of theScripture

(Luke 4:20) with a mission and vocation of social responsibility, the gualitical

realities of this world. During the life of Jesus on eakfth,ministered to those in need,
recovered the sight of the blind, and selitarty those who were oppressed. Haughey
(1977:270) states firmly: fAJesus would h
and power, and having seklis people surrounded by bondage, oppression and poverty,

He would also see its alleviation asiatrinsic part of their salvation and, consequently,

His mission. o6 This alleviation was quite
system: theKingdom of God that Jesus preached was strangely beyond time and the
systems of power within which man lives were lived (Haughey, 1977:271). Haughey
(1977:271272) clarifies the power of thki n g d o mKingdoM,iirsother words, is

not going to be without power, but the purpose for which it is given, both to Jesus and
His followers, is not to governlote r s or domi nate t hem, but
same Suffering Servant motif foretold in Isaiah by which JesudHandisciples were

to establish justice among the nations:

Here is my servant, whom | uphold, my chosen one in whom | delight; pwilimy

Spirit on him and he will bring justice to the nations. He will not shout or cry out, or
raise his voice in the streets. A bruised reed he will not break, and a smouldering wick
he will not snuff out. In faithfulness he will bring forth justice; Wil not falter or be
discouraged till he establishes justice on earth. In his law the islands will put their hope
(Isdah42:1-4, NIV).

The way in which we should retain the power of transforming the social system is to
serve and even offer our life agansom for the many:

For even the Son of Man did not come to be served, but to serve, and to give his life as a
ransom for many (Mark 10:45, NIV).
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The power of th&Kingdom of God is given through serving for transforming the world,
not escapingthewbrd, and i s | inked to Jesus®6 miss
This mission is one of justice, both earthly and heavenly.

Jesusd Sermon on the Mount begins with
specifically the right and just order which Gadl establish imminently wherlis reign

(the Kingdom of God) has its full effect, even though the human condition at present,
when the reign is only partial, involves the disciples of Jesus in mourning, poverty,
strife and persecution (Haughey, 1977:276) J esus 6 abstract not i
the Beatitudes will become reality because Jédiusself is justice incarnated. Mallia
(1983:40) reveals the simultaneous wor ks
salvation of humanity, all work for s@l justice, is not a matter of a succession of-part

ti me messiahs, nor of faddi st religious

eschatological dimension of salvation is a dynamic future in process now. Jesus is

making Godoés ownduct themoancdiHeis a@mdcicpihes: A
therefore, as your heavenly Father i's p
Fat her s perfection nor m, di scipl es mu s

embodiment of the justice of God. Seeking the pasielesus Christ, we are exhorted

not only to conform to the abstract perfect norms as a quality peculiar to God but to
transcend and transform the norms of justice into a familiar pattern of behaviour. The
teaching of Matthew 83, ABut HiseKengdont anadHis tighteousness, and all
these things wildl be given to you Hiss wel
abstract norms our needs will be taken care of. This verse further suggests that both the
reign of God in our communion with Chriahd the embodiment aiis righteousness

are Godoés gifts and sources of right an
others. God willsHis Kingdom to come andis will to be done on earth as it is in
heaven (Mt. 6:10) and the disciples of Jesusade disciples and to establish the way

of doing justice and being just in the everyday world of people and things. Doing justice
i's a continuing story oGeasCammassoondnoto

Jesus, the justice of God, to the vdorl

Concluding Summary
Biblical justice throughout the Old and New Testaments involves making humans and
their communities, anthdeedthe universewhole, by upholding the divine perfection

in goodness and righteousness. The word of God has consistently presented to humanity,
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individually and corporately, the nature of God in justice and righteousness throughout
the entire Bible and instructed humank to live the way of the Lord, to live a life of
righteousness, to reveal both His saving as well as His ethical righteousness in relation
to His people inclusively by the reward of deliverance and salvation or punishment of
judgment. Justice is the natuand character of the sovereign God. He is the ultimate
source of both heavenly and earthly (active and stative) justice. He always seeks to
make the object of His divine love whole. As we experience His wholeness through
Jesusod sacr i fdiingusticefoarrjustioeus grosnded sn thee ffaith and true
knowledge of God. The same problems as illustrated in the history of the Israelites
above still arise todayChristian believers must not downplay social justice while
highlighting private piety, bt carry JesusO0 | ulBoingjaseceiEor wa
not only a matter of beingstified in Jesushut isalsopart and parcel of offering Jesus

in the dimension of evangel i sm. This is
divine order 6 charity, the shared love and common good. Justice is then oriented
toward redemption in mercy and forgiveness by reconnecting the communion of
humanity in God whose faithful activity renews and restores the covenantal relation
with humanity. The concernsof believersshould not be limited to life within the
Christian community they mustbe salt and light by practicing justice outside the
believing community. Whil e the church s
though not all of His Kingdom, Goi more concernethat His reign should make
every realm of His creation whole. Justi
relation to His created worldand justice isthe creatiofform of life in the divinely

given structureof society withoutwhich humaity cannot exist (Rooy, 1982:264). The

mission of incarnation is one of justice, both heavenly and earthly.
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CHAPTER 5: THE CLASSICAL CONCEPTION OF VIRTUE
ETHICS AND THE CHRISTIAN VIRTUE ETHICS

5.1 VIRTUE: ETHICS OF O0BEI NGO

5.1.1 Introduction

In the last two centuries, most of the contemporary philosophical theories on ethics,
whether they are consequentialist or deontological ethics, sufferanoaveremphasis

on i mpersonal a ¢ ¢ o uswelsason the amglysisacd probleraaticd e t
actions with focus on rules, principles, and diggstep decisiomnmaking procedures for
resolving moral quandaries (Kotva, 1996:5). Utilitarians tend to formulate an
institutional commitment to help maximize globdility while supporters of social
contract theories command preferential treatments for the least advantaged. Defenders
of deontological ethics insist on the austerely motivated act of pure duty by setting apart
personal lives from their ordinary impulsasd desires. These distinct theories of our
modern time seem to dictate depersonalizing results in the application of philosophical
ethics without incorporatingheminto the ordinary daily living of personal characters

for actual human beings. According Kotva (1996:5), there is a radical shift and
resurgence of interest in more ageantred issues such as character traits, personal
commitments, community traditions, and the conditions necessary for human excellence
and flourishing. This renewed intetegn agenicentred ethics, or virtue ethics,
represents a different stream of ethical theory from deontology and teleology.
Hursthouse (1999:1) exhibits their diffe
introduced to distinguish an approachormative ethics which emphasizes the virtues,

or moral character, in contrast to an approach which emphasizes duties or rules
(deontology) or one which emphasizes the
return to Ovirt uehas now occapied a signiicane plabeithes 6 t
academic sphere is, as found by Kotva (199®% primarily the result of the
widespread perception of a moral crisis in our society today and the failure of modern
ethical theories to provide a complete pietwwf human moral experience. Wilson
remarks that thechange ofe mp hasi s from O6doingdé to o]

understanding of who we are, what life is meant to be and what kind of community we
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aspire to be (Wilson, 1998:20). This virtue ethics doesmesn to be an alternative to
modern approaches and theories, such as our deliberations about duties, obligations or
consequences, rather it-cenceives the whole understanding of ethics and morality
(Wilson, 1998:20).

Despite popular modern approachiesmorality that are typically based on either our
duty in various situations or the consequences of different actions, virtue has always
been a part ahephilosophical ethicthatoriginated from the ancient Greek tradition in

the development of an ampriate ethic of being or virtue ethic. Virtue is a general term
for the Greek wordaréte It i s also trans/| aNicendacheas e x c
Ethics Sharing the similar i1 dea of Platoods
the city (Pato, 1968:122, 443d), Aristotle approaches the good life for humans by
examining an activity of human soul in accordance with excellence or the human
qualities that make one virtuous and able to act well by choice in a variety of sguation
(Aristotle, 20@, NE, 1103a20). Aristotle defines the virtue of character as naturalistic
but acquired through training as dispositions of habituation (Aristotle, 2NE2,
1105b20). 006 BT itkkeNewdCatsolictEncyclepedas dcqused virtues:

Virtuesae not natur al in the sense that they
exist only in consequence of deliberate, human activity. In the basic orientation of the
mind toward truth and of the will toward the good, there is a certain inclinatithe in
direction of virtue, but it is only throu
Habits are generated and developed, and these are either good or bad, virtues or vices,
depending on the kind of action that brings them into being. The gewehad of virtue,

then, is not incidental to human activity
2003:550).

Virtue ethicsdoes not focus on isolated acts of individual human being according to the
principles of dutyor rule, and is not orientetbwardresulsbut on t he agent
motivated to promote virtue or vice. Macintyre confirms the conception and definition

of a virtue as acquired:

A virtue is an acquired human quality the possession and exercise of which tends to
enable us to adkve those goods which are internal to practices and the lack of which
effectively prevents us from achieving any such goods (Maclintyre, 2007:191).

The i dea of Aristotlebds et hicamhatetnlbudbr v i
arethe resul of the training of habit or through human activities. Van Hooft (2006:56
57) explains that human beings are born with certain character traits and talents but

fithese natur al abilities are not deemed
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may ®ntribute toeudaimonia 06 He continues to cl-mmatefy f
idea of virtues as acquired through habitual practice rather than born with:

Although we are not born with virtues, nature does give us the basic ability to be
virtuous. But we need to practice virtue in order to acquire it. We need to get into the
habit of acting virtuously and this habit will then become a disposition to act in that way
(Van Hooft, 2006:57)

Aristotle begins with the training as the first step towardtuibut argues that this
trained outward behaviour is not sufficient. He goes on to describe that there is an
important dimension to virtue in which a person is only truly virtuous when this person
has internalized the habit, along with the relevantuaitis and understandings to decide

or make choices, of the virtue into which this person has been trained (Van Hooft,
2006:58) . I n Aristotlebs own | anguage,

Again, neither do the case of the skills and that of the excellences resemble each other:
the thingsthat come about through the agency of skills contain in themselves the mark
of their being done well, so that it is enough if they turn out in a certain way, whereas
the things that come about in accordance with the excellences count as done justly or
mockerately not merely because they themselves are of a certain kind, but also because
of facts about the agent doing théniirst, if he does them knowingly, secondly if he
decides to do them, and decides to do them for themselves, and thirdly if he does them
from a firm and unchanging dispositioNE, 1105a2834).

A virtue is a disposition to act for reasons that makes us good as humasibeiag it

builds us to make choices in order to fulfil the goals of our human natures. It is an
intrinsic good ofa human being to do consistently the good thing for the good reason
without serious internal opposition and conflict but within a coherent and unified final
end. This intrinsic good of a human being is what Aquinas refers to as the concept of
conscience ah synderesisor natural habit (please see Chapter 3 of this thesis).
Conscience is a moral resource in human life formed with the naturally known
principles of intellectual knowledge to will naturally and appropriately as ahegig

to other objects ST, I-ll, A2, Q10). Christian ethicists generally express an acute
concern with the functioning of conscience understood as the response of the self within
the nexus of Christian fellowship to the humanizing action of God. It is understood that
thenaturallw i s Opresenté to our conscience,
God has revealed to human beings the laws that work in their hearts (Stob, 1&85:62
This revealed law in our hearts is the inner content shaping character or character traits

and portraying virtues of who we are.
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Macintyre also states his understanding of virtues:

as those dispositions which will not only sustain practices and enable us to achieve the
goods internal to practices, but which will also sustain us in the rel&wahof quest

for the good, by enabling us to overcome the harms, dangers, temptations and
distractions which we encounter, and which will furnish us with increasing self
knowledge and increasing knowledge of the good (Macintyre, 2007:219).

The virtuesare necessary for the seeking of the good life for human beings and will
enable human beings to understand {getiwledge) what more and what else the good
life for human beings is.

The focus of this classical virtue ethics lies in who we are rathervithah we do. It
primarily turns the attentioto concern about the character and virtue of the person. The
action that emerges from an individugthether it is virtuous or viciouss an ethic
premisel on the notion of a true inward human will with a parar conviction about

what constitute the good life or end atelos Virtue ethics thus prompts the focus on
moral agents and their contexts and settings rather than the incomplete picture of moral
experience in rules and acts. Macintyre (2007:52)fiestio a teleological scheme
along the analysis in thBicomachean Ethics h a t Athere 1 s a fur
between mamashe-happendo-be and marashe-could-beif-herealizedhis-essential
nature. 0 Thi s i s a centr ale that explaiespan o f
understanding of the transition from the former state,-asre-happendo-be, to the

latter, marashe-could-be-if-herealizedhis-essentiahature, and how to move from
potentiality to act, how to realize the true nature of humangseand to reach the
human end otelos (Macintyre, 2007:52). The teleological scheme of a virtue ethics for

a conception of human good is not an end external and independent of the virtue of the
human. It is rather leading to and constituting the hutdas in contrast to utilitarian
understandings that virtues are merely means to an external end. Kotva sagsthési
teleological virtue ethic in a tripartite structure:

(1) Humannatureasit-exists;

(2) Humannatureasit-could-be; and

(3) Those habitscapacities, interests, inclinations, precepts, injunctions, and prohibitions
that will move us from point one to point two (Kotva, 1996:17).

This tripartite structure echoes Maclnty]

within a teleological viue ethic certain kinds of actions, habits, capacities and
inclinations are discouraged because they direct us away from our true nature. Other
kinds of actions, habits, capacities, and inclinations are encouraged because they lead us
toward our true end/irtue theory deals with the transition from who we are to who we
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could be. A concern with this transition requires that we also try to discover or uncover
our true nature aelosand ascertain our present state or nature (Kotva, 1996:17).

Macl ntcyme@&pt of human virtue 1is fiunder st
an essenti al purpose or functiono to be
happens to be (Macintyre, 2007:58). Through some accounts of the essence of human as
a ratimal animal and also some accounts of the hutelaxg human beings are enabled

to evaluate how they make the transition from the former state to the latter by enjoining
the various virtues and prohibit the vices which are their counterparts instructalem h

to move from potentiality to act, how to realize our true nature and to reach their true
end (Maclintyre, 2007:52). Human beings act out of who they are on the premise of their
orientation and character as well as their ability to determine and dogtiiething
according to their humatelos There is always a concern for what kind of pedp&y

mightb e c 0 me . Kotva (1996:30) displays the r
and 6doingd in the concept ofgyvorbue ©6Hde
shapes Obeing. 6 That i s, who we have b
precedes and informs our choices and actions. But our choices and actions help shape
who we are and thus our future @lacedances
outward act secondary tbeintrinsic natural of virtue buthe outward act or conduct is
important both as an expression of character and as a roeties development of a

holistic human life. Hauerwas (1975:78) also deems being and doingo abe

i nsepar abl e: AFor each wvirtue to be suc
determinate ageniti . e. , as a man of ¢ h&rl-H4,65 gtod anc
support his statement: AAccordingsthat Aqu
determine a power towards its end and it :

5.1.2 Justice is a First and Personal virtue

Rawls beginghe preface ohis book,A Theory of Justice s ayi ng t hat A J

first virtue of social institutions, as truth is of systeofishought. Laws and institutions

no matter how efficient and wedlirranged must be reformed or abolished if they are

unjusto (Rawl saystia® Wh a 8 ) socieRdves bageis dependent

upon whether laws and institutions are just or unfosthe application of distributive

justice within the O6basic structured6 of

share the concept of justice time social dimension of a harmonized city, Plato, on the

contrary, sets forth an ethics of ves as an ordered integration among the constituent
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Opart 6 of tRepabligdd3d)aGrenssammagsthe intrinsic nature diour
distinct virtues that Plato extols The Republi¢431-441):

9 Virtue is wisdomi' the ability of human beings &xercise the power of reason
to think clearly as well as to know truth and goodness.

1 Virtue is couragé the ability of the power of human will to know what to do
and what not to fear.

1 Virtue is temperancé the ability of the power of human will to contro one 6 s
desires.

9 Virtue is justicei the ability of human beings to entail the harmonious
functioning of wisdom, courage and temperance as ordered and ruled by reason
(Grenz, 1997:62).

These four distinct virtues are not separate traits of the societyebstnal traitof

human beings. Grenz (1997:62) elaborabesthese four personal traits (virtues)

Al nstead they are interrelated and i nsenqp
virtuous | ife. o0 Besides the wnitoavoidevilo f W
actions andto control desires, Plato puts an emphasis on justice as the virtue of
harmonious action to forge a link between the individual and the social dimensions of
life (Grenz, 1997:63). More importantly, it is this virtue of justicdts condition and

ability to integrate all parts of virtue in social harmony that emerges as all members of
the society participate and offer their contributions to the whole. Justice is the virtue
which is primarily concerned with others. With justiees donot merely fulfil our own

personal good, butve also ultimately enable the good of relationships with others.
Because of its focus on others, it is a broader and more encompassing virttleethan
virtues of temperance and fortitude, which concermarily the self. Slote (2010) puts

it succinctly in an article in th&tanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy A Pl at o i r
Republic treats justiceas an overarching virtue of individuals (and of societies),
meaning that almost every issue he (or we) woetghrd as ethical comes in under the
notion of justice dikaiosun¢ . 6 Henry (1957:103) remar ks

AJustice is simply the proper concord of

Pakaluk (2005:189) describes justies the i cmplete virtue as shown toward
strangers. o0 This i s  Ahatijusticeois hoe a snglec state ofe p t
character applying to oneself but rather a certain way to put all of the virtues to use
toward others including strangers. That is whgkd&uk (2005:189) states that
Aristotlebds concept of justice is ©O6the
Oextremed of virtue as the most and best

high view of justice:
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But justice gathers imxcellence entire. And it is complete excellence to the highest
degree because it is the activation of complete excellence; complete, too, because the
person who possesses it has the capacity to put his excellence to use in relation to
another person as Weand not just by himself; for many people are able to display their
excellence in relation to what belongs to them, but incapable of doing so when it comes
to dealing with another persoNE, 1129b30).

Aristotl e concl udes ustibegether, iismadt a part of excellemcet i ¢
but excell emNE®@&l3@Gas0).a whol edo (

Justice IS considered to be a personal
objectively and of acting accordingly, t
Smith (1999:381) admits ianote of her article irsocial Theory & Practic¢hat justie

is social in nature insofar as it normally involvasp er sonés own and
treatment of another, but we can simply
without going through the lens of some group undertaking or broader social objective.
She explicates her support of justice as a personal virtue:

Judging other people encompasses othersbd
others objectively means honestly evaluating all available evidence to determine what

t hey deser vavirtée bdcausd wecan suicaimb to partiality, bias, or the
temptation to allow irrelevant considerations to shape our assessments and treatment of
others (Smith, 1999:36263).

Virtue is a disposition of an individual to act in a certain way. Therefiasepeople are

not ones who occasionally act justly, or who regularly act justly out of some other
motives such as in conformity primarily to rules and principles; rather they are people
who reliably and consistently act that way because they placatagolsigh intrinsic

human will on rendering to others their due and they are really good at it. Despite the
soci al nature of justice doing good to o
application of justice:fiThe justice of individuals is ot thought of as primarily
involving conformity to just institutions and laws. Rather, the just individual is someone
whose soul is guided by a vision of the good, someone in whom reason governs passion
and ambition through s udhus cancludesghe parsonal S m
aspect of the virtue of justice h art indifiidual may exhibit personal justice in private
dealings with othersno reference to any formal social structures is necessary to make

the justice of angbleddi vi dual 6s actions i |

140



The idea of agency speltait the cause of whdtashappened. Hauerwagites that this
cause originatindrom a human agent is the soutbatexers powerto initiate changes
andto bring something into existence apart from external event awetes:

Men are beings who, because they can envisage, describe, and intend their action,
initiate change in themselves and the world around them in such a way that they can
claim to be the cause of the change. As an agent | am not any such event, process,
state that is proposed as the Oreal caus
state of willing ... there is a sense in which | am an uncaused power since no other event
IS necessary to explain my act other than that | as an agent did iniidau&975:88).

The relationship among theself as anagent,a cause, and an act, as interpreted above,
clarify the fact that humans can remain unaffected by an external event (laws, rules, and
principles) as a cause when one internal event is the pricaauseof the effect. The

agent is the determination of an,atd the force of the distinction between what we do
and what happens to us is dependent primarily on the avowal of the agent (Hauerwas,
1975:89). This agent is thus the primary caygs¥sondy and ultimately accountable

for the action which in itself is understood by reference to the purpose of the agent. This
is why action is ultimately an ageobncept because the purpose of the act is not only
publicly recognizable but the action is fiyathe agent who is the authority defining
what one has done (Hauerwas, 1975:96).

O6Connor defends justice as a personal v
in his article inMidwest Studies in Philosophkfe first indicates that justice mardly

justified as part of the virtue ethitt oday because AJustice s
debates about public policy and social institutions than in descriptions of the moral
strengths and weakness of individualso (
certainly concerned with social instiions that embody justice in various kinds of
political regime, but his analysis in the fifth book of thicomachean Ethicss

primarily concerned with justice as a personal disposition or a psychic state of

i ndi vidual s ( ONE bl&0ald)This pdrs@aBdispbditi®n or a psychic

state of individuals is independent of and not caused by or sourced from just social or
political institutions. The virtue of justice is comparable with friendship or Iphéid)

when Aristotle describes justice:F o r -mihdednass seems to be similar, in a way, to
friendship é there is no need for rul es
whereas if they are just they still need friendshignd of what is just, the most just is
thought to be what belongso fr i eNgEEdshl pda A5) . Friendsh

e X ¢c e | INENLESSaED) arfd, as such, it makes a point of wieilarity or near
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identity to justice. O6Connor (1988: 418)
[Aristotled sdccount of justiceda have exactly the sort of resources we need to
rehabilitate justice as a personal virtu:i

To further strengthen hihse avrigcuemeonft ,t h@d Goi
defi ci ent offan individual vather thanra® import of a sjipé motiveand
emphasizegustice as a personal virtuetwo aspects of the classical account of justice:

the correctivea s pe ct of justice iIis the virtueos
against (injustice), while thexpressiveaspect of justie tells us the positive side of
what human capacities it brings into pl a
1988:418). On the corrective aspect of justibere are two fundamental divisions of

the personal justice in relation to the othetugsi the interpersonalvirtues and the
intrapersonalvirtues:

Intrapersonal virtues like justice and benevolence make good our vicious tendency to be
partial to our own desires and prerogatives to the detriment of other. On the other, there
are intrapemnal virtues that moderate and channel various sorts of desires and

emotions. For example, the virtue of temperance moderates and controls our desires for

bodily pleasur es, whil e courage Gomort r ol s
1988:419).
Neverthel ess, the Aristotelian view is t/|

mi sorientation toward or overvaluing of
primarily involve the control or sopal rect
virtues whi ch have no rol e for egoi sn
Misorientation, not egoism, is the key threat to justice iartthe root of injusticelt is
characterized as the ambitious desire for the pleasure of gaining external godals due

the indifference and lack of concern with promoting justitgustice is thus the
interpersonal result and outward manifestation of an intrapersonal misorientation
(O6Connor , Thd &BeBtived d3gt of justiége not merely to remove the

causs of personal or civic conflicts but the development of proper orientation in the
hearts of individual s, as MAICo 9 thiojasticd A O 8 8
is but the outward manifestation of a psychic misorientation, and the cure for the
underlying moral disease of misorientation will also clear up the symptom of unjust

treat ment of ot hers. o

On the expressive aspect of justice, just action expresses the rational consistency of the

agent 6s exercise of his or her capacity
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reciprocity of his or her particular moral interest in equality and fairness \h#rso
(O06Connor , 1988:423) . This action Ba gr o
a common pursuit of the good as ends. This is the positive side of human capacities that
bring into play and complement .tOé&Cannot
(1988:424) reveals that Aristoflggistice does not directly express a human capacity for
altruism or impartiality buprimarily a capacityfor partnership or collegiality. Because

justice and friendship express the same excellence and cdhecsame vices,
O6Connor (1988:426) adds that there 1 s n
others embodied in benevolence and the artificial concern for others embodied in
justice but love is the perfectionf justice, not a modification of itThe linkage of
justiceto excellence in partnership or collegiality brings justice clas&iendship in

the pursuit o f some good, whet her pl eas!
1988:426). The human capacity for partnership in Aristoteliatige can thus cure the

sel fishness of the interpersonal l i fe of
partnership as hi ghe27)foaiztshis arQuinéndai jostice ( 1
as a personal Vi rt ue sticeg carschayacterige athumart beifigA r i
in the way that being a good colleague can, because it focuses on our excellence (virtue)
in pursuit of what we hol d hi gheeigue ofd | n
justice, unlike our contemporary understagdof justice ascold and strange public
policies and social institutions, foason the moral age6tbabitual dispositiotoward

personal virtue with a concern for others in the pursuitefelos

Both classic and contemporary theories find thatige is more than simply a virtué

is the foundation of civilized human life. The virtue of justicewisll described by
contemporary liberal theories as the primal articulation of the foundational moral
experience of the value of human life and ienenunity. Crossin raises his concern
about the danger of putting attention solely on human vYaurkistice

This refers to the danger of seeing work for justice as a purely human effort rather than

as a project undertaken only with the help of God.itst a matter of é
the Kingdom of God on earth with our own good works, or of trying to make the poor

rich. It is a matter of loving as Christ loveédnd as God commands. Thus, ultimately

one is not attempting a merely human project butogept founded on the love of God

and aided, sustained and fulfilled in grace. Christian concern for the poor is rooted
deeply in spiritual values (Crossin, 1985:34).

The liberation or salvation of the world is not merely a human project and does not

depead on our virtue of justice, or any other personal virtue, in human efforts alone. The
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work of justice must be centred on Jesus Christ who revealed the gracious quality of
Godos | ove that sets humans free to worl
Kingdom.

5.1.3 Objections to Virtue Ethics

The return to an ethic of virtue represents the recognition of the inadequacy of our
modern ethical theories and of the breaking down of personal morality in our culture.
This renewed emphasisi@an account of virtue leads us teexamine who we are as a
moral being andto askwhere and what we should be. The individwéth his orher

acts beconmgthe primary criten for ethical analysis. While the foundational moral
claim of virtue ethics s on the agent, @n human character, the ethical task of each
individual is to become a certain sort of person smdespondin a certain way of
action, ortopurseit h e mo r a |l of @ngdeabhlimam sharéctas the human end.
Solomon (1988:433presents his analysis that this goodness is, however, tainted with
contingency beyond the control of an age
natural benevolence towards others is constrained dependent upon the occasion
(condition) of action ahis outsideo n erdii@al control. He elaborates:

Some persons, biologically or genetically, may be naturally disposed to care for others;
others may have had inculcated in them by social training, either of an explicit or
implicit sort, a tendency to ke certain benevolent feelings toward others. In either
case, the agent does not have it within his power upon the occasion of action to call up
such feelings if they are not already there. If the presence of such feelings, or the
disposition to have sudeelings on certain occasions, is used as a determinate of moral
goodness, then an agentbés | evel of mor al
luck (Solomon, 1988:433).

Solomon does not totally eliminate the concept of virtue ethics outrigatdiBposition

of an individual, as he interpreits may have been partly developed and trained by the
particular setting of the culture and society around him or her. The social training may
then produce different dispositions and various concepts ofnggsedamong moral

agents of different backgrounds. Secondly, the goodness of the human actithty, at
time of the action, may be subject to th
occasions and a result of random efforts (luck). In other wéndsmoral agent may not

be motivated totally from the inner psychic state but from something external to him or
her. Virtue ethics can then turn into inconsistent grounds of motivation, within or
outside rational control, towards disposition and humah &€he ethics ofvirtue is

vulnerable to the contingency argument, but both consequentialist and deontological
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theories also cannot escape the same charge. If moral goodness is under the objective
reading of consequentialist and deontological theories still determined by the value

of the actual consequences of the agento
psychic state and external matters. It i
are influenced not only by the intention dfetagent, but also by all of the natural
contingencies of the world that Il nterven
(Solomon, 1988:440). The amount of effort by the moral agent cannot insure that the
final actual consequence is consistent arldmatch the original intention dhehuman

goal.

The contingency constraint may also work closely with the action guidance problem to
form similar objections. In the absence of principles or rules (action guides generally),
the ethics of virtue lackthe capacity to yield suitably determinate guidance and is
unhel pful to associate wit thunradelog, towardse t o
the right people, with the right motive, and in the right way (Solomon, 1988:432). On

the other hand, norrtige ethics theories (consequentialist and deontological theories)
provide guidance on actions and help deliver moral agents from moral conflict and
perplexity. Solomon (1988:433) concl udes
virtue that it cannoprovide the kind of determinate guidance for action that is required

i n an adequate normative ethics. o0 The hu

the final actual consequence remains inconsistent

Hence, thanconsistencyn actions because tfie contingency constraint and the action
guidance problenaxplained above woulgenerate the charge of relativism. Without the
objective and universal action guidance, the moral agent may pick out actions as right or
wrong only relative and contingent @ particular culture of his or her own. This runs
into different virtue conflicts as well as the justification problems of how the moral
agent constituteor justifies his or her ethical belief that may be skeptc pluralistic

from others in cultural variation.

There is definitely a connection between the human end (goodness or flourishing) and
all considerations about the way of life of an individual as a membeceftain social
tradition. There is, therefoe, a dilemma of different cultures embodying different
virtues. Macintye (2007:276),a strong defender against the accusation of virtue

relativism,writes thatthe rational grounding of moral issues is independent of the social
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particularities of traditbns but admits that ithere isno rational resolution of their
di sagreement Athere is no mor al rati onal
particular tradition. o He accepts the col

For it is sometimes at least possible that oredh gtadition may appeal for a verdict in
its favour against its rival to types of consideration which are already accorded weight
in both the competing traditions (Maclintyre, 2007:276).

Annas (2006:53532) also warns #t socially embedded virtueuns the risk of falling

into relativism to existing traditions and societi@§he different virtues are developed

within contexts which cannot be meaningfully compared and thus are removed from
mut ual di scussion and <cr it i cotoslyopérativElate s o
the expense of reflection about the ethical tenabilitythoerte isalso lesser emphasis on

the role of practical reasoning within the virtuBggarding the relative nature of virtue
ethics,Cottingham concludes:

The ethic of the vitde theorist is an ethic for particular individuals, in a particular social
setting, whose lives are informed from the outset by an autocentrically determined
network of preferential commitments (Cottingham, 1996:64).

Ethical relativism is a significant pblem br forming a complete body of an accepted

moral theory. Smith (2003:195) insisis| f et hi cs are rel ative,

overarching mor al truths to be known. o C
the Christian way of life asthe ol uti on to the <charge of

precisely to the fact t hat Christians h
special revelation, and thus there is a clear basis to prevent anything, even atrocities,

from being justified. o

Eudainonia is the ultimate human goal anslt he key concept of A
good or flourishing being the internal driving force for a quality of disposition and
fulfilment for an individual life. The entire effort seems to be -selfitred with a
narrowedconception of the self to achieve an implausilbldependent flourishing

Annas (2006:530) defends the egoistic objection to eigthics on one hand but
recognizes the consequence of this narrowed conception of flourishing as an easy target
of objecton:iMany critics see virtue ethies as
mindedness and selfishngsl one acts virtuously because it brings him or her closer

to the ultimate goal of his or her own flourishing, then, it appears, one is acting from a
sefish, if not egoistic, motivationO6 Con n or  @admAs8&siocuson elf isa

kind of selfishness for the sake of becoming eo@rsgood Virtue theorists may argue
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that one, in order to become good, must acquire virtues such as jbstie¥olence,

and charity, which take as the focus the veling of others, oare otherregarding.
Cottingham (1996: 71) c al dudaimon@as mmgoaldolelr i st
for the complete life of a single individual or the autocentric petsqgeof virtue ethics.

To support his argument, Cottingham (1996773 ) adopt s Descart
6generosity, 6 a tradit,iap a geheralcrentedydgoo evgry o f
disorder of the passions. Generosity, in the traditional genetiesersf o6 nobi | it
virtue whose achievement depends on inner rectitude alone. This nobility or the virtue

of noblemi ndedness, as Cottingham (1996:72) ¢
legitimate seHfe st eemo and A c a+edeers toba aspgeat avinmay s e
| egi ti mat el -segatlexr .olfjectidnhtakes she forfm of acting gendyofs

selfi nt er est as a motivation for onebes act
human capacity with the disposition for partnership in Argian justice can thus cure

the selfishness of the interpersonal life of misorientatom d r eor i ent t
pursuit of partnership as higher gopodO6 Connor provides no fu
what higher goods are and how these goods are not dedotor selfregarded
purposes. This defence for selfishness does not satisfactorily cover all grounds and

remains unconvincing.

The call for discipleship in the Christian Bible involves becoming like Jesosnre 6 s
character. This is a Gezkntred initiative, rather thaa self-centred or selfegarding
disposition, to be in humility before God, dependen God,and obedien to God

(Smith, 2003:171). The New Testament focus on individual spiritual growth is not a
selfish action in isolation from others but an emphabet lookstoward a mature
Christian life growing together in a community. The book of Hebrews likewise shares
the concern for togetherness: AANnd | et L
toward bve and good deeds. Let us not give up meeting together, as some are in the
habit of doing, but let us encourage one ancthand all the more as you see the Day
approaching2, N(VHeb. 10: 214

Aristotle recognizeshat to completéhe highest gooth virtue and selsufficiency is a
gift of the gods:

Well, if anything is a gift of the gods to mankind, it is reasonable to suppose that
happiness is gediveni more than any other human possession, by the same degree
that it is best (Aristotle, 2002:10RE,1099b10).
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The fulfilment of excellence, as such, is something godlike and blessed. It is not totally

under the sole control of mankind. This gift of happiness or flourishing is conferred by
the gods Aristotle says. The internal psychic alone is noffisient to achieve the

ultimate humangood but the best results are in the contemplation of God to be the best

standard of human i fe. Pakal uk N2, 005
1177b26)so that a person havindiuman virtue without talens in metaphysics or
theology can still attain some sort of happingsst admittedly not the best sort. This is
Ohappiness in a secondary sense. 6 Paka
activity is better than a life centred on practical virtole the grounds that the former is

godlike activity, whereas the latter is distinctively human, and gods are better than

-,
-

L

human beings. o6 This i s :thaonénustdveiwadgoth Chr |

centredway andhave somethingodlike within him.

The resurgence of virtue ethics has drawn significant interest but thegireades as
cited above prevent from becoming an independent alternative to other forms of
ethical theories. Kotvf1996:32)makes a fair statement on the adequacy or inadgquac
o f t he v i Yintue ethice tcahnbtmfer a thoroughly systematic account of
moral deliberation that would guide us in every detail. No theory can completely
capture the elements of surprise, complexity, contextual variety, and situational
specifcity relevant to good moral deliberatiordhe ideal of human excellence and
perfection in humareloscan never be fully realized as a higher or highest good unless
it is given by God. Macintyre (2007:2-278) indicatesat the end of the postscript to

the second edition oAfter Virtuethat there is still paradox adlmg to Aristotelian
virtue ethics requiring a larger scale of supplements to his own work in prggness
stresses that the notable i nadequatment fi
of the relationship of the Aristotelian tradition of the virtues to the religion of the Bible
and to its theology.o60 My next section
ethics how the classical virtue ethics may enable more faithfuis@tan living as a
community and howa Christian virtuous life works in thacknowledgemenof God

and in the setting of human geaiming at the Kingdom of God.
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5.2 CHRISTIAN VIRTUE ETHICS

5.2.1 An Ontological Foundation ofChristian Virtue s

Christian ethicists like Macintyre and Hauerwas recognize the importance of not only
what we are now doing (action) but who we are now becoming (being). Jesus invites us
to become certain people to act in a certain waMiaglisciples, children of God, dn
heirs of t he Kingdom. I n the gospel s a

summoned At o -oognourindy oftpersonal growtt, leve, and service in

response to the merciful l ove of God in
A response in total obedience to Godos ¢
new beings into a wunique, particul ar, ar

enrichment of the attitudeand dispositions. These biblical virtues extolled ie th
Scripture are the revealedords and instructions of God feoeinforcing the divine
moral character that is manifest in the Lord Jesus Christ. Keenan fatdgtine ethics
can offer many resources providing us

[They provide us withpridges betweemoral theology and a variety of other fields,

such as spirituality, worship, church life, and Scripture. In this way, virtue ethics unites
fields of theology that have |l ong been i
bridge that virtue ethics pvides is the direct connection between theologians and
pastors and their communities as they try to respond to the call of Christ (Harrington
and Keenan, 2002:25).

Every area of our life reflects something about the kind of people we are. There is no
account of the virtues independent of our being and the lively application of theology.
The virtue ethics does offer the hope that guides and connects some vision and
conception of the good for humans. The account of the good life is not merely a
dispositionfor action but also leads in the pursuit of the purpose, the goal, and the
destiny of human life. This sounds an appeal to regain the moral goodheanoral

crisis in our society today. Aristotle admits the inadequacy of the virtue ethics in
achievingthe higher good without godeind Wilson (1998:27) also acknowledges:
AHowever, for a Christian noné&ospefrevealse s e
that the good of humanity is not found in any human institution but is given in the
Kingdom of God. Tie conviction relativizes all other accounts of the good and brings
al | human | oyalties under the | ordship o

providing a sound foundation in reality for virtues.
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Wilson does not defend the vitality of tlvirtue ethics for our Christian living. He
instead provides a Christian account of virtue ethics that is transformed by the Gospel.
First of all, the Christian virthumans ar e
must come before God with a contriieart and recognize that ortlye work of the

Spirit in our lives enables the Christian life (Wilson, 1998:35). He elaborates that
AChristian virtue directs us toward the
to theGo s p e | € pr athe¢ charehstoward theelkind of community that
embodies and forms these virtueso (Wils
initiative alone that constitutes the b
consequence of the Fall, human conditiores éharacterized under the curse of pride,

guilt, and inauthenticity. Paul shows this human condisaying fiFor what | do is not

the good | want to do; no, the evil | do not want toidihnis | keep on doing(Rom.

7:19, NIV).

Farley (1995:162) thus a y s : AWi thout Goddés grace, wit
and loss of selivholeness, acts of freedom and accountability would remain bound by a
darkness of the self a darkness whose levels even of goodness would be

overshadowed by the constantgresc e of i naut henticity. o

Faith is a paramount virtue iFarley(E385d63) s e
writes,i What a person believes and values, w
what communities and relationships he or she wills uppert and cherish, have
tremendous impact on shaping charaotéaith not only bring together fragmented
elementsinto the formation of character and being la$o enlargs a self to the
wholeness or the fullness of being. A transformed virtue thrdaitin then diminishes

t he selrfdgar doisnegldf di sposition to become
di sposal of others and wultimately at the
that it is not its own ¢€é X163 Paulsaysthibhel ong

| have been crucified with Christ and | no longer live, but Christ lives in me. The life |
live in the body, | live by faith in the Son of God, who loved me and gave himself for
meo (Gal. 2:20, NIV).

Without a commitment in faitlio the reconciliation between sinners in this broken
world and Godhumanitycould not have the character of love, discernment and trust

that is proper to the people of God within the church community who share already, by
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Goddbés grace t hdwna lifshopenediup to usiChnst Jesuse Dulles
defends the faith associated with human virtues

Faith €é lies at the basis of al | aut hent
can be no true virtue, but an authentic, supernatural love ofntist rest upon faith.

Thus faith is at least a poondition for all true virtues, including that of justice (Dulles,
1971:16).

Wilson views a Christian ethic of virtue based on an understanding of reality very
different from other virtue ethic€hristian virtue is not what humans achieve but what

God enables and it is ontologilyatooted in the grace of God through the atonement of
Jesus Christ to envision the final ends and the good of creation (Wilson, 1398:36

The attainment of the goodseeis solely the work of God, not humans, through the Holy
Spirit. In the same context, Aquinas (1984:55) speaks of virtue in his own theological

| anguage as infused virtue: AnThe efficie
defined here,isGod.he definition therefore says, ¢
He continues to explicate his definition of infused virtue:

Infused virtue is caused in us by God without action on our part, but not without our
consent. The expreissiwsn wWiwthh cht Gogdd wiog ktso
way. As to actions done by us, God causes them in us but not without action on our part,
for God works in every will and nature (Aquinas, 1984:56).

Despite the disagreemelmetween Protestants and Catholasout the theological

concept of infusion as a permanent endowment of grace at justification, all Christians
must accept that God alone is the unquestioned focal point of the existence of Christian
virtues. OnlythroughHis continuing work in believersan Christiansattain the perfect
goodness that God wants all believers to experience. To accept God in faith thus
deepens t he believer os sense o f whol en e
relationship with the selfevealing God who leads the Christianbte c o me Go d 0 s
revelation in pursuit of Godds highest

oneself as well as oneds neighbour.

By acceping God in faith, the transformation of the self is effected and the Christian
believer knows that he or almow belongs to God and not to the self any more. The life
of the Christian wil|l rest on Godds pur p
sanctification under Godobs continuing g
(1996:72) findsthat sandification is a process involving the continuing growth and
transformation of oneself and oneb6s char
the human good or end. He summarizes the theological points on sanctification from
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varied traditions such aldendrikus Berkhof(Dutch Reformeyl Millard J. Erickson
(Baptist General Conferengeand John Macquarri@nglican) in a conclusion:

It should be readily apparent that our a
virtue ethics at key points. Setification is a teleological process that involves the
transformation of the self and the development of character traits or virtues. The end or
goal of sanctification can be variously designated but is frequently discussed in terms of
likeness or confoomt y to Chri st . 6Conformity to C
sanctificationo6§4)goal (Kot va, 1996: 73

Grenz also declares

The task of fulfilling our purpose as timmago Deiinvolves our being transformed into
conformity with Christ (2 Cor. 3:18Wwho is the embodiment of the divine image (Col.
1:15) . This entails being imbued with Je
the ideals that he exemplified. Thereby we become the glorified saints that God has
already declared us to be (Greh@97:277).

Kotva (1996: 73) repeats Macquarrieods tri
sanctification process in relation to Christian virtues. He interprets:

Faith concerns obedience to God, in conf
freedom (6from the tyranny of things ¢é f
|l ife impotent in the face of guilté) tha
to Goddés continuing activity of cryimti on

which we help others reach their potential (Kotva, 1996:73).

Farley (1995:174173) describes the Christian virtues of faith, hope, and love as
instrumental for attaining the higher calling and goals of Gtel.begirs with faith,

which s to accept Ga in the very name of the wonder and transcendence of all human
experience. This faith is also instrumental to transcend the self and acknowledge the
uni queness of the self as witness to the
sense of wholenesss a human being for the divine calling that leads to profound
healing and new meaning and order for self and neighbours (Farley, 19951)70

Hope supplies the sustaining power needed for perseverance and endurance to carry out
a Chri st i an faithfalrcamimitmerg éonnto@lsvalues. Farley (1995:171)
defines hope as an anticipation of the f
God, is willing to risk is that the future one faces is filled with the reality, kindness, and

the power of Gd. 0 The future 1 s an anticipate:
perfection. The Christian life on earth is a hope to move toward a fuller realization of
the human good which is the Kingdom of C
believe in an end bewyd this life, but it only completes the renewal begun in this world.

The goal after death is the consummation of a journey or process begun in repentance
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and continued i n sanctification. o Hope
glorification of our Godand His Kingdom involving the perfecting bimanearthly

life in culmination of the process of salvation.

The | ast of the tripartite division is |
Godisthemotivatingp i ri t behi nd dandChrsstiarss bring ancishade s a |
love with neighbours and bear witness to the power of love as their highest moral value
because they have been loved. Farley (19952 ) reveal s that ALov
Christian to take the ethical and the universalosisty and allows the believer to be
human in a way that transcends the unive
toward the Eternal .o In the order of per
before faith and ho peareifoormed by ahtarityfamdsd dequifea i t
the perfection of virtue. Charity is thus the mother and root of all virtues insofar as it is
the form of all virtues. o Paul és word in
argument : AThe goiad lod v etohi 1 cbimmand: 5,
mativaton of all virtues, in that it commands the activities of all other virtues as the
higher power to the lower power toward the goal of the higher good or perfegfion (

11-11, A8, Q23).

The secular understdimg of classical virtue ethics gives the virtue of justice a high
valug as it is said to be the linkatharmonize all other forms of virtues. On the other
hand, Aquinas values love or charity as the mother and root of all other virtues,
including thevirtue of justice, because of the order of higher perfection. The theme of

love is enjoined throughoutthe Bible J esus ® mpemmarn we to | ove
neighbouris t he greatest commandment . This is
coreancc | i max of the whole of moral doctrine

The Bible focuses on love asan acclaimed quality that Christians pursue in the
theological and ethical meaning of the conaafpthe character of God. Love is central
because it is the foundati@nprinciple and primary context for living as believers.
Tillich describes love as the higher principle and actual unity of life in his book,
Morality and Beyond

I have given no definition of love. This is impossible because there is no higher
principle by which it can be defined. It is life itself in its actual unity. The forms and
structures in which love embodies itself are the forms and structures in whidéh life
possible, in which life overcomes its sdHstructive forces. And this is the meaning of
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ethics: the expression of the ways in which love embodies itself, and life is maintained
and saved (Tillich, 1963:945).

Tillich conducts another study on thetue of love by adopting an ontological analysis

in a little book,Love, Power, and Justicéo describe love in relation and unity with the
virtues of power and justice. Ontology, to Tillich, is the foundation of metaphysics, but
not metaphysics itselft asks question of being and encounters the reality to reveal the
universal structural elements participating in being as well as the qualities of being
(Tillich, 1960: 23) . Kirkpatrick (2003:5)
assertingsomemeaphysi cal theory that accounts f
ethics cannot .eex pofuhdtshé ugt hemdo Aihoweve
metaphysics need not entail the traditional or classical notions of God -&smporal,
impasséale, unable to act in history, and ontologically transcendent of all that is finite
and hi gKirkpatrickc2003:6) The ontological character of love begins with life.

Life, as Tillich reasons, is being in actuality while love is the moving powkfepbut

this being is not actuality without the love to unite everything to everything (Tillich,
1960:25). Love drives the unity of the estranged towards an ultimate belongingness in

selffulfilment.

Power is a potentiality that exists or is actualizeonl y i n a beingds
other as a form of seéffirmation dynamics in overcoming internal and external
resistance or neheing (Tillich, 1960:3541). This power of being, as Tillich calls is

to shape the self in its salentredness bw stabilized balance against disruptive
tendencies and a union of all constitutive elements (love and justice included) without
the exclusion of most of them (Tillich, 1960:52).

Justice is an adequate form in which the power of being actualizes itsidf thre
principle of love to encounter all essential elements of personal existence such as
adequacy, equality, human rather than thing, and liberty (Tillich, 19@2k6Tillich
stresses that justice preserves what love reunites but love is the ulimmaiple of
justice:

Love does not do more than justice demands, but love is the ultimate principle of justice.
Love reunites; justice preserves what is to be united. It is the form in which and through
which love performs its work. Justice in its ultimameaning is creative justice, and
creative justice is the form of reuniting love (Tillich, 1960:71)
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Tillich leads us to realize the unity of love, power, and justichagiltimate realityn

thedivine ground for human existence. Godhe subject ofll symbolic statements in

human concerns of love, power, and justice. The symbolic in relation to God is the only
true way of speaking about God, with whom we haperaonto-person encounteand

whose life transcends our life infinitely in being andaning(Tillich, 1960:109110).
Tillich (1960:111) concludes that @Ato se
divine 1ife, me ans The impogtance tofithe iunity and propema t e
application of love, power, and justice tlsa it provides asystem of checks and
balances to ensure harmonious perkoglations, group relations, and divine relations.

Love, power, and justice are rooted in the divine life, the highest being, in something
Awhi ch transcends einguand nheanfng and atbgetimer dree trug |
symbols of the divine | ife aldl). Tdipesewwe t i me
humanlife in unambiguous goodyumankindmust reunite in terms of love, power, and
justice as one unity whichumankindreceivefrom God who transcends and affirms

them

Love, power, and justice are united in God and they are united in the new creation of
God in the world (Tillich, 1960:115).

God is His own seléxistent principle of virtue ethics. His being is unitare is not
composed of a number of parts working harmoniquslyis simply one. His goodness
flowing out of His love is not goodness if it is without justice and power. The same
applies to justice without love and power or power without love and justice. Biace

God of love is also just and powerful God, the virtues of love, power, and justice cannot
stand juxtaposed. Love may go beyond justice with power, but it can never seek less
than justice and become powerless. All these three virtues in love, poweustod |

must serve each other in order to achieve the human ends. Therefore, Christian
believers as new creations of God must reunite the virtues of love, power, and justice
which Christiansreceive from God as new beings in Chiisthepurstt of the supreme

goodness.

5.22 A CovenantalModel of Christian Virtue Ethics

The ontological conception of God as an infinite being, as a standard of righteousness,

or as a source of virtues, seems to embrace an idea of transcendence in which the reality

of God is hardly affirmed or denied. Tillich (1959:10) does not considemiiagical

view of God as an approach of avoiding a stranger but an innermost unity with God in
155



an i nti mat e relationship: Al n t he firs
6ont ol ogical 6 view) ma n di scovers hi mse
somehing that is identical with himself although it transcends him infinitely, something
from which he is estranged, but from which he never has been and never can be
separated. 0 Human soul s earcatnung knovdedge afn g e r
God To encounter Hims like not only meeting but recognizing a stranger (a genuine
6ot hernessd) with an awar enessHumdnsfétins pr
their knowledge ofGod a posteriori from the revelation He gives them of Himself in

His activites rather tham priori (Horton, 2004:344). God communicates directly and
primarily His goods, not simply His being, to creatures. Horton (2004:345), therefore,
suggests that AThe covenant I's the plac
clearingtok now not a preoccupation with d&dbeing
God to be. o Horton (2004:347) indicates
is that divine o6presenced and Oabsencebd
categories. o The i mportance oifigetongtherighir i st
conception of God for our purpose batcalling on the actual presence of God who is
there and has made Himself there f@? us.
Horton (2004: 354) answer s: ARThe covenant
medi ator of this saving ethefam of tifemeetiag aT h e

Stranger (athe covenantal place) in an ethical sense rather than a metaphpysiciem.

Covenant is a central theme throughout the Bible from Abraham, Noah, Moses, David,
theprophets, to Jesusod6 fulfil meThecomdptof he
covenants profoundly important in botitestamentsshedling considerable lighon a

bi bl ical understanding of Godbés wil/l and
life. Such a model of Christian moral life has to do with the question of how our moral

life is related to God and fellow humans. This ethicaifpan or relationship is rooted

in the Christian confession that Jesus Christ is the Lord of faithful believers who belong

to the same moral community in their own rights by participating and accepting their

mutual entrusting and enduring responsibil@yatl the others (Allen, 1984:17).

Allen (1984:32) recognizes that the term covenant can refer to both the characteristics
of a certain type of interpersonal relationship or simply the relationship, itsatithe

prefers to adopt the use of the latterssee He defines a covenarsta relationship that:
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(1) comes about through interactions of entrusting and accepting entrustment among
willing, personal beings;

(2) as a result, the parties belong to the same moral community and have responsibility to
and for one aother as beings who matter; and

(3) their responsibility in the relationship endures over time (Allen, 1984:32).

A relationship under a covenant comes into being not by biological or geographical
designation bubyan acceptance of o fta@wagmootvdsdromd s e |
time to time some moral actions corresponding to their responsibility under the

entrust ment relationship. Thi s view bfiani t i ¢
relationalcovenantal modet h a t AA model o f do with @dowmoral a | I
selves are related, and not merely nor p

1984:15). It is the character of responses in moral actions from selves to selves in their
physical and social context.

No one can avoid this physland social context in some kind of relationship (covenant

or social contract) sharing a particular kind of life with others. Kirkpatrick (2003:154)
reaffirms: AANnd t hat cont e xnterested boattadtualr i t
arrangement withother persons, a church, or a family, will necessarily create the
conditions for and point persons toward
religious and covenantal community, is the necessary basis and special place for the
development of theufl person of virtue in responding infaithful way to the will and
action of God. The truth of particular C
community is proven in the practice of human life toward the flourishing of persons in
relatonto@d and ot her s. Kirkpat thiec kb i(b2l0iOc3a:l1l5
moral ontology holds that these virtues are essential parts of the full and true life and

that they are part of Godds intention f ol

The Christian covenans a relationship initiated and made by the God of grace. Unlike

the social contract, the humémhuman covenant, which is itself a relationship only of
bargaining in layingut the terms of rights and obligations, each covenant initiated by
GodinbothTest aments i s set by God and is not
God, t herefore, repeatedly stated O0Omy cc
each covenant are the reflection of Godod:
or a covaant communitythatacceps$ and receive His gracious promises and benefits.

Godoés will i's thus made known in the cov
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the will of God in the covenant, the people of God must exercise their faithful obedience
with the love of God:

But from everlasting to ever | aBimiamgis t he L
ri ghteousness wit hi withéose who keefHiddocovermad sndc hi |
remember to obeMis precepts (Psalms 103:13, NIV).

Thethere of f orgiveness out of Goddés | ove f
the principle of the New Covenant. Forgiveness by God is to cover the whole life, both
earthly and eternal, of believers, in all dimensions. It brings beliewees unified

regponse of a very deep love and a full obedience to His covenant.

The focus of the biblical covenant is a persomelationship following the vision of the

social Trinity, the Trinitarian persons in eternal fellowship (Grenz, 1997:277). In this
social Trinity, the Father initiates the covenant, the Son mediates ithar&pirit acts

for it. The work of each person of God can be seen as a unity of the God of love and as
an example to humankiraf the character and naturéthis love The task of fulfilling
Christianpurpose in the covenant is to enter into the fellowph of Chr i st 0s
the church, through transformation by the Holy Spirit. Hence, the people of God are
designated to reflect the soci al Trinit
Ch r i srelatienal stliical life toward others (G®eri997:28).

In addition, the biblical covenant has eschatologicalmplication: itist o r ef | ect
eternalglory inC h r i sgoadaeeds @n doing His will.

May the God of peace, who through the blood of the eternal covenant brought back
from the ded ou Lord Jesus, that great Shepherd of the sheep, equip you with
everything good for doingflis will, and mayHe work in us what is pleasing téim,
through Jesus Christ, to whom be glory for every and ever. Amen (Heb-23:R0V).

For the covenant peoptd God t he f i nal h u mawil isgodbecbmei n d
the very dwelling place of Godspromised

Then | saw a new heaven and a new earth, for the first heaven and the first earth had
passed away, and there was no longer any sea. | saw the Holy City, the new Jerusalem,
coming down out of heaven from God, prepared as a bride beautifully dressed for her
husband. And | heard a | oud voice from ¢t
with men, and he will live with them. They will b¢is people, and GoHimself will be

with them and be their God. He will wipe every tear from their eyes. There wiib be
more death or mourning or crying or pain,
(Rev. 21:14, NIV).
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The people of the covenant therehgve this gracious promise and amduring
responsibility for their lives to God and one another throughaulité of the eternal

covenant on earth as well as the dwelling place in the heavens.

Chapter 4 introduakthe concepts of inclusiveness and exclusiveness of the people of
God under covenanteflecing the God who wills and acta justice.The blessindor

al | nations is a reality in Abrahamds bl
with Godos r i ghnustwitness as fithidilasénentsaoh Christ to the
reality and efficacy of the work of Jesus Chrisho assembles from all natiohfis

eternal Kingdom. All human creatures are intended by God for the inclusive covenant,
whet her they consciously affirm it now o
the meaning ofagape (love) as the requirement for faithfulness to God and to all
persons without any exclusive qualification. Faithfulness in love, or entrustment in

Al l ends terminol ogy, i s properly a reqt
Ssituation on an inclusive basis. Allen (
betwveen the inclusive covenant and special (exclusive) covenants, we cannot separate
them. We are always in both at once, and ordinarily in several types of special
covenant s adl Godnscthe cantre Affthte enoral life of all humankind and,

as seh, will bring the people of God under the exclusive or special covenant to foster
the true fulfilment of the common good of the community for the moral unity of all

people under God.

In his book entitled_osingOur Virtue, Wells charges that there is afiective Christian
presence in societyand especiallyin the evangelical churgtwhich today has little
appetite for speakingboutthe crisis of character in the face of the disintegrating moral
culture in America (Wells, 1998:2). Despite the growthninumber and size of the
evangelical churches in recent years, Wells finds there is

a loss of the biblical Word in its authoritative function, and an erosion of character to

the point that today, no discernible ethical differences are evident in behaxiear
those claiming to have been reborn and s:¢
become large in number they have been diminished in stature (Wells,1998:3).

Wells (1998:7) cites ancient Rome as a case study of cultural collapse in general.
Romed <ollapse was notlue to Christian morality but pagan immorality. But the

question is what Christians did to relay the providence of the justice of God and extend
the relation of Christ and culture besides renouncing the world and disengaging from
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socidy. We must understarttatGod 6 s Ki ngdom of peace and
remote ideal for which we long. Dulles discloses that

In Jesus Christ the Kingdom of God has entered into history. It is already at work, albeit
only germinally transforming#h wor | d i n whi ch we | ive. F e
of participation in that Kingdom. Insofar as we have faith, the Kingdom takes hold of us

and operates in us. This means that through faith we become instruments in the healing
and reconciliation of # broken world. We become agents of justice and bearers of the
power of the Kingdom (Dulles, 1971:43).

5.23 The Kingdom of God asthe Highest Good ofHuman Goal

Aristotle begins his teleological virtue ethics with the end, goatelos as discussed

earlier in ths chapter.lt is true that the goal always defines and shapes the agenda being
pursued by human moral agents. Keeagreesvi t h t hi s ar gunhent b
agenda from start to finish, i's sH@®ped
For Aristotle, happiness, goodness, or flourishing is the human end in cultivating the
virtues and avoiding the vices at their extremes in order to aim for a lifetkngth
greatest possible end. However, Pannenberg (1975:106) criticizes the ingdefjuac
human happi neBudaenmEisnubes aot recoghize that ethical action is
performed for the sake of the good regar
It is simply that happiness cannot prove the presence of the geavil pesons can

find happiness in their bad and evil acts.

Aquinas €T, I-1l, Q1, Al, 4, 6) agrees that human beings always act for anbeid
argues that the true ultimate end of human beings happens solely in communion with
God, which is, in effect, the Kingan of God, where human beings find happinesss Th
communion with God is about His being and existence which cannot be conceived apart
from His rule, the Kingdom of God (Pannenberg, 1975:55). kssdhe power to rule

as the highest spiritual being atwidentify Himself asthe ultimate good of the ethical
quest relating to human beings and their world. His rule, therefore, in an important
sense, is coming into existence, into existing present reality. We may assert that God, as
identical with the comingule of His imminent Kingdom, is the concrete embodiment of
the good (Pannenberg, 1975:111) . The Kin
preaching and the theological context for His healing as well as the horizon of His
ethical teaching in many patab in Mark 4, Matthew 13, 24, and 25 and Luke 8. The
definition of what is good and what is right mustiudereference to the coupling of the
Kingdom of God andagape(love) in the person of Jesus Christ. Braaten (1974:116)
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affirms it is the highesgood in ethics because God promises the coming of His
Kingdom as the eschatological fulfilment of humanity in goodness. The Kingdom of
God in its fullness and perfection is no product of human strivingslsitbject to the

rule of God througla positive ad faithful communionwith God. In the eschatological
ethics the emphasis lies on the theocentric futurity of the Kingdom with a present
impact in the person of Jesus and the presence of the power of His Word to this world
(Braaten, 1974:117). It is the twhate fulfilment of adivine purpose and the
manifestation in the end of days of the final and complete mystery afivime will.

The thrust of devotion is not from natural to supernatural or from human to divine, but
in reaching out to welcome the futte o f Go d @meniperg,018v5:408 The-€0
operation of human beings in devotion with tbeine will and purpose, by the
operaton of the Syirit, is in the course of worlthistory being worked out to the goal in

the revelation of the new Jerusalerich is from above.

The dynamic of Christian devotion is the longing for what is to bettafiiture thatis

ahead of us in our communion according to the will and purpose of God. This devotion
in piety is not an amorphous longing, but is in communiath what specific event
which is clearly the future coming tfe Lord Jesus Christ. In communion with Jesus, a
communion that isn cooperation with His continuing ministry to the world, we have a
foretaste of the final fulfilment (Pannenberg, 1975:40usthe Kingdom of God does

not simply provide a motivation for an eschatological hope but alss ghape to the

contents of Christian ethics with a defining end (Harrington and Keenan, 2002:43).

The goal of a Christian life is the ideal of the Divinm¢ggdom and the end of all human
existence should also be the Kingdom. Grisez suggests an encompassing interpretation,
rather than a narrow sense of personal or individual goal, of the ideal of the Divine
Kingdom for human or Christian end:

That end is ihegr al communal ful fil ment i n Goc
marvellous communion of divine Persons, human persons, and other created persons.
Every human member of the Kingdom will be richly fulfilled not only in attaining God

by the beatific vision butni respect to all the fundamental human goods (Grisez,
2008:5859).

For those who take the Kingdom of God as their ultimate #@dgoal isnot onlyto
attain the ultimate proper good their unique wag, buttopar t i ci pate i n 1

communal fulfil ment6, a term coined by G
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the Kingdom for alll created persons as a
to unite all things in Christ, God Himself:

And He made known to us the mystery ldis will according to His good pleasure,
which He purposed in Christ, to be put into effect when the times will have reached
their fulfilmenti to bring all things in heaven and on earth together under one head,
even Chist (Eph. 1:910, NIV).

For He O6has put everything under his feet
put under Him, it is clear that this does not include God Himself, who put everything
under Christ. When He has done this, then the Son Himilelfe made subject to Him

who put everything under Him, so that God may be all in all (1 Cor. ZB2RIV)

The Lord has established His throne in heaven, and His Kingdom rules over all (Psalm
103:19, NIV).

Pannenberg (1975:78)rites that the foundation of the doctrine of the church isttiet
AKingdom must be the central concern of
to the message of Jesus. 0 Since the Ki
fulfilment to realize the uitnate end of the world, the church must presuppose some
other larger community beyond the Christian community and is justified in terms of its
relation and responsibility to the world. The church, nevertheless, is not the Kingdom of
God orthe presentreat y of Godoés Kingdom. The <churc
pointing toward the Kingdom of God aifulfil its vocation to be the transforming agent

of the world while sutnittingt o God6és mani festation and
reiterates the churéhs K i -origrded wocationint h a't Afthe church
vocation only as it anticipates and represents the destiny of all mankind, the goal of
hi story. o The Kingdom of God is the ulti
witnessof the church in the world.

In addition, the Kingdom of God would bring ultimate justice in fulfilment of an orderly
human social destiny in a unified form of social life among mankind willed by God. The
church has a vital role in bringing the universal idea stige and love and care for one
another in the world. This is an eschatological ethic of love, power, and justice brought
under the conditions of a sinful world that has not yet been apocalyptically transformed

i nto t he new worl d npI974:G43)d ©he cofcapt ofrtieis ( Br
eschatological ethics not only translates the dynamics of love, power, and justice
operative in this given world, but al so
contexts of the present. Braaten (1974:122) concjuiiés$ determines the goal of

ethicsit he Kingdom of God as the highest goo
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On the other hand, Pannenberg (1975:75) fitiist Protestantism, including the
evangelical churches, is primarily concerned with itself and with the piety and salvation

of only its members and has been very weak in relating to the world.PFaisstant
concernis far too narrow as a basic description of the essence and destiny of the church
and sets apart from Jesusd centr al conc
coming Kinglom (Pannenbergl975:75). The church must avoid this privatized notion

of religious communion and return to the insight that the understanding of the church
must start with the Kingdom of God and the final destination of human history

(Pannenberg, 1975:Y.6

Pannenberg (1975:51) points out not aigt there arstriking differences between the
preaching of Jesus and the pladdhe Kingdom of God in contemporary (Protestant)
theology but also tlat the theological understanding of the Kingdom of Gagdbeen

eroded N But the dogmatics of recent decade
notion of the Kingdom of God. This erosion is usually explained by the conventional
understanding of the Kingdom of God having been deprived of its exegetical

foundation s . 0

Concluding Summary

The study of virtue ethics facilitates an understanding of who we are as moral agents in
terms of character traits, personal commitments, community traditions, and the
conditions necessary for human excellence and flourishitayever, if we take
account ofthe above argumentsjrtue ethicscannot offer a thoroughly systematic
account of moral deliberation that would guide human life in detail and cannot also be
an independent alternative replacing other forms of ethical thedhesdeal of human
excellence can never be realized as a true ultimate highestogadi according to
virtues, unless it is given freely by God and attained in communion with God, timat is,
relation tothe Kingdom of GodA model of Christiarvirtue @hics has to do with the
question of how our moral life is related to God atid will and purpose in dealing
withf el | ow h u ma n s of theconiny sf His Kirgdons#¢he eschatological
fulfilment of humanity in goodness. In the midst of the csidn surrounding the
theological understanding of the Kingdom of God, the evangelical church is in doubt
about the imminence of the Kingdom and its concrete embodiment of good in human

history. Because of thisthe following chapters will contribute to ther study of a
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relevant doctrinal interpretation of the Kingdom of God in conjunction with an

i nvestigation into the churchds mission |
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CHAPTER 6: KINGDOM, CHURCH, AND COMMUNITY

6.1 THE ETHICS OF THE KINGDOM

6.1.1 An Ideal for Humanity

The Kingdom of God is the highest good for human life. This highest good is an ideal
human existence which is a gift of God?©os
willingly and find in God the sourcand the security of liberty and happiness. James
assures: AEvery good and perfect gift S
the heavenly I ights, who doessl:lndllv). Thdrange
Kingdom itself is the designation tis ultimate endtélog for all humanity. Bavinck

explains well why the Kingdom of God is the highest good encompassing all goods:

The Kingdom of God as the highest good for humanity is indeed a Kingdom that in its
essence surpasses everything temgardlearthly. This in no way means, however, that

the Kingdom of God therefore exists in enmity against everything temporal and earthly,
but much rather needs them as its instrument and is prepared to be an instrument for
their sakes (Bavinck, 2011:140)

The Kingdomés highest goodness, as such
essence, nature, and principle in perfect harmony for human life and, therefore, cannot
be interpreted plainly in any human discipline of ethissthout the revealed truth of

God, human theories of ethiga interpreting what kind of person we must be and what
duties or laws we must pursaee inadequate and insufficient in their philosophical
ideas to offer a thoroughly systematic account of moral deliberation that would guide
human toseek the Kingdom andttain the true ultimate highest go@Macintyre,

1988:1) Bavinck concludes assertively:

Simply knowing what kind of person we must be is inadequate, however, for realizing
the moral good the description of which is supptl by the doctrine of the virtues. Nor

is it sufficient to know the duties or laws according to which we must pursue that moral
good (Bavinck, 2011:13334)

This highest good is an ideal ful fil men:
revelation ofthe divine supremacy as well as a declaration of human righteous as a
prerogative of the divine Kingship (Vos
instruction on the Kingdom of God and human ethics in Luke 1Z12th which the

teaching of the Kigdom of God is about Godds rul e
(1946:31) comments on the idea of Jesusb®d

the ethical teaching of Jesus is simply an exposition of the ethics of the Kingdom of
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God, of the way in whichmen inevitably behave when they actually come under the
rule of God. o The Kingdom of God i s, how
conduct. Instead, the ethics of Jesus Christ degtdwedactual working out of the will

of God by His disciples whbiope to enter the Kingdom when it comes. Jesus says:
ANot everyone who says to me, 6Lor d, Lor
only he who does the will of my Father whoisHe aveno (Mt . 7: 21, N
teaching is not simply translat@sto human terms for temporal earthly application but
rather in absolute terms and grounded in fundamental, timeless, religious principles, for
the Kingdom of God is the coming of the eternal into the temporal (Dodd, 1936:109).
This coming of the eternahio the temporal means that the norm of righteousness, both
divine and human, is to be found only in God who is the supreme end of all moral
existence. This also implies that the aim of righteousness, the final cause of obedience

of humans who seek fromdipure desire of satisfying God, lies in God (Vos, 1951:60).

The prerequisite for entering the Kingdom, as Jesus commandattimeM 5:20, is the
possession of a righteousness exceeding that of the Scribes and Pharisees. Admission
into the future Kingdonmappears to be a reward for those who connect the Kingdom
with righteousness practised in this life and seems to violate the basic theology of
justification and the character of Godos
get into the fundameat error of Judaism in which everything in religion and salvation
revolves around the ideas of merit and r
to the Romans. Ladd (1964:290) defends t
Kingdom is primaity of the heart and not a legalism more comprehensive than that of

the rabbis, it does not follow that this righteousness is satisfied with mere good

i ntentions that are never put into pract
conduct from hisor her heart. It is the righteousness of the heart that truly and fully
attains to the coming of the eschatological Kingdom. This righteous heart is one who
hears and accepts the word of Jesus with an obedient response to the Gospel of the
Kingdom and maifests that faith in outward conduct. Vos (195168 ) wr i t es t F
reward é is not something morally or spi
what here already constitutes the natural blessedness pertaining to the internal
Kingdomarl hdeson fiwe see, therefore, t hat
the idea of reward in His teaching, keeps this idea in strict subordination to the two
higher principles of the divine sovereignty and the divine grace, in other words to the

divineKings hi p and the divine Fatherhood. 0
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6.1.2 An Ideal for Community

Despite its heavenly origin, the Kingdom of God is also concerned with the
establishment and harmony of a community or society of righteousness or justice in
humanity. It is the power of Goekalizing the Kingdom of God in human life through
mankind as instrument organized according to the will of God in the Christian
transformation of the perfect social justice order. The Kingdom of God is the highest
good for all spheres of human life bttis not inimical toward temporal earthly goods

for both individuals and community. It is independent but above all goods and all
human disciplines of ethics. The Kingdom itself is the prerequisite for all petitions of
goods in reality, both individually md corporately The demand, as Jesus Christ directs,

is to seek first the Kingdom of God and its righteousness and all the rest, including
earthly goods, will be added to those who petition. The community we are in today is
full of injustices. God requiress to pray that His Kingdom may come and that His will

may be done on earth, in our community. Those who seek and possess the righteousness
of the Kingdom of God will certainly inherit the Kingdom of God. The righteousness
which is conferred by God is sjual in nature and constitutes the bond and unity to
preserve the perfection and fullness of all goods, both earthly and heavenly. As a
me mber of the Kingdom of God, a person
righteousness and spirituality and will peeve the fullness and perfection of his or her
earthly and heavenly lifdavi nck (2011:142) assures the
a person, such that everything within a
eternal e K$ @ g d bighésis godd embodying both future heavenly and
imminent earthly realms is not a contemporary idea but an understahdirajready
appeared over 140 years agoGhristian Ethics a book by theDanish theologian
Martensen(1871). Our modern interpretato i s mer el y an echo of
documented words:

The Kingdom of God as the highest good is not merely the sacred realm of liberty and
love, but, moreover, the blessed realm in which man finds his last and final satisfaction,

or His peace, withinte f ul |l ness of al | perfection
completed good, the final good, in the sense of future heavenly glory, but a condition in
creation in which faith and hope are at an end, because faith has passed into sign, and
hope into fulflment, and where love remains behind within its earthly condition, as a
representation of the future final condition of the Kingdom of God (Martensen,
1871:147148).
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6.1.3 An Ideal for Church

The Kingdom of God is the highest good in terms of bothe#tohatological hope of the
future coming of our Lord Jesus Christ and the continuing fulfilment of righteousness to
the world through the dynamic cooperative devotion of Christian believers in faith, hope,
and love. Through th witness of the church as a representation of the Lord in the world,
the Kingdom of God will bring ultimate justicethe fulfilment of a unified, orderly
human social life willed by God. The definition of what is good and whpitsianust
include refererte to the coupling of the Kingdom of God aadape(love). Braaten
(1974:116) affirmsthe Kingdom of Gods the highest good in ethics because God
promises the coming of His Kingdom as the eschatological fulfilment of humanity in
goodnessThe Kingdom of @&d as the highest good is entirely the work of God and a
radical gift from Him. Godwills that HisKingdom will fully come and His will is to be
done on earth today as the righteousness, peace and joy in heaven (Mt. 6:10; Rom.
14:17).

The Kingdom of Gods the main theme of Christian theology and forms the heart of

Jesus Christdéds teaching in the New Teste
Chri st began His earthly ministry procl a
God is near. Repent anélleve theGoodNe ws ! 0 ( Mk . 1: 15, NI V) .
the Mount Jesus Chri st exhorts His disc

righteousness, and all these things wil/
teaching on prayer includéash e wor d s, AYour Ki ngdom con
earth as it is in heaveno (Mt. 6:10). Th

hidden treasure (Mt. 13:44) and a fine pearl of great value (Mt. 13:45). Jesus Christ
taught the apostles for 4Gays about the convincing proofs of the Kingdom of God
(Acts 1:3) before His ascension. The Kingdom of God is therefore not just one of many

t hemes and not just a |l ocally restricted

focus of a message abdbe will and purpose of the living God.

The Kingdom of God as the highest good is an ethical ideal for humanitymunity

and the churchThe Christian concept of the Kingdom of God must closely associate
with how the believers relate to the currentisgc where they are members. The
Kingdom of God is to manifest its powers in history through the witnesses of the church.

The disciples of Jesus must make an impact upon the world. Ladd (196diz2%3
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Christians to engage s$adtha theyi(desdiples) wesetto be e :
the light of the world and the salt of the earth (Mt. 5143, He meant that the world

was to feel the influence of Godods Kingd
relationship between evangelism and dogqustice action, exhibited in a confused
variety of interpretations of the Kingdom of God. The eschatological hope of the
Kingdom of God is one element of Christian faith in which we expect the dawn of a
new day in which the great promise of a future etyciof peace, justice, and
righteousness will be fulfilled. Fulfilment will be assured because, according to
Revelation 19:15, Christ will return and rule the world with perfect righteousness and

justice.

The common consensus among Christian theologansgard to the question of why

the Christian church has a social responsibility is given in terms of the doctrine of
Creation. The biblical emphasis is thlay creation humanityi s Godds own | ¢
image and as His imagehas a divinely delegatedominion over the earthrhis is

clearly an aspect of the Genesis teaching (Henry, 1979:139). The theme of draation
beenemphasizednore and more in discussion of tmagoin current literature the

writings of Wright and Wolterstorff have been cited Chapter 4 of this thesis. Under

the Creator God, humans are given dominion over the earth, a dominion which centres
in the intelligible, ethical, and spirit
for life in three families: fellowship wit God, marital love in the home, and justice in

the social order (Henry, 1964:47). Humans, on these accounts, must not escape from the
providential responsibilities and remove themselves from the world. Humans are given
the unique and distinct abilitiesahare in the likeness of the Lord of the universe and
that distinguish them from all other creatures, as evidenced in the capacity for language,

logic, economics, social relationships, aesthetics, and religion.

After the fall, Acdhangéles metaphysiealessenoeror trdrsforsn n
him ontologically into a wicked angel i n
the fall is the loss of human created integrity, the inheritance of the guilt of sin and the
corruption of the sinful natureand the death warrant that interrupts human spiritual
fellowship with the Creator and defines the hopelessly degenerate state (Henry,
1979:32). Despite the fallen nature of humanity, the gracious Creator God does not

reverse His redemptive plan:
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Insteadof forsaking the sirleceived universe God chose and willed to be its Saviour

and Lord, to establish His divine rule within as well as over it, and to achieve through it
His divine intention and godlthe Kingdom of God in the Kingdom of Heaven in
which Gods creation will either share or to
(Henry, 1979:32).

God was revealed in Jesus Christ specifi
fallen humanity a possibility for forgiveness and fellowship through this redemptive
reconciliation. God has not forsaken the fallen nature of humanity and the wdrld a
Christians therefore have no right to withdraw from the world either. Chrigtiauss

wor k on Godods tofulfil heredenptive plaindevaggelianin orderto

convert humanity to faith in Godndalsoto establish the Kingdom rule in fice in

order to curehe social iliness of the worldto ord& Chr i sti andés negl ec
discourse and the perfect will of Jesus Christ to love his or her neighbours is a sin of

omission as discussed in Chapter 2 section 2.3.1.

House (1992:4)points out that the tendency in modern theology is contrary to the

bi bl ical approach fAto see the creation a
redemptive creation, as superior and immaterial, to see creation as being squarely set
over againsthe new order that has come in Christ, finally to be realized in the complete
establi shment of the new creation. o This
believed in a blending of the order of creation and the order of redemption, which
demorstrates the unity of the purposes of God (House, 1992:4). The completed creation
(Genesis 1 and 2) is the will of God over His creatures, particularly for humans, in the
natural and moral order in relation to social relationship, dominion on the earth, and
interaction with other created beings on earth. The new creation justified by the
redemptive work of Christ is to fully restore and redeem the natural world from evil and
decay through participation in the Kingdom of God in a new existence and new world
order in Christ. House (1992:12) reveals that an individualizing faith may be developed
through undue attention to individual seinsciousness and a preoccupation with a
pietistic experience if creation is viewed as excluded from or subsumed under
redempion. Disengagement from social justice by the evangelical churches\afiect
perpetuatethe status quaf society leaving it to supernatural interventiatone Stark

and Glock (1968:75) describe how evangelical churches attempt to justify themselves:
AEvangel i cal Protestantism tends to take
they concentrate their energies on conversion and evangelism and largely ignore social

issues except for occasional efforts to make unlawful what they judge to be personal
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vices. 0 This overemphasis on one theolo
merely the individualizing faith but exclusion of others obscures the relationship of
humanity and creation. House (1992113) r ecogni zes that Athe
ree mption are held together and function
concludes that At is the same God and
redempti on, t he providenti al Ki ngdom ar
Testament prophets gstantly picture the Kingdom of God in terms of a redeemed
world (Isa. 11:69; Joel 3:1720) and the New Testament also shares the same
understanding. Paul poses a similar view of the unity of old and new creation in Christ:

The creation waits in eager eegiation for the sons of God to be revealed. For the
creation was subjected to frustration, not by its own choice, but by the will of the one
who subjected it, in hope that the creation itself will be liberated from its bondage to
decay and brought into eéhglorious freedom of the children of God. We know that the
whole creation has been groaning as in the pains of childbirth right up to the present
time. Not only so, but we ourselves, who have the firstfruits of the Spirit, groan
inwardly as we wait eaggrlfor our adoption as sons, the redemption of our bodies
(Rom. 8:1921, NIV).

Yet for us there is but one God, the Father, from whom all things came and for whom
we live; and there is but one Lord, Jesus Christ, through whom all things came and
through wiom we live (1 Cor. 8:6, NIV).

Despite an emergence of the participation by evangelicals in charity initiatives and an
active political involvement on a limited basis in the last few decades in North America,
the kind of social involvements such as charityiatives are merely remedial works
andareinsufficientto improve the poverty structure arttie gaps in society, while the
aggressive political movemeyf thed Mo r a | Ma thedrRietl yi &@ i aruds  Ri g
U.S. havefailed to exert any major infence their influencein the political sphere
dissolvedin a short while primarilypecause otheir reactionary attitude toward moral
causes. The failure of tregtempts of thevangelical church is a result of their narrow
understanding of the Kingdom &od in placing social involvemeim a very minor
positionlow in the list of their missiompriority, accordingto their privatized notion of
religious communion. Their exclusion of the world almost totally from individualizing

faith and the redemptive wio of Jesus Christ is contrary to biblical understanding.

Il njustices of poverty, oppression, and e
The frustration in the world is, however, subjected in hope that it will be liberated from

its bondage. The diaition of justice or social justice given in Chapter 4 of this thesis is
Goddés mor al character expr ess etdatgenerath a s

salvation as a free gift within the larger frameworkhef divinerighteousness. This is a
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decided salvation concept (Nebe, 1992:144). The Exodus story gives a picture of the
soci al di mension of justice as Godods CC
|l sraelites from oppressive poverty and
righteousnessand righteousness is His Kingdom. The Kingdom of God is thus a
Kingdom of | ove, joy, and peace where #fH
will be no more death or mourning or crying or pain, for the old order of things has
passed awayNlV).( Rev. 21:

Holding the doctrine of creation as &eaindependenotf the doctrine of redemptiois

not a reason to encourage Faarticipation in social justice and political issues tfoe
evangelical churchWhen creation is viewed as excluded from orsumed under
redemption it resuls in individualizing faith and privatized pietyut the doctrine of
creation lolds together with the redemptive plan of Chrifinctioning within the
purpose of God for both this world and the world to come. The view of the Kingdom of
God that keeps the evangelical church from social involvement in the society is a
pessimistic one. On the other hand, involvement in social justice is nbsttsie for
evangelism but action that blends creation and redemption together. The purpose of this
chapter is to study the reasons why and how the eschatological view of premillennialism
developed into a narrow and esieled interpretation of the Kingdomf God and
permeated the history that drivékee modern evangelical church to a neglect of social
justice. The subject of the Kingdom of God is not only the most important doctrine but
also a complex concept that has been given a variety of interpretdtios a many

sided concept dependent on the emphasis, whether it is ethical, spiritual, or theological.
This thesis does not make any attempt to present a complete doctrine of eschatology or
millennialism and does not seek to contribute directly to suhplarly debates of the
three eschatological views that have been named premillennialism, postmillennialism,
and amillennialism. In view of the concentration of premillennialism among chuo€hes
conservative evangelicalthis study is limited to the delopment of premillennialism

and its impact on social involvement. A brief survey of the historical context and the
development of premillennialism (chiliasm or millenarianism) is thus conducted to
describe the root causes bfh e s e  cdmission bremtion in regard to social

justice.
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6.2 THE HISTORICAL CONTEXT AND DEVELOPMENT OF
ESCHATOLOGICAL PREMILLENNIALISM

Eschatology is a vital doctrine directing people of faith to hope forckinenos(the
time-end) andelos(the goal) of life. The churghas a community of faith or the people

of God, can be viewed as the eschatological community closely connecting to the
Kingdom or reign of God. The churchodos vi
the interpretation of its eschatology and ecclesiologtyalso its pastoral implications,
certainly having influence on believer s¢
highest good to self and others in the society. Attempting to define eschatology is,
however, difficult, and entails the risk of misierstanding and confusion.
Consequently there are some tensions in relating eschatology to the Kingdom of God,
such as fAnow and not yeto, continuity an
pessimism (Kuzmic, 1985:135). The aim of this study ignigstigate the biblical
concept of the Kingdom of God, and to discover what it has to say to the church about a
world plagued with poverty, injustice, oppression, corruption and self destruction.

Evangelical Christians, over the last century, havedsadk and the church has been
splintered, over the mystery of the eschatological hope of the Kingdom of God. Debates
continue around the matters of chronology, in terms of time reference and duration, as
well as about the basic nature and character ofkiingdom itself. Conservative
evangelicals are generally accustomed to the premillennial persuasion, interpreting the
destiny of human society on the basis of certain pessimistic statements in the
apocalyptic and prophetic books. This view leads evangealuaiches to foster social
isolation and an unconcerned attitude toward society. Pierard (1972:84) opens his article,
ANeeded: An Ev an g e IThecEadngeliSab QuartetlywittE gu¢hiac , 0
remar k: AfOne of the most tevangelical Christibnity isd i st
its failure to mani f es hasmonhbean chech echangean thrgso c i
attitude of unconcern since the second half of the twentieth century. This grave
deficiency in social involvement that is particularlyident in the theology of the
Kingdom of God cannot be denied lgnservativeevangelicals. According to their
narrow view, the eschatological hope will only be actualized in the future when Jesus
returns but not in the everyday lives on earth. Pierard?BF) explains why
evangelicals have fallen into such a pit

concentration on premillennialism.o
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6.2.1 The Millenarian Movement in Early Christianity

The general view of premillennialism, as North (Q98) summarizes, is that Jesus
Christ will return to earth in history to set up a visible Kingdom that will last one
thousand years followed by the final judgment as a literal interpretation of the prophecy
in Revelation 20:

And | saw an angel coming dowsut of heaven, having the key to the Abyss and
holding in his hand a great chain. He seized the dragon, that ancient serpent, who is the
devil, or Satan, and bound him for a thousand years. He threw him into the Abyss, and
locked and sealed it over hing, keep him from deceiving the nations anymore until the
thousand years were ended (Rev. 20):NIV).

Premillennialism traces its history from a radical millenarian movement in early
Christianity. It has been called chiliasm (or millenarianism) from the Greek word for a
period of thousand years. PezzOlgiati defines the term iReligion Past & Present:
Encyclopedia of Theology and Religion

Millenarianism (chiliasm) refers to the notion of a 1,8@ar period immediately
preceding the Last Judgment and the end of the world. This conception of world history
derives from Jewish apocalypticism and becamelegpread over time, being
interpreted in various ways €é The duratic
and symbolically and integrated into strict chronological conceptions of time or into
other eschatological concepts (Pezgaligiati, 2010:38).

The prevailing view of the Kingdom of God during early Christianity was
eschatological. It apparently taught the imminent return of Christ and left no room for a
gradually developing Kingdom, as several New Testament passages point to the sudden
appeaance of Christ in the future. This view has its roots in the connection with Jewish
apocalyptic literature in the Old Testament portraying the coming Messiah to establish
the rule of God in all the earth and restore the fortunes of Judah from suffering by
subduing other world power natioffilsaiah 2:25, 9:67; Zechariah 14:4, 9, 12, 16)
Passageblereall speak of the coming ideKling, the Anointed One of Yahweh known

as the Messiah, and a future hope for the poor. Prophets depict the future advent of a
new administration in the Davidic government under which justice and righteousness
will be fulfilled and realized. For example, the prophet Joel expresses this apocalyptic
concept of eschatology in the word of Yahweh:

In those days and at that time, whawrdtore the fortunes of Judah and Jerusalem, | will
gather all nations and bring them down to the Valley of Jehoshaphat. There | will enter
into judgment against them concerning my inheritance, my people Israel, for they
scattered my people among the oas (Joel 3:22, NIV)
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The early Christians who in the first two centuries were persecuted in the dark and
trying times of the Roman Empire shared the apocalyptic vision of eschatology. They
were called upon to seal their confession with blood; thearts were filled with an
intense longing for the future Kingdom that would bring deliverance from sin and
suffering and death (Berkhof, 1951:22). While the earliest New Testament sources
presented a relatively unified picture of a coming Kingdom in thar rfuture, a
complex and ambiguous attitude toward the second compa®ysig of the Son of

Man and the imminent end of the world was developed (St. Clair, 1992)5These
believers of the early church took their point of departure from their suffem the

earth, in expectation of a 1,0§@ar reign that was often characterized by quite concrete
hopes for a realization of the biblical promises of a reign of the righteous in the New
Jerusalem. It became natural for Christians who constantly facgecpéon to long for

a future, tangible Kingdom upon this earth. In anticipating the imminent coming of the
Lord, some later millenarian groups seemed to have ceased working and were living on
the generosity of others (2 Thess.-3%. They, as memberg the elect group, also
tended to divide the world into good (us) and evil (them) and become especially
antinomian, countering and rejecting traditional rules and customs of the established
society in an ascetic way (St. Clair, 1992%8. North (1990:23)finds that
premillennialists manifest a desire to escape personal and corporate responsibility in an

increasingly complex and threatening world.

Because of the nature of a realized Kingdom of God in chiliasm, the thinking of a
tangible kingdom on earthag popular among suffering ordinary Christians as well as
some notable and important representatives, namely, Justin Martyr, Irenaeus, and
Tertullian (Palmer, 1988:134). St. Clair (1992:78) summarizes the eschatological

I deas of t h es e e scéna ofcthe millenhiumewosld be atrdbuilt,
embellished, and enlarged earthly Jerusal®&tariyr); the millennium would be a
recapitulation of Paradise, with miracles and natural blessing, peace and fruitfulness
(Irenaeus); and Christ would come to this/gical earth during the contemporary time

(Tertullian).

During the second and third centuries a hermitical movement grew in Egypt and the
wilderness areas of Palestine and Syria. These hermits, who followed their forerunners
(the Jewish Essenes), cultigd a spirituality based primarily o8cripture and only

remotely on millenarian expectation, a spirituality that advocated living in the world as
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though they were not of the world at all (St. Clair, 1992:89). In Asia Minor and North
Africa, an important nllenarian movement called Montanism tended to develop a
strong ascetical life with emphasis on an authentic religious experience in the presence
of the Holy Spirit especially when those devoted followers endured persecution and
martyrdom (St. Clair, 19929-88).

Chiliasm or millenarianism lost its popularity when a great diversity of understanding of
the Kingdom of God began to surface at the end of the third century and the political
situation became favourable and optimistic toward Chrigyiauringthe Constantinian

age in the fourth century. Origen, Eusebius, and Augustine were the key figures that
discredited various apocalyptic understandings of the future Kingdom, expressing
instead a belief in the present spiritual reality of the Kingdom of &othe gradual
change in the lives of believers (Palmer, 1988 Th They introduced an optimistic
viewpoint, seeing the events surrounding Constantine as a form of the victorious
Kingdom of God on earth (Palmer, 1988:18). Augustine implicitly identied the

reign of Christ with the already present concept in the city of Gmitgs De) or the

church (PezzoliOlgiati, 2010:359) He rejected the chiliastic interpretation of
Revelation 20 and expressed his understanding of the thousand years as \whioske in

the church began to spread the Gospel from Judea to other regions of the world and the
saints at present also reign with Christ to set things as in heaven until shortly before the
final judgment. This signifies an ideal form of the city of God iaJem as well as the
pilgrim form of the city of God upon earth to strive for its heavenly ideal in perfection
(Palmer, 1988:26). The presence of the city of God on earth is interpreted spiritually and
allegorically in regard to the eternal glory which tieirch would receive. In th@ity of
God(Book 20, Chapter 9) Augustine says:

But while the devil is bound for a thousand years, the saints reign with Christ, also for a
thousand years; which are without doubt to be understood in the same way: that is, as
the period beginning with @darreignti®guitef i r s
di fferent from that ki ngdom with respect
blessed of my Father, inherit the Kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the

worl d& ( Mt . 25:34) . For the saints of Chri
far di fferent and far inferior way: t hos
al ways, even to the consummati on of t he v
Augustineds view is what modern Christian

the far reaching influence oA u g u s trajecatien®fschiliasm, chiliasm made little

progress in the Christian church throughout the Middle Ages. Amillennialism interprets

the prophesied one thousand years of Revelation 20 as merely symbolic or spiritual.
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North writesabout the spiritual nature of the millennial Kingdom and its impact in
history:

The millennial Kingdom of God is spiritual, yet not entirely spiritual, fomaludes
Christian families and orthodox churches. It will never attain dominance in cultural or
political matters, however. The city of man and the city of God are always distinct.
There will be no meaningful progress in history, except for ecclesiagtiogress
(North, 1990:19).

Amillennialists believe that there will be no millennial era of earthly blessings; the
second coming of Christ will happen at the final judgment. In the midst of the prevailing
tradition that was against the literal view oéttihousaneyear reign of Christ and other
apocalyptic themes, there were still some minor groups outside the mainstream of
orthodoxy believing a strong future esch
earth. Joachim of Fiore, a twelfth century kihli scholar, brought an apocalyptic
interpretation of the gap between the two great divine interventions, the first and second
comings of Christ, into time as a period of expectancy of progression (St. Clair,
1992:99). This view provided legitimate supp@t the millenarian hopes of earlier
centuries. Through personal spiritual experiences and reflection, Joachim sought to
validate the historical order in the mystery of the Trinity in three successive stages: the
Age of the Father, the Age of Son, and &g of the Holy Spirit (St. Clair, 1992:100).

St. Clair (1992:100) explains that Joachim saw his own age as being in crisis, with signs
of the Antichrist and the last days, and stressed the domination of the spiritual and
charismatic over the institutioha, rational, and Schol astic
view of millenarianism had its influence primarily on the Franciscans but remained
insignificant among those of the amillennialist tradition. Amillennialism continued to
become the dominant millenhiaviewpoint in Western Christendom ever since

Augustine.

6.2.2 Reformers and Millenarian Anabaptists

The Reformers generally inherited amillennialism as their eschatological view of the
Kingdom of God. They discussed the idea of the Kingdom of God ynérebn
incidental and fragmentary way, rather than in a systematic manner. Their view of
eschatology was basically shaped by Augustine; the Kingdom of God was a spiritual
and not a worldly one. L u tsdlacfidefosuse® dnhet h e s e
restoration of the scriptal teaching on personal salvation and justification by faith
rather than the daily life of Christian living in the world. The concentration of the
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Reformation was on soteriology r avatoer t h
rejected the medieval notion that good works bring pardon for sins and maintained that
spiritual conversion precedes good works. The Reformation was thus not to seek
transformation of the society in preparation of the millennium. Instead the Reform
challenged the increasing identification of the church with the Kingdom and the
consequent claim of its authority in both spiritual and worldly affairs. The most striking
example is the famous bwinam Sanctanssued by Pope Boniface VIl to declahat

both the Ospiritual sworddé and the oO0temp
( Runi a, 1992:40) . The oO0tempor al swordo w
remained subject to the greater ewarch. hi gh
The Reformers rejected the identification of the church with the Kingdom. Luther was
highly critical of the institutional church and its many abuses and therefore responded
with his two kingdoms doctrine. Calvin also followed with his twofold meixd God. |

will briefly discuss the debate regarding the two kingdoms and the relationship between

the church and community later in this chapter.

During the time of the Reformation, chiliasm was revived through a radical movement
led by the Anabaptistand Thomas Muntzer. These millenarian Anabaptists believed a
drastic eschatology: the Kingdom of God would take a physical form on earth forcibly

in the near future and there would be a radical change in society that would clear the
religious abuses and fsianess with which they were treated (St. Clair, 1992155).

They suffered harsh attacks during the
fanaticism and sense of being special and produced intense emotional and ecstatic states
(St. Clair, 1992:156)Luther opposed the eschatological view of the Anabaptists and
ascribed the radical movement in Zwickau

Since he (Satan) now comes at us with false spirits and sects, we must take stock of our
situationso as nottobeledasy é Accordingly after Sat al
for several years has wandered around in waterless places, seeking rest but finding none
(Mt. 12:43), he has settled down in your
Allstedt, thinking he carfight against us while enjoying our peace, protection, and
security (Luther, 1958:50).

Calvin also rejected this millenarianism and regarded the view of the chiliasts as
falsifications designed by Satan to confuse the vulgar. Ininbigtutes3.25 Calvin

writes:

But not only did Satan stupefy the senses of mankind, so that with their bodies they
buried the remembrance of the resurrection; but he also managed by various fictions so
to corrupt this branch of doctrine that it at length was Net.to mention that even in
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the days of Paul he began to assail it (1 Cor. 15), shortly after the chiliasts arose, who
limited the reign of Christ to a thousand years. This fiction is too puerile to need or to
deserve refutation (Calvin, 2008:657).

Thelut heran church not only refuted the A1
the Augsburg Confession (Article 17) 1530 to officially condemn them:

We condemn the Anabaptists who think that the punishment of the demons and those
whom God condemns wilhot last forever. We also condemn all other who are now
spreading the Jewish idea that before the dead are raised, the godly will rule this world
and the ungodly will be overcome (Thompson, 1984:9).

This explicit rejection of chiliasm is the confession af mainline forms of the
Protestant Reformation. This harsh criticism from the leaders of the Reformation against
the radical millenarian movement made it difficult for chiliasm to gain any standing

during the Reformation period.

6.2.3 The Revival of Pemillennialism in PostReformation and the Modern Debate

As the reformers embraced the eschatological view of amillennialism from the Roman
Catholic Church without much support of their own works on the Kingdom, this not
only afforded the opportunity fathe reemergence of premillennialism, but also left

room for the development of a new millennial view known as postmillennialism.

Joseph Mede was the first pé&formation Cambridge scholar to renew the view of
premillennialism. In the seventeenth agythe wroteClavis ApocalypticdKey of the
Revelation) to interpret the Apocalypse by constructing a principle that synchronized
the prophecies. According to thBictionary of Premillennial TheologyCouch,
1996: 250) , Mede is cagndsisherprdemihHhd edahath
believed in the literal return of Christ and the reign of the bride of Christ on earth during

a thousang/ear millennial Kingdom. In his interpretation of thapocalypse he
rearranged the visions of John and advocatednifemnialism in a consistent
application of the working of Providence to particular historical events. Mede found the
confirmation of his interpretation of worldly history in the Bible, but he was careful to
leave the future as a matter of fatten Bemne | en (1997: 153) i dent
as a revival of a more balanced premil/l e
reign of the saints would begin at Chri s
bodily resurrection of all who had died Christ, and would conclude with the second

resurrection, the resurrection of t he wi
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summari zes Mededs wor k: Al n all his work
world, but to demonstrate how the Wiorg of Providence has brought about the
peculiar historical situation in which he finds himself, and how there remain promises of
Godds perfect state of affairs, yet t o
continued to influence eschatologicatarpretation and he was cited as an authority

especially by the evangelical circle well into the twentieth century.

A separate developmenbegan a new optimistic eschatological concept of
postmillennialism created and popularized in the seventeenth atyd eéghteenth
century. It is generally considered to have begun with Daniel Whitby, another English
biblical scholar, who believed that, as Riddlebarger describes intéinetarticle,

the world would be converted by the Gospel, the Jew restored tddlly Land, and the
papacy and the Muslims defeated ¢é the mi
coming of the Messiah and the Dbinding of
binding of Satan and the beginning of the millennial age still k¢skead in the future
(Riddlebarger, 1996:1).

Proponents of this concept held an optimistic view of the last period of world history
that would be marked by the coming of the Kingdom of God (Gundry, 1977:47). They
maintained that the propagation of thespel would bring about a golden age on earth

to be culminated at the personal appearance of the Lord at the end of the age. The goal
was the preparation for and the bringing in of the latter glory. This postmillennial
thinking was widely accepted imgland and was further developed when the Puritans,

like Jonathan Edwards, brought the doctrine to North America.

Edwards gave a special place to the doctrine of postmillennialism and conjectured that
the Great Awakening in America might prove the dawrhe glorious day (Gundry,
1977:48). Notable American advocates of the postmillennialist view included Charles
Finney, Charles Hodge, and Augustus Strong. A postmillennial understanding promoted
the involvement of believers in social reform to a largeemxtThrough Edwards and

the Puritan influence, postmillennialism became the dominant eschatology in America
throughout the eighteenth century until the last quarter of the nineteenth century. The
breakout of the Civil War in 1861 in America and the infaixmmigrants from Europe
brought disillusionment to many and shattered the dreams of a Christianized America.
The evils and inequalities of industrialization and urbanization resulting in poverty and
slums were also a savage blow to postmillennial thimkhat assumed evadvancing

progress. With social unrest, labour strife, unemployment, and financial panic, the war
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caused socikeconomic turmoil. The disillusionment of such a pessimistic situation led
believers to long for the Kingdom of God on eadhd promoted a return to the
premillennialism. Gundry (1977:52) obser
pessimism than optimism on the Ameri can

di fficult to disagree withthbedpremil ban)

On the other side of the Atlantic, John Nelson Darby of the Plymouth Brethren
movement in England developed a new variety of futurist premillennialism, namely
60di spensationalism, 6 after |historydthioerasgead t h
di spensations (Weber, 1983:17) . Dar byods
American followers like C.I. Scofield, R.A. Torrey, James M. Gray, |.M. Haldeman,
and Stephen H. Tyng, Jr. and gaireside acceptance among evangeligal&merica.
Scofield even provided American premillennialists witliReference Bibleontaining

his views of dispensationalism in the notes. The doctrine of dispensationalism is more
than eschatology because it is also something about a theology of.hidtere are
various opinions on the scheme of dispensations as well as different opinions on the
issue of pretribulationism and rapture theory. Dispensationalism shares the pessimistic

view of the world, as Wilt (1970:7) notes in his summary of the aitef

di spensational i s m: n(l) a system of disp
and the church, and (3) an intensely pes:s
with a hope in Godds | mmi nent ncethisestudye nt i

is concerned with premillennialism generaland notin specificdispensationalism, no

further analysis of dispensationalism is provided.

While more evangelicals accepted dispensational premillennialism during the American
Civil War, oneform of postmillennialism polarized with the rise of biblical higher
criticism by the end of the nineteenth century. They reinterpreted religion and
Christianity according to naturalistic presuppositions of humanism, rationalism, and
evolutionism and triedo bring the tradition more in line wittihe modern thought and
methods ofthe modern science. Their radical theological assumptions caused many
Protestant believers to doubt the traditional views of biblical inspiration and authority
and the finality ofthe Christian faith. This scalled theological liberalism or
modernism captured mainline Protestantism and denominational seminaries at the
beginning of the twentieth century (Ro, 1985:31). Industrialization caused massive

immigration and many problems umbanization such as depressions and social tensions
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in Europe and North America. All these factors aroused the consciences of many
Christians to various social issues. By the end of the nineteenth century, the social
gospel movement was developed in Amm@ras part of the liberal postmillennialism
camp. Ro (1985:31) finds that the exponents of the social gospel tried to search out a
theological basis for making social changes and shifted the traditional eschatological
understanding of the Kingdom of Godewing it as an earthly kingdom attainable here

and now through purely secular means. The language of the Kingdom of God was used
to effect a quiet transfer from tH8ospel about Jesus to a programme based on the
ideology of progressive capitalism in Ane&. The period between the turn of the
century and Worl d War I i's usually refe

American Protestantism.

The theological liberals did not deny the existence of the personal God, but tended to
discount the supernatural characteristics of the traditional religion. They expected the
mill ennium before Christds second meming
that things were headed i n an optimistic
theological liberals and social gospellers rejected explicit millennialism but nevertheless
argued that the world was gr aduhalbkrgls t urr
Afawaited no apocalyptic intervention of
God would come through the ordinary agencies of human life, not on the clouds of
heaven. 0 The result of t-Humanistic gociab vak,] g at |
replacing the traditional metaphysic and supernaturalism, is a vague belief in the
Christian God (Henry, 1946:280). The leading advocate of the social gospel in America
was Walter Rauschenbusch, who not only rejected the traditional definition of sin a
rebellion against God on the ground of His political autocratic character, but advocated

a new democratic concept of God. He sai
Godo (Rauschenbusch, 1912:48). Lasch (19
of divine authority not only diluted the concept of sin but weakened the concept on
whi ch Rauschenbusch based his entire the
Rauschenbusch (1912: 131, 138) <cl aimed th
importanceo to the concept of the Kingdom
God with the soci al gospel: AThis doctri
God is merely human effort to Christianize society. Lasch comments:

Without anabs | ut e rul er , however, Rauschenbusc
united only by ethical aspiration. The element of a divine judgment on human history
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receded into the background, and the Kingdom of God came to stand mertig for
consummation of human heg(Lasch, 1990:11)

Rauschenbusch (1907:2Q20 3 ) under mined premill enni al
and described it as a fndead weight agai:-
Christianity to share in the isioabatrthe s oc

establishment of a community of righteousness in mankind in his concept of the
Kingdom of God. It is humdwy organized according to the will of God and the Christian
transfiguration of the social order. His idea of the Kingdom of God vgagial concept
based on individual sé soci al i mpul ses:

So Christbs conception of the Kingdom of
When the Kingdom of God dominated our landscape, the perspective of the life shifted
into a new alignment. I feltanewsec i ty i n my soci al I mpul s
lost, the teaching of the young, the pastoral care of the poor and frail, the quickening of
starved intellects, the study of the Bible, Church union, political reform, the
reorganization of the industrial 4gm, international peace, it was all covered by the

one aim of the reign of God on earth (Rauschenbusch, 1912:93).

This attempt to exercise social change |
intervention in history leads Lasch (1990:7) to notethatx ponent s of t he
have never addressed themselves very clearly or systematically to the question of why
such movements need religion chtistiamZzethe 6 Th
society does not seem to stand on a religious growathker,it became synonymous

with social concern.

The suffering during the trying time of the two World Wars was a blow to liberal
postmillennialism, and there was a marked decline in the number of its followers
because the postmillennial vision of thmerfect society had not materialized.
Nevertheless, another form of liberalism called the ecumenical movement was
established after the Wars. Thasis of theecumenical movement, as Stott (1970:186)
describes it, i s that héchorchdw with the veorfid. And n c e
His action in the world, we are told, is the establishinghaflom;; 6 peaced €é Ac
to this kind of ecumenical thinkinghalomis almost equivalent to the Kingdom of God
and the new humani ty.cal chlirthes tgjoiraChrisbif His h e
power struggle against the structures of social injustice on the basis of the agenda of the
world rather than the will and reign of God according to the word of God. Stott
(1970:187) continues to say that this is whamie a n t by the phrase
provide the agenda for the church. o The

conversions but for better social structures instead. At the American Methodist Council
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of Evangelicalism in November 1965, E. EdrduPerry, a supporter of the ecumenical
movement , told the audience: il abhor th

a societary termo (Henry, 1967:74) .

I n defending Jesuso6 Gospel, premill enni a
the Kingdombéd for fear of association with
and the secularized liberal theoloBuzzard, 1992:110)The controversy between the
liberals and conservative evangelicals over Scripture and Christian theology d&s sin
greatly affected the attitude of evangelical believers toward the relationship between
evangelism and soci al concern. Premill en
and religious sentiments and explains the possibility of the imminent raptdirth@n
cherished meeting at Christés return as
1983:229). Premillennial evangelicals, believing that society is hopeless, give up hope

of ever achieving a righteous social order apart from their millennial future.
Evangelicals gradually narrowed the scope of social concern to attacks on personal sins
such as Sabbatbreaking, Freemasonry, strong drink, tobacco, -géagling, dancing,

the theatre and other worldly amusements, and the teaching of evoltigomy (

20037). Evangelicals tended to ignore or tolerate corruption and injustice in society but
expect and even welcome them as signs
Kingdom of God is pessimistic about the world and unable to harmonize any evidence

of prog ess with our space on the timeline
defensive movement of the Christian faith in early twentieth century America; it arose
among conservative evangelicals or fundamentalists who were closely tied in with the
ascendare of premillennialism. Marsden (1980:86) reveals the sentiment of these
conservative evangelicals during this pe
political or private, became suspect among revivalist evangelicals and was relegated to a
vey minor role.0 The soci al gospel and tl
this negative effect. Therefore, evangelicals have tried vigorously to defend their
concepts of biblical authority, the deity of Christ, His virgin birth, and evangediadh,

also have increasingly reacted against the liberal views of the social gospel and

secularized postmillennialism.

Since 1945, the evangelical movement has continued to grow numerically in
membership as well as in their influence on the eschatologesalof premillennialism.

The fundamental belief in premillennialism has ever resulted in the shift of emphasis
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away from social involvement. The premillennial view of eschatology still has a
significant influence on social attitude among contemporary @ligag Christians as
Truesdal e (1994:116) states t hat At he
evangelicalism i s k n oRsemileanglisnp is édundarhehtalyy ni a
pessimistic regarding t hheir pessimismtoncermsthea n d h
deteriorating morality and the unchangeafalden nature of the world. They certainly

wish things could get better, but know that they cannot. Ro (1985:33) writes that it

Afdoes not mean that evangelical sranddor al |y
soci al justice é most evangelicals inte
conversion and used it as a means of =eva

of social passion eventually became a defining characteristic of thesrcatige
evangelicals. While liberalism is rebuked for its biblical apostasy, evangelical
premillennialism is not without its own moment of guilt for offering only a truncated
gospel with no concern for social evil. Brown is right in his criticism of dtseand
evangelicals:

Evangelicals sharply criticize | ibefrals ¢
appointed task, to save men, in order to try to reshape society. This criticism is serious
and legitimate. But we evangelicals are stained byithefsur relative indifference to
societyds problems (Brown, 1969:277).
This criticism remains valid even today
failure of evangelicals in their engagement with social justice is no different from the
Amodern priest and Levite bypassing suf
(1998: 93) summari zes the calll for a oOre

assault against soci al evil d in an effor:

6abandonment of soci al concern, ® and to

(@)

social outreachd6 among evangelical s. Ev

—

ol l owing Jesusd insistence t brdauamarfitghd t h

sought first At he Kingdom of God and Hi

nstruction to pray that AThy Kingdom col

Today it is a fact that many evangelicals remain in the tradition of an escheablogi
view of premillennialismnot onlylonging for the second coming of Christ the Lord but
also demonstrating aefensive attitude and fear of association with the social gospel
movement. The combined result of the premillennial concept of the Kingddboaf
and the overeaction againghe social gospel and liberalism limits the genuine interest

of the evangelical church in social concezrcept for some remedial charitable works.
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They are separating themselves and the church from active social inealvermany

facets of society. The development of this peculiar concept of the Kingdom of God has
modified the presentation of biblical teaching about the mission of the church in and to
the world. Before we look into the analysis of a biblical understandf the Kingdom

of God in the next chapter, the following section will discuss the theological
understanding othe Reformation fathers, Martin Luther and John Calvin, and the neo
orthodox theologian, Karl Barth, about the relationship between the Hgdtiagdom

and the worldly kingdom as well as the designated role and mission of the church in this

relationship.

6.3 THE DOCTRINE OF TWO KINGDOMS

A theological interpretation of the relationship between the heawéenlydom and the
worldly kingdom is bunded upon the understanding of the dynamic rule of God in the
present world where He rules not only in the church and through the lives of the
believing community but where He rules also providentially in history and creation to
call a people forHisnaem and will from out of the wor
in heaven and earth, is to fulfil everything with the impression of His very being
through Christ in a radical process of sustaining all things according to His glorious
might for all saintsn the Kingdom community (the church) to share in the inheritance
in the Kingdom of light (Col. 1:1-13). God, in His power and Spirit, is at work in the
world or society as a whole and, in particularly, within the IseHrChristian believers

who areaskeal to bethe light and salt of this world. From this perspective the task of the
church, the believing community, is to witness as the divine instrument of the Kingdom
and to bring light to society and the world (Eph. 32X).

6.3.1 Martin Luther and John Calvin: Twofold View of Kingdoms

The twofold vision of the Christian life in the world is not a new doctrine created during
the Reformation er a b uQGity of God aworkiwkichrdarké r o m
the framework of a particular theological tradition with special reference to the
relationship of spiritual and earthly 1|1
City of God and thesity of man. The City of God is ultimately an eschatabad) city

comprising all true believers who are pilgrims in the earthly €ify(of God 1: preface)
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andwho will receive the eternal felicity of the City of God when the saints see God in
the world to comeQityof Gog 22 : 30) . | n A urgthe€ity of@dd s o wn

Most glorious is the City of God: whether in this passing age, where she dwells by faith

as a pilgrim among the ungodly, or in the security of that eternal home which she now
patiently awaits until 6rdmgthd eobhsnhewbi sl
then possess perfectly, in final victory and perfect peace (Augustine, 1998:3).

How great that felicity will be, where there will be no evil, where no good thing will be
lacking, and where we shall be free to give ourselves tipetpraise of God, Who will
be all in all! (Augustine, 1998:1,178).

VanDrunen(2010:27)describes thahe toneset by Augustine in his two cities doctrine

is a fundamental hostility and antithesis between Christians and unbelievers living in
twoverydi f er ent kinds of |ife style, t he on
spiritdé. VanDrunen writes,

The City of God and the city of man lie in basic, eschatological tension with each other.
Christians belong to the former and unbelievers to ther)and there is no overlapping

or dual membership. The citizens of the City of God look to the true God as its founder
while the 6citizens of the earthly city
God of godgVanDrunen2010:27).

There is © middle ground between the two but a total opposition to each other in terms
of present life style and future hope. Each person must belong to either one of these two

cities with no exception.

Augustine (1998:49) recognizes a broad sphere of Christin rarked by
commonality with the world, as he saysin@igyof Goq Bo ok 1, Chapter
world, the two cities are indeed entangled and mingled with one another; and they will
remain so unti.l t he | ast | uddpmenwimostility h al |
between these two distinct sets of people, Christians and the rest (VanDrunen, 2010:24).
The two cities commingled in this present world do not necessarily mix together. There
are certain associations between the City of God and thdevihurch but the visible
church is not identified with the City of God as Augustine (1998:946), éayst has n
been possible for the Heavenly City to have laws of religion in common with the earthly
city. o VanDrunen ( 20 1O0asi8dn})he domminged citigsartd t h
their opposition and commonality leaves some room for Christians both to make radical
critiques of the world and to develop a theologicalfiprmed social ethics designed for
common life in a religiously plural world. Augtine also acknowledges that the
believerso |ife in the present world is
earthly peace:
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Therefore, for as long as this Heavenly City is a pilgrim on earth, she summons citizens
of all nations and every tong, and brings together a society of pilgrims in which no
attention is paid to any differences in the customs, laws, and institutions by which
earthly peace is achieved or maintained (Augustine, 1998:946).

Martin Luther

Following the preReformation thougt o f A (CgywsGod Lutbed astablished

his doctrine of the two kingdoms, based on his understanding of the distinct spiritual
and worldly kingdoms. This was not an ethical dualism between the realm of Satan and
the realm of God, but a twofold mens by whi ch Godds sovere
history, with spiritual and temporal authority (Pasiciel, 2000:39). There are two
kingdoms: the Kingdom of God and the kingdom of the world. Luther differentiates the
two kingdoms in his commentary on Psalm

This Psalm [117] also reveals a peculiarly great mystery, one little known at the time of
the Apostles and almost faded away under the papacy, namely, that the Kingdom of
Christ is not a temporal, transitory, earthly kingdom, ruled with laws and remdat

but a spiritual, heavenly and eternal Kingdom that must be ruled without and above all
laws, regulations, and outward means (Lutkéorksl14:14).

God has ordained two governments: the spiritual, by which the Holy Spirit produces
Christians and righteous people under Christ; and the temporal which restrains the
unchristian and wicked so thiaho thanks to therh they are obliged to keep still and to
maintain an outward peace (Luth@rprks45:91).

The Kingdom of God is the spiritual realm in which God has revealed Himself in Christ.

It is an eternal and heavenly Kingdom above all rules and laws and is the realm of truth,
peace, joy, righteousnesscsrity, equality and salvationf humanity It gives an
eschatol ogi cal hope wi t h an ul ti mate g
redemptive ter ms. Soteriology is the <ce
sal vati on i s t lnaee afhdrmet by agyidéseérveas recontpendedfa human
merit. I n his theology, Lut her constant
demand and Godo6s -galddtiawand Gbspel. Wie eommentdryeon s o
Galatiansincludes the following:

The wayto distinguish the one from the other is to locate the Gospel in heaven and the
Law on earth, to call the righteousness of the Gospel heavenly and divine and the
righteousness of the Law earthly and human, and to distinguish as sharply between the
righteausness of the Gospel and that of the Law as God distinguishes between heaven
and earth or between light and darkness or between day and night. Let the one be like
the | ight and the day, and the other [IiKk
issueis faith, heavenly righteousness, or conscience, let us leave the Law out of
consideration altogether and let it remain on the earth (LutYerks26:115116).
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By describing a personal relationship to God in Christ as Gospel and an earthly life of
socid order as the Law, Luther insists that Law, whether Mosaic or otherwise, can only
tell us what God expects of us and, because of our inability to do what He demands, can
only drive us sinners to despair and to the sweet relief of the Gospel. He thus
distinguishes the antithetic characteristictioé¢ divinely conferred.aw and Gospel as

they apply in and between the spiritual and the temporal rdalms ser ve Godos
These two realms, whether they are referred to as kingdoms or government, are distinc
ways of motivating people or maintaining order within each of the two kingdoms
(Wright, 2010:135136). Wright explains further:

Christ, the Word, and the Holy Spirit represented the government of the Kingdom of
Christ. Laws and the sword representedgbeernment of the kingdom of the world.
The great Reformer undertook to explain why the very unique kind of government
pertaining to either kingdom must not be applied in the other kingdom (Wright,
2010:136).

Though the Kingdom of God is extended to the Christian life in the world, it does not
belong to this world, for it is before the world and eternal. The governing of this divine
Kingdom is maintained by the Word, faith, and the Holy Spirit, whereas thddamgf
the world is governed by external force and the physical sword. In the Kingdom of God,
faith is the key in entering into a redemptive relationship with God. In the kingdom of
the world, reason or natural law is a major part of promoting physicatbelg,

providing justice, and restraining evils within creation and the worldly government.

I n Lutherés conception of the | aw of <cre
conformation of the ancient moral bpbi bos
0right and justodé and some kWakdl3:06B). Then et ¢
law of nature in reason is an essential gift to the worldly kingdom, but the more
important gift of the divine law in the Holy Spirit is given to believers i Kingdom

of Christ. Within the kingdom of the world, Luther maintained that God had created
three divinely ordered institutions to
including marriage, household, or domestic affairs and livelihood; secanavatidly
government or state; and third, the pri
necessary to keep these three ®athined orders iplaceto sustain justice and naalr

ordersin the world. The first two orders concern the daily needs ofeimporal life in

the corporeal kingdom of this world, namely the family through marriage and raising
children and the government or state through the operative of economy and social life

under rules and laws. The third order belongs to the spiritual esiie¢he church or
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ecclesiastical court. Wr i ght (2010:134)
the church should be limited to matters of faith and morals, it should leave worldly
matters of money, property, physical life, and honour to thedeathpourts. In the same

way, the temporal authority is not permitted to interfere with the spiritual matters of the
church. The two authorities have their specific tasks and forms of membership.
Christian believers belong to the Kingdom of God and unbsigeto the kingdom of

the worl d. The distinct virtue of Chri st
Holy Spirit, who both teaches and makes them to do injustice to no one, to love
everyone, and to suffer injustice and even death willingly aeeérfully at the hands of
anyoneo Worksd5t8&80)r |,

This fAtwo kingdomso model in Luthero6s th
two separate and independent realms. But the universal kingship of Christ the Lord
governs both kingdoms. shes Christ is the Lord of both kingdoms. These two kingdoms

are supposed to serve one another because neither of the two governments or authorities
Ais sufficient i n the waVorksdl5:9f.i thése® twb t h ¢
kingdoms are virtually workig side by side in the world. Prill explains how the two
kingdoms are distinctive but not autonomous:

By maintaining order in society the temporal authority and the kingdom of the world
support the work of the gospel. On the other hand it is the tasle apiritual kingdom

to radiate into the kingdom of the world. It does so first and foremost by preaching the
Gospel of salvation to all people but also by warning and admonishing the secular
authorities. While all people must respect their secular rutrgstian preachers have

the right and the duty to rebuke nmdavho do not fulfil their taskPrill, 2005:1819).

I n Lutherdéds dwualistic understanding the
totally separate and antithetic. Some critics have evencdei bed Lut her 0
toward society as O0defeatistd and béqui et
least fail to oppose) unjust social structure (McGrath, 1999:226). One of these critics is
Reinhold Niebuhr, who finds Luther guilty of amplete severance between eternal
grace and liberty and justice of the world:

I n Lutherés doctrine of the Two Real ms, j
the | aw. There O6nothing is known of Chr i
Heavrewnt Wi ng is known of I aw, conscience,
dualism, does not even contain within it the desire to do justice. It is no more than a

coercive arrangement which prevents mutual harm (Niebuhr, 1953:162).

This sounds no different from the criticism against contemporary evangelicals with

regard to their failure in social involvement. Nevertheless, Luther was vigorously clear
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on his theology even though he was no political thinker. He understood that both
kingdoms are under the reign of God. The state has been divinely ordained to achieve
worldly purposes through laws, reason, and natural law while God rules the church
through the Gospel. The Sermon on the Mount applies to the life of Christians both
morally and spiritually. He also suggested that the two kingdoms or two governments

are working mutually and concurrently. The criticism of defeatism does not stand.

We must not misinterpret Lutheroés two ki
different goups of people and separate spheres of life. Christians are citizens of both
ki ngdoms and they are 0t woNoks2l:2B)eCGhrestiahs p e r
exist not only before God on solely spiritual matters because they are physically alive in
this world. Therefore, Christians must honour and obey their duties and responsibilities
towards both kingdoms, spiritual and social. LutfWorks45:94) writes that, ideally,
every Christian Asubmits most weslhbnoursg!l y
those in authority, serves, helps, and does all he can to assist the governing authority,
that it may continue to function and be held in honour anddfearCh r i st i ans
what promotes righteousness and only cease their obedience toulae aethority and
obligation to the society if the ruler of this temporal world interferes in spiritual matters

and compels them to act against the will of God. The goal of civil services and good
works for the society is to preserve the fallen creatimh put people right with God

through faith in Jesus Christ. The good work itself does not justify one before God or
earn salvation but it is the consequence of faith. Luther states:

Nevertheless the works themselves do not justify him before God, butdsetlu®

works out of spontaneous love in obedience to God and considers nothing except the
approval of God, whom he would most scrupulously obey in all things (Litanks
31:359).

Luther treats good works and civic services in society as part of tigi@mtife. Faith
iI's never unethical or divorced from Godbéd
good works for other creatures and love their neighbours. Luther therefore encourages

Christians to engage in social and civic duties:

fhishouses on fire, | ove compels me to run t ¢
falls into the water or into a pit | dare not turn away but must hurry to help him as best |
can ¢é I f | see that he is hungry ord thir

drink, not considering whether | would risk impoverishing myself by doing so (Luther,
Works43:125126).
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Instead of being indifferent, as a priest or Levite bypassing suffering humanity, a
Christian must act like a Samaritan, full of social compasgidaithful Christian must

then maintain an inseparable twofold relationship, the vertical relationship to God and
the horizontal relationship to the neighbour (Steinmetz, 2002:124). This twofold
relationship must work side by side and cannot miss outreitie of the two. Without

social passion, evangelical Christians may be charged with following a truncated Gospel
and with failure in social involvement. Without faith expressed in social action, they are
no different from s upaq bberalien Steinmétz (2002€124fi s o ¢
describes Luther's reaction to soci al ac
social gospel which lacks religious depth and which substitutes ethical analysis and

moral obligation for inner liberationandjy . 0

John Calvin

Calvin introduced a similar doctrine of
This doctrine became the Reformed Church
churchstate relations, social ethics, and related fields. Lutmet @alvin agreed
theologically with each other on substantively identical ideas of the two kingdoms
doctrine, namely, that the church and the world, faith and politics, should be separated
from one another. Cal vinds t wa ankicivilgd o ms
kingdoms distinct entities, as highlighted by VanDrunen in his summary:

First, he considers the spiritual Kingdom to be redemptive in character while he
considers the <civil kingdom a realm of
redemptivegrace. Second, he sees the spiritual kingdom as spiritual and heavenly while
he sees the civil kingdom as external and earthly. Finally, Calvin teaches that the
spiritual kingdom finds expression in the present age exclusively in the church while he
teachs that the civil kingdom finds expression especially in the civil government, along
with other cultural matters such as scientific and artistic endeavours (VanDrunen,
2007:747).

Calvin believes that God is the Creator and Redeemmstit(tes 1.2.1) who ks
ordained two kingdoms with distinct purposes. He distinguishes clearly Indtiteites
3.19.15 the twofold governments: Godds s
to piety and divine worship and dbtesiads t e
human beings and as citizens.

In man government is twofold: the one spiritual, by which the conscience is trained to
piety and divine worship; the other civil, by which the individual is instructed in those
duties which, as men and citizens, we &old to perform. To these two forms are
commonly given the not inappropriate names of spiritual and temporal jurisdiction,
intimating that the former species has reference to the life of the soul, while the latter
relates to matters of the present liief only to food and clothing, but to the enacting of
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laws which require a man to live among his fellows purely, honourably, and modestly
(Calvin, 2008:55657; Institutes3.19.15.

Calvin affirms that a fundamental antithesis divides Christians anéDtoistians, both
in regard to eternal destiny and to knowledge and conduct in the present world:

Paul affirms that all the gentiles were
Now, since John teaches that there was life in Christ from the beginning, and the whole
world had lost it (John 1:4), it is necessary to return to that fountain; and accordingly,
Christ declares that inasmuch as he is a propitiator, he is life. And, indeed, th
inheritance of heaven belongs to none but the sons of God (John 15:6) (Calvin,
2008:213 Institutes2.6.1).

The distinct characteristics of these two kingdoms, according tingtieutes4.20.1,

can be described as one earthly or civil kingdom which concerns temporal matters and
is governed by the civil magistrate and the other spiritual kingdom or the church which
is concerned with heavenly and eternal matters pertaining to salvatiae andd by
ecclesiastical government. VanDrunen identifies three important attributes of each
kingdom that display the contrast of one with the other:

The three attributes of the Kingdom of Christ are its redemptive character, its spiritual
or heavenly dentity, and its present institutional expression in the church. The three
attributes of the civil kingdom are its noademptive character, its external or earthly
identity, and its present (though not exclusive) expression in civil government
(VanDrunen2010:73).

The special focus of Godds reign is the
rules in love by His Word and Holy Spirit; but since God is the Creator of the world,

His rule also extends over the wicked, forcibly compelling them to ébeym. God 6 s
broader rule is associated with and through His providence, while the more particular
rule is through Jesus Christ, the Redeemer and Mediator by His Word and Spirit. Calvin
reveals that the Gospel concerns the spiritual liberty of Christiahd@as not apply to

civil order with its external governmeninétitutes3.19.15). However, he maintains a

more balanced view than that of Luther in relation to the Law and the Gospel. He
realizes the threats of God adofthethreéatstoi n L
turn sinners to repent and to seek the grace of God. Although the redemptive character
(Gospel) of the spiritual Kingdom does not rule over civil affairs (Law), it does not at

al | di mi ni sh Chri st i an s dertbheclviiggverhmeotwhet o o
they are in the present worlbh§titutes3.19.15).

The distinct differences between the two kingdoms should not preclude the two

governments from working together. VanDrunen (201&:3% explains that Calvin
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does not implythat Christ has nothing at all to do with the civil kingdom and does not
insert an unwarranted Aduali smo or Adich:
advocates not only mutual submission according to their rightful jurisdiction, but also
servicei n order t o strengt hen each ot her .
government to do much to fai thstitatesd.11.p)r o mo't
and the civil government to assist the c|
of G o do t ahred of fenses to religion, br eak
p e o plhsatutes420.3).

Calvin does provide us with a holistic theological and esfeistologicalaccount of the
incarnate Mediator for the world and its histohystitutes1.137; 2.12.6). Bol{1983:30)

is helpful inexplaining Christ® sole asMediator, the divineLogossustains creation on

one hand and reconciles creation in the incarnation, death, resurrection, and ascension

on the other.

I n Bolt s di s c u sistologynin reation @ adhnstiam 6veg, Bolt
espouses the twofold mediatorship of Christ as the crucial foundation for the two
kingdoms doctrine for the church, as the body of Christ, to serve both the spiritual and
civil kingdoms. He continues:

Calsig€bédristology suggests that truly 6Ch
activity which explicitly acknowledges the lordship of Jesus Christ, occurs apart from
the activity of the institutional &ihhurch
not transferred O6churchlyé activity but &
which governs creation (Bolt, 1983:31).

The task of Jesus Christ, as the incarnate Mediator in the world, was to fulfil the Law
and the Gospel as Mediator of cieatand as Mediator of redemption. Bolt (1983:31)
validates the implication of a genuinely Calvinist Christology from the distinction of the
twofold mediatorship to an ecclesiological distinction between the church as institute
and the church as organismhere the latter refers to Christians in their organization
and action in social, political, economic, and educational spheres outside the worship
and discipleship activities of the visible church. It is the obligation of the church as
Chri st 6 s wortddoyfulfilithe ministrg of calling the world to be the creation
according to the will of God. In addition to the proclamation of the Gospel for the
eternal redemptive purpose, Bolt is also
world fromt he direction of the institutional
order. He then concludes:
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While the proclamation of th@ospel of justification/reconciliation (which is the proper
limited calling of the institutional church) has a certairopty in a sinful, unreconciled
worl d, this proclamation is not the only
ministers to the world not by attempting to embrace all of human existence and making

it church but by its faithful ministry of the Wonghich calls the world truly to be the
creation which God fashioned through his Wisdom and destined for his Sabbath glory
(Bolt, 1983:31).

Both Luther and Calvin discuss the contrasting attributes of the two kingdoms in their
doctrines. The imagthatthey present of the Christian life as a pilgrimage portrays the
present earthly life of Christians as one of suffering and hardship with a hope of a better
life in the heavenly Kingdom. Despite their distinct and antithetic analysis, they should
not be seenctimply a total separation between these two kingdoms. While the two
kingdoms remain independent of each other, they are both under the reign of God.
There is a balance between Law and Gospel in Jesus Christ, as the true perspective on
the Law is in the Gspel, namely, that sin is atoned for and that guilt is removed. Calvin
(Institutes4 . 14. 26) writes, ABoth (Law and Gosp
God, and the graces of the Spirit, are o
and he true Mediator of the Gospel. Calvin calls the church to witness the divine
righteousness that is related to earthly justice in defending the poor and exploited and
even presents such duties to the magistrates of the Iststitufes4.20.9). The purpose

of Lutherodos teaching on the two kingdoms
whole world by Law and Gospel and not to separate them into two divorced realms of
the sacred and the secular (Lazareth, 2001:14). Luther and @ajeithher exhibit two
separate but not staradone kingdoms or governments. The church, the body of Christ,

as the spiritual Kingdom, is called to promote and assist the civil government. Our God

is both Creator and Redeemer and His realm encompassesiddibaivenly Kingdom

and the worldly Kkingdom. |t i's the chur
human justice and the equity of Godbés cr

of the heavenly kingdom to the world.

6.3.2 Karl Barth: Gospeland Law

Barth often critiqued the two kingdoms idea and challenged both Luther and Calvin for
failing to address what people need to k
only that the two are not in conflict, but, first and foremost, to what exieyt are
connectedo (Barth, 1968:102). The Kingdo
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rest upon one central power in Jesus Christ. He espouses his thesis on the basis of
Christocentrism:

The Kingdom of God is the Kingdom of Jesus Christ, apart fubingh there is no other

ki ngdom and no other power about which CI
two realms are indeed to be distinguished, but are nonetheless one, in so far as Jesus
Christ is Lord not only of the church but also of the worldr{Bal979:93, 22221).

He warns that the focus merely on making a sharp and clear distinction between the
order of creation and the order of redem
the world fAon the | eft, 0 doutring bfttwo Wiegtoms | e a
(Barth, 1961:151152; CD, IV/3/1). VanDrunen (2010:341) explains well that Barth
founds his conclusion upon the conviction that the spheres of creation and reconciliation,
despite their distinction, are athristologically groundel and derived from the same

God.

Barth (1968:102L04) finds that both Luther and Calvin did not articulate adequately the
divine sovereignty over the two kingdoms and left the question of what Christ has to do
with the civil government unansweredanDrunen elaborates this by saying:

Barth distinguished Godds work of creatic
only while insisting that they are bothristological in a way such that they can never

be separated. The orders of creation aneémgdion are united in Christ and to know

God as creator is also to know Him as redeemer (VanDrunen, 2010:344).

Barth denies the dual mediatorship of Christ on the basis that creatorisislogical

and cannot be accorded its existence independentefion, and so the law of the

civil authority cannot come apart from the Gospel (VanDrunen, 2010:344). There is no
distinction between the Son of the eternal God and the Son of the incarnate redeemer.
God deals with all people all the time as both creaod redeemer. VanDrunen
(2010: 345) summarizes Barthos concept th
church and the state, could be distinguished, but they possessed a higher unity in that
both were part of the Kingdom of God (though neithesffitsonstituted it) and that both

wer e christologically grounded. O The K i
encompasses both the spiritual authority and the civil authority.

Barth uses the relationship of Gospel and Law to develop an understanding of th
relationship between the church (the spiritual realm) and the state (the civil realm). Both
realms are established in Christ, in whom the Gospel is their law because the law is in

the Gospel, from the Gospel, and pointing to the Gospel (Barth, 1968Z&h
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(1968: 71) redefines the structure of t h o
06Gospel and Lawbé to reflect the promise
|l aw to Moses, and he <cites Paul i n Gal s
introduced 430 years later, does not set aside the covenant previously established by
God and thus do away with the promise. o
mean Godébés Word of truth (Barth, 1968: 7°¢
alwaysgraceThe | aw or the state is not simply
el se than the necessary form of the Gosp
The Word of God includes both Gospel and
called, ad i s, Jesus Christo (Barth, 1968: 73
grace in both the state and the church, which are fundamentally in the same unique

christological sphere.

Couenhoven (2002:192) explicates further the meaning of the two realnisei
christological sphere: by no means does Barth collapse the two communities into one or
merge the secular state into the heavenly city where Christians are true citizens, but
rather, as Barth (1968:12123, 126) states, Christians are to wait for Godnify them.

There is, however, certain precedence of the Gospel over the law and, in the same sense,
the church before the state, because the former knows the Gospel. The Gospel is the
source of all laws, just as the origin of the church is from it€red@ encounter with

Christ. The church, with its spiritual centre of Christ who is the centre of the being and
constitution of t h d.ogaes tisaunenquereds enslayad ibyl od b
arbitrary power, and even identical with the will of Godonéah as i n heave
could administer justice and protect the law in accordance with its substance, dignity,
function, and purpose, and in so doing r
(Barth, 1968:126, 119). The church must show resficthe independence of the
divinely ordained commission revealed and operative especially in the existence of the
state. The church belongs to one eternal God who became human and proved Himself a
neighbour to humans in the world, the political spherk as such, will always and in

all circumstances be involved in humanity and not simply in some abstract cause or
other but in the concrete progress in human dignity and human life for this present age
and future generations (Barth, 1968:171). The clossmection of the state to the
church reflects on the churchdés knowl edg
of its primary calling in preaching the saving Word of God as well as its responsibility

in encouragement and admonition out of the witnesst esus Chr i st as t
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within the 6wider circled (Barth, 1968: 1
not simply have faith, hope, and love but is of ultimate and supremely political
significance in bringing the external, relative,daprovisional order of law to the
original and final pattern of the order of the eternal Kingdom of God and the eternal
righteousness of His grace (Barth, 1968:154).

Barthds message on soci al t hought I's r ai
transcendence and immanence skficlosed in the Word of God in Jesus Christ. His
move to a christological synthesis of the spiritual and civil spheres of life is built on the
inclusive banner of the wuniversal grackor ds
in both Gospel and Law. The important point is not how the spiritual and civil spheres
are separate but how they are connected. God is the centre of the church as the inner
circle as well as the wider circle of the civil state in the human spheeecHirch

within the wider circle of the civil state does know about the Kingdom of God and
brings it to the attention of humanity and reminds them of the Lord and centre, Jesus
Christ, who came and is to come again (Barth, 19681B&j. The church cannot
simply take the Kingdom of God to the wo
Kingdom. The Kingdom of God is ruled by God in the redeemed world without
problems and contradictions. Barth (1968:168) affirms that both the state and the church
are in he world not yet redeemed. The church is not the Kingdom of God and not even
an image of the Kingdom of God. What the church has is the knowledge of the
Kingdom of God, the hopes for it, and the faith in it, and what it does is to pray in the
name of Jesu€hrist and preach His name as the Name above all others (Barth,
1968:170). On this basis, Lazareth concludes:

Barth believes that the church can mani f e
thereby | eaving none ofomy ftomoBo@dddd awi li
go so far in this work as to assert that his Christocentric ethic will help in the moulding

of the state into the likeness of the Kingdom of God (Lazareth, 2001:12).

The church, as the body of Christ, is somehow furtheherway toward the Kingdom

of God than the state and must be the model and prototype of the order of divine Law
and Gospel for the state to provide equal protection for all. It is the witness to the fact
that the Son of Man came to seek and to save theTbs leads the church to enact

their particular concern for the poor, the socially and economically weak and threatened
and insist on the statebs special respo
(Barth, 1968:173). Barth (1968:173) makes arplaibut str ong st at e me
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must stand for social justice in the pol |
the real church: it must set an example for the real state:

The churchoés preaching of t hsencé& oossptetion, wo u |
order, government, and administration were not a practical demonstration of the
thinking and acting from the Gospel which takes place in this inner circle. How can the
world believe the Gospel of the King and His Kingdom if by itsnosctions and
attitudes the church shows that it has no intention of basing its own internal policy on
the Gospel? (Barth, 1968:186).

The evangelical church today must also ask itself this very same question. If it does not
have an impact or example oretpolitical sphere, aiming to maintain justice for the

poor and oppressed, its concentration only in evangelism and the preaching of the
Gospel will certainly be in vain. As Barth says, the church must stand for social justice

in society.

Conduding Summary

The highest good of human life on earth may be less important than eternal good, but
unless the church shows the world or society that God loves it by interesting itself in
humanityds temporary good, i t wreatef goddar d |
of Godds Gospel and His offer of love. T
happier, a wiser, and a more just world before the end of history. Our assured hope must
rest on the glorified state of the divine community in heavena lmiilennial state of an

earthly kingdomia st ate in which humans predomi n:

love their neighbours as themselves a possibility (Bevan, 1938:71).

The failure ofthe evangelical church in active social involvement paragy questions
and difficulties in regard to the advan
members of the society. Theonservative churchebave inherited the profoundly
pessimistic view of premillennialism from Christian history and have triusltis
pessimism into their life in this present world. Their withdrawal from social concern can
be partly interpreted as a eseled millennial view of eschatology and a narrow literal
exegesis of Scripture, while reaction or eweaction to socipolitical situations in
history and the social gospel movement is another explanation. While countering the
liberal view on social reform in order to preserve the priority of evangelism and the
purity of the Gospel, they have overtly downgraded social invadven{Tinker,
1999:275).
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The distinctive differences between the two kingdoms are obvious as described but they
are not completely separate. The church, as the believing community, must not forget
that the orders of creation and redemption, the spiréndlcivil realms, as well as the

Law and the Gospel, are held together and function together within the purpose and will
of God. Both kingdoms are one under the reign of God in Christ and His redemptive
plan. The church cannot escape its responsibilithegothe model and prototype of
equality, liberty, and justice, and to exhibit the divine order of Law and Gospas$ or,
Barth says, Gospel and Law, to the world and bring them close to the likeness of the

Kingdom of God.

As mentioned earliethe purpose fothis chapter ws to study the background and
development of the eschatological view of premillennialism and the interpretation of the
dwo kingdom& The next chapter will attempt to clarify the confusion and diversity of
various doctrines as théyave leentaught in the churches and to search the vital and
pertinent ideas attached to the theological and ethical understanding of the Kingdom of

God and the will of Godor the participation in social justice.
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CHAPTER 7KI 8GB®M COMEG6G: THE MANI FES:S
OF THE REIGN OF GOD

7.1 A SYNTHESIS OF THE DUALISTIC STRUCTURE OF THE MYSTERIOUS
KINGDOM

7.1.1 Introduction

The heart of our Lorddéds distinctive teac
Ki ngdomd 24:0# Luke4:432. Zhis is the theme of His teaching and cannot be
divorced from the context of His mission and life on earth. He began His public
ministry with an announcement of the Kingdom (Mt. 4:17; Mark 1:15) and kept
revealing the mystery of the Kidgm exclusively to His disciples during His work

upon the earth (Mark 4; Mt. 13). The mystery of the Kingdom is the truth about its
coming and manifestation as illustrated
particular revelation of the mystery dfet Kingdom to the disciples who had eyes to see

and ears to hear and understand was to emphasize the importance of understanding as a
gracious gift from God (Nel, 2009:271). Nel (2009:275) points out that the
understanding of the mystery of the KingdonGafd is not a natural human endowment

but rather a favour of God and a privile
thought they understood the teaching of Jesus (Mt. 13:51) but they themselves, at times,
remained struggling (Mt. 15:16; 16:9,1;1 16:23) and repeatedly asked for an
explanation ( Mt. 13: 36, 15:15) . Snyder

part. o

The disciples did not fully understand the meaning of the Kingdom of God even up to
the time of Jesugbdbshswansnobhheas gquedéenbd
time going to restore the kingdom to | s
whether or not the Kingdom that they understood was finally to be set up. Jesus
responded, Al t 1 s inmeodrdafeothe Fatleeuhast set bykHs@wn t h
authority. But you will receive power when the Holy Spirit comes on you; and you will

be my witnesses in Jerusal em, and in al/l
(Acts 1:78, NIV). Snyder expressaghat he feels about the mystery of the Kingdom of

God:
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This is no attempt to outguess God or-enept the sovereign mystery of the Kingdom.
The Kingdom stil]l and al ways remains in (

One of the significant developments in thieriStian theology of the last century was its
search for the insight on eschatology, relating totéfes and chronosof the Kingdom

of God and theparousiaof Jesus Christ. In spite of the vast and intensive studies and
polemics conducted throughout ttveentieth century, the Kingdom of God remains a
diversified concept, and itsnderstanding otiming and manner continues to be highly
debated subjects within Christian circles and especially among scholars. Since the dawn
of Christianity, no particular ebatological position, specifically involving the
millennium, has ever been accepted as a consensual and orthodox. Grudem voices this
situation:

Nevertheless, Christians differ over specific details leading up to and immediately
foll owi ng CSpecifically, hey diffee dvar thannature of the millennium and

the relationship of Christds return to ttf
the great tribulation period that will come to the earth, and the question of the salvation

of the &wish people (and the relationship between Jews who are saved and the church)
(Grudem, 1994:1095).

While there is a growing agreement that theonosof the Kingdom of God is in some

sense both present and future, the above comment made by Grudentaistgithat of

an earlier bi bl ical schol ar , Ladd (197414
apocalyptic concepts i n our Lorddés teach
and future aspects of the Kingdedsputexont i
among proponents of particular views of eschatology (premillennialism,
postmillennialism, and amillennialism) are enormous. Each view of eschatology has its
unique characteristic insights, convictions, conjectures and hopes and each has direct
impact on Christian hope with respect to the timing and nature of the Kingdom of God.
Grudem (1994:1095) speaks of the genuine biblical understanding that Christians who
holds various positions, whether in premillennialism, postmillennialism, or
amillennidism, must agree that Scripture is inerrant and the differences concerning the
interpretation of various passages relating to the positions should be seen as matters of
secondary importance. He may imply that different positions in premillennialism,
postmllennialism, and amillennialism are biblically tenable, but not necessarily be

comprehensive and sufficient.

Any single stream of expression of the eschatological view seems not able to

satisfactorily explain the total concept of the Kingdom of God ksxatithe mystery of
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its complex characteristics. Insisting on a single interpretation of an eschatological view
does not resolve all the tensions and difficulties, and thus presents challenges for the
ethical life of believers. Kuzmic (1985:148) observésat evangelicals have
unfortunately taken a limited approach to the important and complex biblical subject of
the Kingdom of God and focus osa&ledly on the different interpretation of Revelation

20. Despite the greater seriousness in recent theolsgichés and some progress made

in recognizing the tension between present and future aspects of the Kingdom, there
remain a number of areas where further p
His proclamation, the extent and dimension of His mgss, the explicit and implicit
contents of the theological concepts. Kuzmic (1985:148) writes that the absence of a
consi stent i nterpretation of an eschatol
biblical theological investigations to the pulpitsdahas yet to produce a desired change

in evangelical behaviour. o Aalen (1962:
meaning of the Kingdom of God to interpret all other sayings in terms of one central
emphasis will loss the unity of the concept argllein the unfortunate decomposition

of it. Bishop Mortimer Arias offers a multidimensional and -elcompassing
understanding in his insightful study of the grace, hope, and challenge of the Kingdom
of God:

The Kingdom of God, announced by Jesus, is idiaoiensional and all encompassing.

It is both a present and a future reality. It has to do with each individual creature and
with the whole of society. I't was addr es
|l srael , 6 but was drelsdd nerdd ftoo &tthe avwhd | cef
all dimensions of human life: physical, spiritual, personal and interpersonal, communal
and societal, historical and eternal. And it encompasses all human relatidnships

the neighbour, with nature, amdth God. It implies a total offer and a total demand
(Arias, 1984:xv).

The theme of the Kingdom of God is a holistic and inclusive concept ahoiingrs

such as the covenant in the biblical teaching. The multidimensional characteristics of
the Kingdomof God do not allow any refuge in favour of dichotomies that plague
polemics with the 6édalreadydéd and O6not yet
and social,®6 the O0historical and eterna
0 bet we efnthredsss Goming and the Second Advent of Jesus but the-multi
dimensions of the eschatological view are on both basis rather than an either or basis.

The Kingdom of God and thgarousia of Jesus dialectically connote both an
encouragement and a challendgoth a gift and a demand, both a confession and a
denial by men, both an acknowledgement and a refutation by the Chief Advocate, both
a vindication and a visitation, both the suffering and the glorification of the Son of Man,
both a hidden Kingdom and taeophany, both an element of unknowability and an
element of inevitability of the event, both an apocalyptic vision of the prophets and an
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eschatological hope of the evangelists, both a throne of salvation and a footstool of
judgement, both a presencedanfuture (Okorie, 1995:38).

Ladd (1974:24, 38) finds that the group of scholars who stood on two extremes started
to recognize the necessity of both the
6eschatol ogical 6 as pe dstasyntbesis df presentkandnfuigudeo m,
in the understanding of the Kingdom of God and other related subjects. He encourages
modern scholars to engage in an extensive study of this synthesis in order to come to a
consensus:

However, between these two extrenmfapocalyptic and noneschatological) stands a
group of scholars who recognize the necessity of both the present and the future, the
6spiritual 6 and the O6eschatological & asp
this synthesis to be found that we muscognize it as an emerging consensus (Ladd,
1975:24, 38).
On another positive note, Beaslelrray (1987:142), a notable New Testament scholar
with a particular interest in the subject of the Kingdom of God, cites an encouraging
remar k: i a at kkasthos thenvegay after three generations of argument about it
by New Testament schol arso. 't may be di
Kingdom of God in the not too distant future, but it is not surprising to see the
development of a morencompassing or a mutual understanding amidst the breadth of

diversified meanings.

This chapter is not to outguess God and His sovereign mystery of the Kingdom.

However, the mystery of the Kingdom has been disclosed to humans even though it is
understoodonly by those who profess and respond in faith. Paul assures us that the
mystery will finally be disclosed by revelation and be made known according to the

prophetic writings and our obedience through the wise God in Christ:

Now to Him who is able to ediish you by my Gospel and the proclamation of Jesus
Christ, according to the revelation of the mystery hidden for long ages past, but now
revealed and made known through the prophetic writings by the command of the eternal
God, so that all nations migheleve and obey Hinii to the only wise God be glory
forever through Jesus Christ! Amen (Romans 1-@25NIV).

My study will focus primarily on our Lor
of dualistic expressi Kmgdonoof God im an atiedmptttow e e n
| ocate a synthetic understanding of t he

social justice in Godb6bs created worl d.
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7.1.2 The Coming of the Kingdom is O6AlTr e:

The underlying cause of confusion owee meaning of the Kingdom of God is the
distinct views held by so many commentators on the role of apocalyptic concepts in our
Lorddébs teaching in relation to the futu
chapter attempts a brief survey of the distws of the two contrasting views and their
arguments as well as the claim of their biblical positions for the last century. The
remaining two sets of the dualist structure of the Kingdom interpretation are basically
derived from and related to the oppagwiews of the future and present aspects of the
Kingdom and, as such, arguments may be duplicated repeatedly in various parts of this
chapter.

A premillennial interpretation is compelled to deny the present existence of the
Kingdom of God in conjunctionwith the First Advent of Chrisand to insist on its
realization solely in connection with the Second Advent. The argument of this view is
that the Kingdom will not come until Christ turns it over to the Father after all enemies
are defeated under His feat the end of the millennium (1 Cor. 15:28). Ladd
(1952:63) agrees that the Kingdom of God will not come in the fullest sense of the word
until the parousiaof Christ and the establishment of His millennial reign. On the other
hand, he finds there i®rogic in the millennial interpretation which excludes a present
aspect of the Kingdom (Ladd, 1952:64). An opposing view that refutes the exclusive
term of a futuristic eschatology adopts the view that the Kingdom is a totally present
dynamic organizatiothat comes when the Gospel is spread, hearts are changed, sin and
error overcome, righteousness cultivated, and a living communion with God established
(Vos, 1951:27). This present view of the Kingdom is criticized by scholars of the
futuristic eschatolagal view as unhistorical, unfaithful to the prophetic teaching and a
mi sinterpretatidbeaswg0o Jleisfues bancdawdi mhgwas

the Kingdombébs coming.

The exclusive futuristic eschatological view of the Kingdom was fornsatyforth in
the early twentieth century in the works of Johannes Weiss and Albert Schweitzer who

rejected the present nature of the Kingdom, the ethical ideal, and the individualistic

experience of t he rul e of God i istento n e 6 ¢
Eschatology6 is the name known for this
t hat interprets Jesusbo eschatol ogy as i
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interpretation of New Testament eschatology was at first a reactionary attack dgainst t
prevalent liberalism in the ¥9century, led by Ritschl, whose theology was ethically
based on Athe assumption that aut henti c
portray Him as a moral teacher urging men to build the Kingdom of God by their
labour so (Har kness, 1974: 33, Moor e, 1966: 3
his famous bookThe Quest of the Historical Jesugrotests against the confusion
created by the critical study of the liberals to ignore the truth of the historical éagevl
resulting in halway history and halfvay thought.

Weiss studied primarily on the teaching of Jesus, whereas Schweitzer extended the
presentation to include the entire life, work, and teaching of Jesus for a th@aiagh

or consistent understandinof an eschatological expectation in terms of Jewish
apocalyptic assumptions and writings (Schweitzer, 1964:223). Consistent Eschatology
argues that the emphasis of Jesusd apoca
His thought of a futuristic Kingda vi ew. Wei ss discounts the
sayings which seem to represent the Kingdom as already present (Ladd, 1952:29) and
Schweitzer holds that the Kingdom of God is wholly future (Schweitzer, 1964:239).
Schweitzerodos thepseal ypt ibaselaroanc ttehre aaf J
of God in the thought of the Messianic d
of the nearness of the Kingdom of God and of His own glorification, the mission of the
Twelve to bring about the Kingan, and the expected advent delayed to draw the
catastrophic irruption of the Kingdom (Schweitzer, 1964:2238; Moore, 1966:35).
Schweitzer (1964:239) believes that Jesus claimed subtly His Messianic designate but
exercised no Messianic function. Jesud di n ot 6establishd the
Oproclaimedd its coming and the need to

of the Kingdom by supernatural means.

Schweitzer (1964:225) rejects the spiritual conception of the Kingdom, which, for him,

is impossible to combine with the thought of a glorious second coming, and thus insists
on the apocalyptic catastrophe of an orgal@eelopment or a physical happenihte

finds that the only concern for humanity is to prepare for the end and thus the normative
ethical teaching for human conduct in ordinary course is inadequate for the impending
entrance into the Kingdom (Ladd, 1952:29; Schweitzer, 1964:241). This-salled
Ointerim ethicbd Iis a temporary expedient

before the world should end (Ladd, 1952:30). The Kingdom is still to come, as implied
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by the petition in the Lorddés Prayer, 0
expl ains: Al t | smuadane.ptrisqoesemtly onlp asraelbug meyb p r a
said to be present which throws its shadow upon the earth; its nearness, that is to say, is
recognized by the paralysis of t he King
nearness of the Kingdom whil e fulafaiolyl i ng
stage of His Messianic worko and At he se:
the Day of Judgmento (Schweitzer, 1964: 2
expectation of His second coming towards the close of His earthly life wesniothe

colour of His eschatology as the last effort for bringing about the Kingdom through the
mission of the Twelve (Schweitzer, 1964:232). Together with the mission to preach to
the Gentiles and heathen, the delay ofghmusiawas a consequence atie Jewish

Christian eschatology of the present age was transferred to the future (Schweitzer,
1964:233).

The criticisms of Consistent Eschatology are mostly on its methodology and
interpretation. Moore (1966:389) f i nds t hat  Sayramddistorizae r 6 s
presuppositions are inconsistent, for instances, in accepting the literary method without
turning the forms of the Sermon on the Mount and the sending of the Twelve (Mt. 10)
into an historical criterion and, in other instances, in sudipgrthe literary criterion in

favour of an unjustified historical presuppositions regarding Mark 6. Schweitzer is also
criticized for omitting the considerable variety of expectation contained within
apocalyptic writings in his interpretation with regardo Messi ahos sec
humiliation prior to exaltation and neglecting prominent aspects of first century Judaism
in interpreting Jesus6 thought <connected
Moore (1966:434 4 ) concludes: fipfichire Consistentmsschatologya p 0 ¢
are also seen to be insufficient, and the future tense not comprehensive enough, to

express Jesus6 consciousness of His own |

The introduction or rediscovery of the apocalyjgschatological Jesus, as Buzzard
(1992:101) points out, prompted C. H. Dodd to investigate the troublesome issue of
how Jesusd6 message could stildl be ad firm
eschatology orientation. Dodd (1961:34) charges that Consistent Eschatology was
proposing a compromise of the future com
as coming very soon and presented no solution to the issue. He declares a new concept

ofeschatol ogy in the name of OeRobadohhaz e d  E
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moved from the future to the present, from the sphere of expectation into that realized
experience. 0 Dodd (1961:29) proposes tha
of present experience and is something that has already happened. This is not in the
sense of the apocalyptic eschatology that Jewish usage recognizes as a future
expectation and does not refer to the eschatological order at the end of history. Ladd
(1974:17)rei t es Doddobés emphasi s, t hat I s, t he
entrance of the eternally present realm of God into time, the infinite into the finite, and
the intrusion of the transcendental into the natural. Supporting his thesis, Dodd uses the
for mula found in Mark 1:15 to sum up the
come, he said. The Kingdom of God is near. Repent and belie@ttNe ws ! 6 Do dd
(1961:30) first exegetes the coming of t
reveal His Kingdom to an unrepentant generation that they may be provoked to
repentance. This act, however, is not dependant on whether people repent or not but is a
historical happening associated with Jesus. Dodd (1961:31) makes it very clear that

N J e sitansled to proclaim the Kingdom of God not as something to come in the near
future, but as a matter of present exper

evggi,z(a perfect past tense)tor ans| at e o6t he Kingdom of G

Oteaah, 6 and 6éto arrive.d I n Doddébés trar
Kingdom of God has comeo (Dodd, 1961: 29)
11: 20: ABut i f I drive out demons by the

cometoyoo. 0 Dodd (1961:30) affirms that the
as a sign that the Kingdom of Satan has been overcome by the coming of the Kingdom
of God. By proclaiming th€&ood News of the Kingdom, the Kingdom of God in some
way has come wht Jesus Himself (Dodd, 1961:30).

Dodd attempts to prove that Jesus saw the Kingdom present in His own life, death,
resurrection, ascension, apdrousiaas the series of historical events unfolded in Jesus
Himself (Dodd, 1961:35; Ladd, 1974:18). This negents the ministry of Jesus as
OReali zed Eschatology. 6 According to Dod
of the Oeternal |l ifed which is the ultin
Jesus anticipated sufferings for Himself and Hseigles as well as His own death, with

both direct and allusive references at the Last Super (Dodd, 1988)4Modd sees

these sufferings as partly for immediate occurrence in the sending of the Twelve (Mt.
10:1722) and partly for the persecution oktlehurch as recorded in the Acts of the

Apostles and el sewhere. Dodd (1961:55) i
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bring in the Kingdom; it is not the Opri
without which it could not come. Although Rasays that through the death of Jesus
God triumphed over principalities and p
kingdom of the enemy in exorcism is already a sign of the coming of the Kingdom in

the Synoptic Gospels. Dodd (1961:58) adds to hisdeE e r egar di ng Pa
emphasi s on JesusoO death over t he powe
righteousness of God and judgment upon sin and essential elements in the idea of the
Kingdom of God. In this sense, the death of Jesus was notempiste for the coming

of the Kingdom and the judgment i n gene

function of the Kingdom of God. The Kingdom is already present.

Buzzard (1992:102) rightly points hoseat th
texts which plainly envisaged the second coming of Jesus in anticipation of the coming

of the Kingdom. Dodd (1961:38, 39) admits some doubt regarding eating and drinking
at the heavenly feast (Mt. 8:11) questian ar g
whet her or not Jesus expected any furthe
which was already taking place in His own ministry ... It would however be susceptible

of the meaning that at some date in the future the present earthly nzdiaifest the
Kingdom of God wil/ yield to a purely tr
On the other hand, the petition of the L
indicates that Jesus expected the coming of the Kingdom of God dexisive
happening confronting His contemporaries. However, he insists that the Kingdom of
God is eternally present, has already happened according to the teaching of Jesus, and

only the new thing shall be revealed on earth (Dodd, 1961:38).

Another propaent of the view of the Kingdom as an entirely present reality is
Bultmann (1958:4@11) who suggests that the real significance of the Kingdom of God
in the message of Jesusd teaching is the
dramatic events ahding its coming. It is solely supernatural, absolute, and the wholly
ot her that has entered into time and spa
Gospel-it he procl amation that now the ful fi
the Kingb m o f God beginso (Bultmann, 1958: 2
fulfilled through the miraculous works o
lame walk, those who have leprosy are cured, the deaf hear, the dead are raised, and the

GoodNewsi s preached to the poor o -BOMscertahl : 5,
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that when Jesus told His disciples to celebrate the next Passover in the Kingdom of God

(Luke 22:151 8 ) It I's a message of certainty ¢tF
beginn ng now! 0 Bultmann acknowledges the
procl ai med Kingdom by saying, ARat her t
although it is entirely future, whol |y

Despite this, Bultmanatands on his argument:

The future Kingdom of God, then, is not something which is to come in the course of
time, so that to advance its coming one can do something in particular, perhaps through
penitential prayers and good works, which become superfliotlsee moment of its
coming €& It determines the present becau
determined thereby either in this direction or in that, as chosen or as rejected, in his
entire present existence (Bultmann, 1958:51).

Buzzard( 1992: 102) charges that Bult mannds t
Jesusod central message because he Acircu
extract from the Jewish O&édhusk,d by a p
permanent lee me nt |, namely the challenge of t h
Bultmann (1958:52) on the human proclamation of this hour as the last hour ig)lafter

a human experience or decision essentially to replace the historical Jesus as the message
addresing future generation (Buzzard, 1992:102).

A mediating position between the two exclusive views, that is, future and present, was
formul ated by Kummel and Ladd. Wh a't dr o
pursue intensive study on the Kingdom of Geals the confusing diversity of modern

i nterpretations and the fact that there
God to square with the biblical dat ao (
opinion that both Kummel and Ladd seemamyr e e me n t with Bultm,
guoted earlier in this chapter that nalt
determines the present. o The primary aspg
aspect is derived from it. They propose a baldresition, that the Kingdom is both
already (this age and present) and not yet (the age to come and, filmeiredncept of

Al naugurated Eschatol ogyo

Ladd enl arges on the 6two agesbd6 scheme,
establish exegetidaly t he basi s of Jesusd teaching i

The Kingdom of God in a real sense was present in fulfilment of the prophetic hope,
while the age of consummation remained future. The presence of the Kingdom of God
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was seen as Godo6s hkymressrage withoatitrgneformingvtatd i n g
the age to come (Ladd, 1974:149).

Ladd (1974:45) attempts to relate Jesusbo
God to the Old Testament promise and hope between the prophetic and the apocalyptic
message . Gododés kingship is the main idea t
Testament concept. God rules all the earth as King but is in a special covenantal
relationship with Israel that was realized in its history and the human experience of His
people This is only a partial and imperfect realization of the Kingdom, as Ladd
(1974:46) recognizes, and, therefore, the prophets look forward in hope to the Day of
the Lord when Godoés rule wildl be fully
glory of His people at the end of the worldly history. Ladd defines the Old Testament
messages of promise and hope as prophetic eschatology and apocalyptic eschatology:
AThe-caslod ed prophetic eschatol ogy i s Owi
eschatol gy hiist®begyd not simply because
history but because it can be achieved only by a catastrophic inbreaking of God, not by
hi storical eventso (Ladd, 1974:55) . Ladd
prophetic eschatoogy i s the people of | sr ael wi t |
here and now, with a single hope which encompasses both the immediate historical and
the ultimate eschatological future and which the immediate future in terms of the
ultimate future, whe the centre of interest of the apocalyptic eschatology is solely in
the future because of Israel s pessi mist
Ssituation without the dynamic concept of
1974:45101). But both prophetic and apocalyptic eschatology can conceive of the
establishment of the Kingdom only through the catastrophic inbreaking of God in order

to establish a new and transformed order (Ladd, 1974:101).

Ladd (1974:110) notes that the Old Tesent promise has been fulfilled in Jesus
through the proclamation, by John the Baptist and Jesus Himself, of an imminent
eschatological event, as well as the immediate fulfilment of the apocalyptic hope of the
visitation of God to inaugurate the Kingdomf God in the age t
fulfilment 1s distinct from Judaismbés ap
actual divine visitation in words and deeds. Luke introduces the theme of fulfilment in
the beginning of J e dsHis geadingn of risaiaht 6423 with § r e c
concluding r eBarrikpt uirTeo diasy ftunlifsi | 1 ed in yo

This fulfilment was indeed the Messianic salvation of the Old Testament hope
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proclaimed to those who desired to see and hear (M&-5, 13:1617; Luke 7:22,
10:2324). Ladd (1974:113 1 4) finds t hat Jesuso proc
fulfilment is taking place without mentioning the eschatological consummation.
Kumme | (1957:140) argues furt he bepteseatt A J

before theParousig which he thought to be imminent, only in His own person and His

wor ks; h e knew no ot her reali zati on of
(1974:114) finds AKumme/l goes too fcar i
consummati ono and argues t hat At he Go s

consummati on. O

Before a synthesis of his two ages scheme, Ladd begins with an interpretation of the
di stinguishing characteristics of 148)t hi s
argues that the meaning effgaserin Matthew 12:28 indicates a present reality of
actual arrival and real presence with a premature and unexpected nature. The translation
of this passage is AThe Kingdom oflfndtod h:
simply a sign of power but the real and present blessings and fulfilment of the messianic
age. In this present age, God has taken the initiative to manifest His Kingdom

unexpectedly in the person of Jesus and to work among humans within history. The

demons and evils are at present being ¢
Ki ngdom. Ladd states his thesi s: AThe pr
Godbés dynamic reign invading the present

C 0 me odd, ((974149). Jesus was able to exercise divine deliverance in releasing
authority over the actual presence and influence of Satan.

Ladd (1968:41) describes the natural pleasures of life as gifts of God for human
enjoyment; the feast or banquet is a mpbta frequently used by Jesus to denote the
eschatological consummation of the Kingdom of God. The consummated Kingdom of
God is the age to come, which is beyond time, in timeless eternity (Ladd, 1968:43
Jesus describes the final theophany, the endrapas a future event: the appearance of
the Son of Man on the clouds, with power and great glory, accompanied by His angels
(Mt. 16:27, 24:30), like lightening across the east and west sky (Mt. 24:27; Luke 17:24),
a cosmic disturbance disrupting the &xig natural order (Mark 13:24), to gather the
people of God as a fulfilment of the ultimate purpose of the apocalyptic consummation
(Mark 13:27), and to bring the redeemed into the eternal life of the eschatological

Kingdom (Mt. 25:34, 46; Mark 10:30). dd (1952:636 4 ) agrees that A
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sense of the word, the Kingdom will not come until gferousiaof Christ and the
establishment of His millennial reign; or, more accurately, it will not come until at the
end of the millennium Christ turns ovélre Kingdom to the Father (1 Cor. 15:245 ) O .

In spite of the account of its present characteristics described above, Ladd turns to the
future nature of the Kingdom of God in the New Testament teachings:

It is something future into which those who have eldne will of God will one day
enter (Mt. 7:21). It anticipates a day in the future, apparently a day of judgment which
will decide whether men shall enter the Kingdom or not (Mt. -22R The twentfifth
chapter of Matthew has to do with the KingdonHgfaven which will be inherited only
when the Son of Man comes in His glory to sit on His glorious throne of judgment (Mt.
25:31. 34) (Ladd, 1952:65).

Ladd (1952:6465) recognizes the validity of the two meanings of the Kingdom of God

and finds no logic leminating one of them. The Kingdom of God indeed has both
present and future elements in the Gospel data. Nevertheless, Ladd (1952:67) places the
future Kingdom as primary and basic with ultimate blessing realized only at the end of
the age: faté require@® te eaddnizedthe future eschatological aspect of the
Kingdom as the primary temporal orientation and not as merely incidental to the present
aspect. o0 While there is already a sense
running its courseeligiously, ethically, and socially, Jesus continually looked forward

to the fully manifested Kingdom before
(1952:67) notes that six of the Beatitudes are cast in the futuristic settings that represent
the fulfilment of the ultimate pleasure beyond this age when grief, aggressiveness,
acquisitiveness, sin, and violence no longer dominate human society. The
thoroughgoing removal of all injustice of the world can only be fulfilled through the
establishment of the alhclusive rule of God over the world in the final world order.

The Kingdom comes one day through the returning Son of Man to vindicate the saints
and render Gododos justice and His promise:

Ladd (1952:68) analyzes the parables in terms of the Kingdom view as something
present but it is not present in its fullness and perfection. In the parable of the weeds (Mt.
13:1643), the field of this present world contains both the good seed and wetbds o
sons of the Kingdom and sons of the evil one. The parable of the net (Mt-523:47
gives a similar picture of good and bad fishes in the net, the presence of the Kingdom.
Jesus will not sort out the good and bad ones until the end of the age. &dret tne
Kingdom of God will not be perfectly realized until the division between the good and

the evil at the consummation of the present age (Ladd, 1952:68). In the context of this
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parable, Ladd (1952:69) agrees with Consistent Eschatology, that thdoKing its
fullness is considered to be in the future. Buzzard (1992:105) concludes that the future
Kingdom is primary for Jesus and the present Kingdom is derived from it.

The Kingdom of God that manifests itself in dualistic terms is illustrated i thew o
agesod structure as t wa@arquealLadd, d368:48) Burzardne d |
(1992:103, 109) is in agreement with Lad
(this age) and the future (the age to come) in tension without losingoditfe time

rooted future; he further confirms that these two different points of time are not totally
distinct and unrelated but in an evolutionary process.

The presence of the Kingdom may be experienced as a foretaste of what it will be in the
future. But in the future it is to come with a cataclysmic divine intervention, the Day of

the Lord of the prophets which becomes®agousiaof the New Testament. That event

will issue ina worldwi de extension of the Kingdom u
prothet s announced é The Kingdom of God i s
an evolutionary process which we must work for, rather than the new era lying the other
side of the Day of the Lord, as all the prophets and the New Testament see it (Luke
21:31) Buzzard, 1992:109).

The mystery of the Kingdom is the coming of the Kingdom into world history in
advance of its apocalyptic manifestation
is, the mustard seed and the leaven in particular, in Matthew-33:8dstify to what
Buzzard suggests about the evolutionary or growing process of the Kingdom. These two
parables picture the beginning of the Kingdom as small and insignificant. The presence
of the Kingdom is organically connected to the apocalyptic pamer authority that

makes things happened. The preached word (Mark 4:14) must be received by people
that it may take root and grow and produce fruit (Ladd, 1974:168). The Kingdom of
God is, however, growing and working in a hidden form secretly withinasnong
humanity until it reaches the future glory.

The dualistic structure of the eschatological conception incorporates tension between
imminence and delay in the expectation of the consummated end. Ladd (1952:78) finds
that many premillenniarian writensho operate on the orstdded assumption of the
ultimate consummation have a misconception that the millennial Kingdom cannot
already come and still not have come. It is also wrong to understand that the Kingdom
of God has come in its fullness and that ¢herll therefore be no future coming of the
Kingdom (Ladd, 1952:91) . Jesusd teaching
involves a fulfilment of prophecy such that a new era has come. This new era brings the
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blessings of the future eschatological Kidogn to humans in the experience of
forgiveness of sins and release from the power of Satan in the Messianic salvation,
while the fullness of this salvation is not yet received and the Kingdom in its perfected
form is yet to be entered in the future (Latl@i52:9394). Ladd (1974:322) looks at the

two redemptive act§ the historical fulfilment and the eschatological hdpene
redemptive event in two parts. This synthetic structure is the realization of the essential
unity of Jesus 0 moughsvarmus adtsnin tleenpast dad ®itare. t |
Cranfield affirms that the unity of the present and future Kingdom is more than simply a
calendric statement.

The clue to the meaning of the nearness of the End is the realization of the essential
uni ty o Ving@asmGhrisiSthe realization that the Events of the Incarnation,
Crucifixion, Resurrection, Ascension, aRdrousiaare in a real sense one Event. The
foreshortening, by which the Old Testament sees as one divine intervention in the future
that which from the viewpoint of the New Testament writegdoth past and future, is

not only a visual illusion; for the distance actually brings out an essential unity, which is
not so apparent from a position in between the Ascension arRhtbesia(Cranfidd,
1954:288).

God, who is now acting in historical events to bring about a fulfilment of the Messianic
salvation, will act at the end of history to bring His Kingdom to its consummation (Ladd,
1974:322). This Kingdom of God as a whole is everlasting@aodd 6 s domi ni on
through all generations (Psalms 145:13).

According to Buzzard (1992:111), the vie
are stild]l having their ef fect on today¢
however, cannot sateftorily relay the Gospel of the Kingdom of God as Jesus taught
it. Confusion over interpretation of the Kingdom of God still exists. We must admit, as

Buzzard (1992:103) points out, t hat A we

0t wo ageshd cshc hceemmet aw nl'y underlies Jesusb
dynamic reign of God invades the present
come. 0 The =evangelical church should no

Kingdom of God butreat it as a mission, more than just a preaching, to the faith
community and the public as well. The Gospel of the Kingdom of God is both present
and future. The evangelical church should not solely share the future apocalyptic hope
of the Kingdom and neglc t the mani festation of God 6 s
because fithe eschatol ogical consummati on
dependent upon what God is doing in the
its manifestation in powerdn gl oryo (Ladd, 1974:324) . A
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evangelization and urges the church to take up this mission of the Gospel of the
Kingdom of God:
Jesus came aGoodNeuwsc i anfg tohheheKi ngdom of God.

said (Luke 4:43bPhi I I i ps) . That was Jesus® evange
preaching 6the plan of salvationdé or some
t hat d&éevangeli smbé (Arias, 1984: 1) .

The church is a communi t yibsneenchie préséenvegils &6 b
age and the age to come. It has experien
hi story and is and continues to be a syl
world for future generations and eschatological consummalio&.church should not

shrink the Kingdom into the domain of just the church but partake as an instrument in
the significance and dynamic power of the Kingdom in the world. Moore even
combines Christian faith and ethics as an entire ministry to the wdrecée the times

of full accomplishment and incomplete revelation:

This entire ministry to the world is a p
confession of its allegiance to Jesus Christ. The tension between eschatology and grace,
between alrady accomplished and not yet revealed, between longing for the End and
thankfulness for its delay, is nowhere more apparent than in this sphere of Christian
faith and witness. For ethics, Christian ethics, are at the same time an aspect of faith, an
aspectof the purpose for which this gratieme is given us, and also an aspect of the

End, a participation already in the blessing of the End. Christian ethics are at once a
testimony to the world of the worl dbs f ai
assertion that God has reconciled the world to Himself and that men can enter into the
service of God (Moore, 1966:2P12).

7.1.3 The Presence of the Kingdom is an Inner Spiritual Hope and Outward Life
Reality

The Gospels of Luke and John depict Jes!
inner and spiritual character (Luke 17:21; John 3:3, 5). The literal interpretation of these
two verses in the Gospels about the Kingdom of God is merely a matter of thd inwar
change of individual l ives. When Jesus s
18:36, NIV), this also gives the idea that the hope of the Kingdom of God is an entirely
otherworldly expectation, which cannot in any real sense to be fulfilled upsrearth.

It appears that it is either a Kingdom which will only come in its final and perfected
form at the end when Jesus returns, an eschatological Kingdom, or a purely spiritual
sphere established exclusively in the depths of human hearts withouwdutmgrd
organization. The Kingdom of God in its perfection is attained beyond time, and in that
sense is eschatological and truly spiritual and demands inward obedience and loyalty.

Our analysis in the last section concludes that the Kingdom of God iptasthnt and
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future in the O0two agesd scheme. Under it
primary while the present Kingdom is derived from it. A -@nded interpretation of the
future eschatological Kingdom is thus untenable but what remaingrtbef discussion

is the question of the nature of a realized present Kingdom and its spiritual character.

Bultmann (1958:3@7) is a strong proponent of a supernatural Kingdom and thinks that

the Kingdom of God is the absolute miracle against all thed@tnow interpretations.

It is owholly other, 6 heavenly. Those wh
themselves off from this world, otherwise they would belong to those who are not fit or
who put their hand to the plough and look back. Bultm@h958:37) expounds
6entering intod the Kingdom of God as ¢
possibility of conceiving the Kingdom as something which either is or can be realized

by any organization of world fellowship. Bultmann (1958:38) writes tfeafparables of

the mustard seed and the | eaven were not
Kingdom Abut were meant to show how ines
ignored or misinterpreted may be the signs of its coming whichaargpuous in the

activity of Jesus. o

By virtue of Jesusod0 reinterpretation of
spiritual happening illustrated by the exorcism of demons and the destruction of the
Devil and his evil angels in eternal fire (Mt.:22-28, 25:41). The prerequisite of a life

under the reign of God is deliverance from the power of satanic evil. Ladd (1974:155)
admits that Ait is indeed I mpossible to
Kingdom of God except against the baakgrn d of a great sSpi
Neverthel ess, the exorcism is not only a
outward visible aspect of an inner spiritual reality (Ladd, 1974:152). The Kingdom
procl ai med by Jesus i igitytsih chverd apd atssiededd p o w
more than an abstract conception. Ladd (1974:183) concludes that the Kingdom of God
Ameans not only the restoration of indiyv
but will ultimately include the redemptioof the entire man, even his physical being

and his very environment. o We are taugh:
cont ext of the fulfil ment of Godds will
Kingdom t hat we s e ek willoiwthis world myagroviding lud y
with daily bread and helping us to forgive our debtors. This Kingdom is not wholly a

reference to the future life. Although it is distinct from the perfection of the future
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Kingdom, it is still a Kingdom which is progrsag towards perfection. Thus the
Kingdom of God is not limited to a spiritual relation to God but is extended to the whole
of human existence. It is surely a spiritual, inward reality in this world, but it is more
than this, for it possesses an externejaaization, the whole activity of divine

providence now directing humanity to the eternal end.

Jesus proclaimed that the fulfilment of the Messianic promise and hope is a present
salvation in tis age. The Kingdom is a present happening event on earth, a gracious
will and action of God. Ladd (1974:111) affirms that the promise was fulfilled in the
actions of Jesus, GdodNewsHo tlse pgor @leaseatonaptives, n 0
restoring sight o t he Dbl i nd, freeing those who w
theology or new promise but a new event in human history fulfilled in the Messianic
expectation that the hungry and poor hearGbed News, blind pilgrims see the light,
prisoners and oppssed have freedom in life. The fulfilment of this promise and hope is
grounded in faith in God who brings the Kingdom within history by historical events to

a consummation on the earth. We must first acknowledge that it is an inescapable
element in the biical concept of redemption that humans must be saved from spiritual
powers which are beyond humanityds abild]
victory of Godds Ki ng donobhremoveefrom thé level ®fp i r i t

earthly human historgnd existence.

The created earth is a divinely ordained scene of human existence. It is a temporal
sphere influenced by the fundamentally spiritual reality of the future Kingdom. Heaven
and earth are one integrated whole created by the same God (SarduSlugden,
1985:205). In regard to Messianic fulfilment for the people of God, the Old Testament
Anowhere holds forth the hope of a bodil
as did Greek thoughto (Ladd, 1 &n7abstraet9 ) .
concept but a dynamic one working now toward its eschatological context when God
will cause His rule to appear visibly in all the earth (Ladd, 197411388. The incident

of the rich young ruler in Matthew 19:2 indicates that the experienakeeternal life,

a synonym of the Kingdom of God in the Gospels, is not merely an eschatological boon,
and not so much a process of inward discrimination conditioned by spiritual

requirements as an outward obedience of our earthly life to fulfil the adkofagdod.
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The Kingdom of God is a religious, spiritual dimension and stands for a personal
conversion of an inner stance in the spi
redemptive grace means an entry into a Kingdom already present; butnemsty a
spiritual 60reigné of God, because our h
Kingdom of the future, because it is already in the reality of this present earthly life. The
Kingdom of God is to establisbndGecdadh r ei
which are spiritual realms, but over all created beings in the earth. Of course, Heaven
beyond must remain the first and foremost hope of Christians. But there is no likelihood
that the establishment of the present Kingdom on earth wik 5 e n humani
realization of part of the fullness and perfection that something greater and more
permanent awaits them beyond. On the contrary, when we seek first His Kingdom and
His righteousness, all our needs are to be satisfied here and now (L8kg Gbd is
alwaysde jure King of the universe because of His act as the Creator and gracious
Redeemer, remitting human sins and judging according to repentance and obedience.
God demands both an inward spiritual loyalty and, at the same time, an olimwvayd
realized in a visible organized society, not eitbrerLadd (1974:212) asserts a bond
between physical salvation (healing) and its spiritual aspect in that faith accomplished
both (Luke 17:14, 19). The church must expect the Kingdom of God totheb inner

work of God in individuals and, at the same time, an entire transformation of the order

of human society in consequence of that inner working.

In an article criticizing specifically the North American evangelicals, Yoder (1985:29
30)charges hat evangelicals are redefining th:i
matters relating to millenarianism, inerrancy and other issues against liberalism) rather
than in their own terms. He also claims that the priority of individualized pieSsm i
overwhelmingly assumed as an experience dependent upon an especially subjectivist
notion of the human spirit, neglecting the more communal components of the earlier
tradition and the society at large. Such evangaliciim that once one has trusted

Christ for salvation, all questions of personal and social ethics will take care of

themselves. Yoden$85:30)finds this view naive anitheffectual

From the introduction of the two Kkingdor
Gospel and Law in the lashapter it is abundantly clear that the universal reign of God
governs both the spiritual and earthly realms. Christians are citizens of both kingdoms

through one person. Christ the Lord, as the incarnate Mediator in the world, was to fulfil
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the Law andthe Gospel as Mediator of creation and as Mediator of redemption. The
church, as the body of Christ, is the prototype of the order of the divine law and Gospel
and must further the way towards the Kingdom of God. The church must then
understand that solvinthe spiritual problem of individual faith in the spiritual realm
should not set aside but structure an explicit approach on theological grounding, to
soci al justice in Goddos earthly realm t
present, and not onlfor as the future, but the need in reference to the whole of
Christian living (Harkness, 1974:155). Therefore, we do need to review the social and
institutional quality of earthly human experience as a theological problem in its own
right rather than as dna derivative of conversion or sanctification seen as individually
isolated phenomena (Yoder, 1985:31).

7.1.4 The Reign and Realms of the Kingdom are manifested in the People of God

OParticularlyd and 6Universallybd

The Kingdom of God bears four differekinds of sayings. Ladd (1974:123) indicates

that firstly it carries clearly the abstract meaning of reign or rule as recognized by the
translation of the Greek wordasileiaas kingly power or kingship (Luke 19:12; John
18:36); secondly it refers to aitfire apocalyptic order into which the righteous will

enter at the end of the age; thirdly it is something among humans; and fourthly it
represents the present realm or sphere wl
i nto which humdguile 1@&l6;eMt. @l3id)t Ehe secomd and third
meanings have been discussed in an earlier section and no further study of the same will
be analysed. Ladd (1952:80) defines the New Testament concbpsitdiaa s it he
sovereign rule of God, manifested letperson and work of Christ, creating a people

over whom He reigns, and issuing in a realm or realms in which the power of His reign
is realized. 0 This abstract concept I s
20:31; 1 Kings 2:12; 1 Chron. 12:23;Chron. 7:18) and in Jewish literature, with the
Hebrew wordmalkuth which always means the kingly rule of God, but never the
kingdom, as if it were meant to suggest the territory governed by Him (Ladd, 1952:79).
Both words share the abstract butdyname ani ng of Godods kingly
His rule in the world which brings into being the order of the realm in which His rule is
enjoyed (Ladd, 1962:236). Ladd (1962:236) summarizes the eschatological meaning of
the Kingdom of G @ldact offiGoth and #hes esthatdlogital aydierc

created by Goddés act. o The mani festation
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world in advance in the person and mission of Jesus in order to bring humanity into the

blessings of His rule and the salwattiof eternal life.

The subject of the people of God has been discussed in Chapter 4 to illustrate the
relationships with God under the exclusive concept of a divine covenant and the

i nclusive concept of Godos uni soeGodsohdll bl e
people. He is the King of all the people of the earth (Dan-3534He is in control of

all nations where His reign and realms are manifested. He cares about the relationship
of the people to Himself and their attitude in obeying His wi#. dffers the needy the
grace of forgiveness and integration int
physical healing and many other things. His universal mission is to bless and save all
nations through the seed of Abraham (Wright, 2006:193). Gddvirilg many people
toZion-from a place excl usi veluse offpmyer faralv e n a |
nat iigheyswillcome from the east and the west

to take part in the feast of the Kingdom as Jesus already sgdniMt. 8:11). The

identity of the people of God, in narrow definition, is, however, radically dependent
upon each individual 6s acceptance of Jes
and obey His voice and comm&navi wihl lonlkee s
(John 10:1418).

Many of the biblical references to the Kingdom in the New Testament undoubtedly

place the focus on the age to come beyond human history. It is said to be a final

destination at the end of the age for those people avhoe &d poor i n spi
persecuted (Mt. 5:3, 10; Luke 6:20), the humble and forgiving servants (Mt-18),16
the childlike (Mt. 19:14; Mark 10:1415; Luke 18:161 7 ) , the ones pra

command and will in fullness surpassing that of the iBéas (Mt. 5:120; 7:21), the

little flock who give generously to the poor (Luke 1233, and most importantly the
regenerated who accept Christ and are born of water and the Spirit (Jebin Bt

New Testament uniformly portrays a woflcew in whih a r est orati on
gracious reign is necessary within and among the hearts of humanity. By virtue of the
Fall, mankind has turned aside from the will and dominion of God and the world has
become estranged from God and has fallen into the power Bth®ne (1John 5:19).

The alienation of humanity from the reign of God needs in the drama of redemption,
messianic salvation, and reconciliation. When Jesus inaugurated the Kingdom on earth

during His earthly ministry, He brought to humanity not only deéeat of Satan but
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also the fulfilment of the blessings of the messianic promise. Ladd (1952:83) concedes
that the coming of Athe Kingdom of God i
It is God acting in power and exercising His sovereigntyttierdefeat of Satan and the
restoration of human society to its rightful place of willing subservience to the will of
God. o It is Godds wultimate purpose to re€
creation and of those who confess Jesus as CtirestSon of God to enter into the
heavenly Kingdom. Ladd (1952:84) affirms the ultimate designation of the people of
God, AChristods Kingdom will be an etern
ent @reter 1(11).

There is no doubt that the prefermedipients of the fullness of the Kingdom of God are

those who have faith and accept tBeod News of Jesus and His Kingdom. On the

other hand, Beasleylurray (1987:142) seems not totally in agreement with this narrow
definition of the Kingdomof Godamlay s t hat Ain the teachi |
of God is primarily a synonym for salvation, but in the broadest sense, not in the
restricted sense that t he ter m-Mufrtreary 6 B a
concept of the basic meaning of the Kiogsh of God in Jesusb6 t e:
one identical to the Jewish eschatological view which includes Gentiles who were not
Jews and not under the covenant with God:

I n the Jewish eschatol ogical hope O6Kingd
His royal power in establishing justice and salvation in the earth, whereby His people
would be delivered, peace and righteousness would everywhere prevail, and (in the
more developed writings) life eternal would replace death. In the belief of at least som
Jewish writers, the blessings of the divine Kingdom were anticipated to be universal,

not for Israel alone (Beasléylurray, 1987:141).

BeasleyMur r ay 6 s uni ver sal view of t he King
recipients, not the covenant people aldeéhased on the centrality of the Kingdom of

God in the life and teaching of Jesus (Beadleyray, 1987:145). The emphasis is
placed orthe factthatit he Son of Man is Jesus i n His
Godo encompassi ngtryhmdsHispadousiaat the and pf themiagei s
(BeasleyMurray, 1987:146). Jesus, the Son of Man, came to rule the Kingdom that
replaces all other kingdoms or authorities. In His messianic service for the Kingdom of
God, Jesus was commissioned to provide imlble service of God for all needs of
humanity, in suffering unto death, in rising to life, and in Ha&ousiain glory as
Mediator and Representative between God aodmani t vy . Jesusd he

particularly was the saving and redemptive sovereignty of God at work on earth. His
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Kingdom redemptive blessings are not exclusively for the spiritual and religious needs

of believers or the destiny of Israel as the peopléod. The coming of the Kingdom in
Jesus through His earthly ministry is th
and authority issuing in this present age. The Kingdom of God is concerned not only
with believers and their souls but with tealvation of those nonbelievers and of the
whole person. This includes both spiritual deliverances as well as physical deliverances
(Ladd, 1974:212). The thing to be sought after is the Kingdom of God, which is the

satisfaction of all needs, material armhvmaterial (Mt. 6:33).

Ladd (1974:212) demonstrates the bond between physical salvation and its spiritual
aspect in the healing of the ten | epers.
only one, a Samaritan (nelew), came to faith in Christ.yke 17:1419). The words

for 6heal d and O6cleansed do not primaril
spiritual, mental, emotional and physical healing with an implied divine intervention
(Porter, 2003:220). Porter (2003:221) finelgidencein the text that the use of the
language of salvation and healing seems to be inclusively addressed and associated with
the group of ten, including those who were disenfranchised on account of disease and
possibly ethnic/religious distinctions. We can s$eat greater Kingdom blessing was
bestowed on the Samaritan than on the ot
wholeness more than physical healing. In this episode, there was apparently a successful
healing of the ten, but only one of them retdno give thanks. The other nine, despite

their unbelief and whether they were Jews or Gentiles, were really healed physically.

The Kingdom of God is radically and scandalously inclusive and universal. The coming
Kingdom is a gift initiated from God and not restricted because of race, class, sex, or
even faith in God. Righteousness, justice, peace, and joy are characteristies of th
Kingdom. No other limits can be placed on its realization of these characteristics in
human history and existence. Buzzard (1
teaching on two essential points regarding the spiritual and earthly kingdoms and the
chhl dren of Abraham and the children of t
departing the earth, Jesus announces resurrdifgofor the saved on the earth (Mt.

5:5). To inherit the Kingdom offered by the Gospel is to come into possession of the
wol d as chil dren of Abraham (Romans 4:13)
in Isaiah (for example, 52:7) where both nationalism and universalism combine, and

spiritual is not divorced from real pol i
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