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Kevin Southgate

16 Southgate Road

Retreat

7945

To the Secretary General, Christian Democratic Alliance




   16 October 2008

Greetings in the precious Name of our Lord and Saviour, Jesus Christ.

Thank you very much for your prompt response to our Christian Action Network Policy Survey.

The Christian Action Network represents 60-member organisations concerned for Biblical Reformation and Spiritual Revival.  For over 24 years CAN (formerly United Christian Action) and its members have been committed to making a positive difference in social and moral issues.  Since 1992 we have been researching and publishing regular Biblical Issues Voters’ Guides, in several languages.

We have also assisted CAN affiliates in Namibia, Zambia and Zimbabwe to produce Biblical Issues Voters’ Guides for their countries. 

Christian Action Network hosts the www.SAvotersguide.com website which, during the last elections, received over a million hits.  

The Christian Action Network publishes the Christian Action magazine and conducts Biblical Worldview Seminars.  

For over 13 years Christian Action has presented the Salt and Light radio programme, every Tuesday night, on Radio Tygerberg 104fm.

We have also published the Biblical Principles for Africa book, in five editions, in English, Afrikaans and French.  For your interest we enclose by mail a copy of the latest edition of BPFA.

Should other office bearers of the Christian Democratic Alliance be interested in reading this book, please let us know their names, designations and addresses, and we will gladly mail each of them a complimentary copy.

May we offer the following responses to your policy survey comments:

We praise the Lord, and commend you, for your stand on accepting the Bible as the inspired infallible Word of God, for your intention to include an affirmation “In humble submission to Almighty God” in the Constitution of South Africa, for recognizing the pre-born child as fully human, for seeking to protect the Lord’s Day from commercialisation and secularization, for standing for the reintroduction of the Death Penalty for murder, for your clear opposition to pornography as “bondage and exploitation” which should be banned, for clearly stating that sex education is the responsibility of the parents, for supporting the teaching of the scientific facts supporting Creation in schools, for opposing homosexual “marriages”,  for standing for private ownership and “accountable free market.”

However, we must question some other responses received.  Under (4)  in response to the question “Does your party intend to support legislation to protect the unborn child from abortion?”  you stated “An unborn child has a right to life; this right is only limited in the event of risk to the mother’s life, and based on medical advice and in consultation with the family.”  

This is a troubling response and we would encourage the Christian Democratic Alliance to reevaluate this.  Obviously any doctor dealing with a pregnant woman has two patients to care for, both the mother and the pre-born child.  Surely, any doctor’s concern has got to be to save both lives.  And while he may fail to save both,  we should not deliberately choose to take either life.  

The problem is that your answer seems to suggest a limit on the pre-born child’s right to life and an exception to your opposition to abortion.  That is a slippery slope.  It is far wiser to oppose all abortion, although we recognise that a doctor may, through no fault of his own, fail to save both lives in a crisis situation.  That however is not the same as deliberately choosing to abort the child, which can never be justified.

It is particularly disconcerting that “medical advice” and “consultation with the family” can be accepted as some kind of authority to limit the right to life of a pre-born child.  This is far too subjective, and can be dangerously abused in the case of some medical professionals, and some families.  It is far safer to objectively stand by the right to life of pre-born babies, and to steadfastly oppose all abortion.

Most serious complications of pregnancy occur during the last three months, when, if the child is born early, he still has a good chance of surviving with good medical care.  For example: A woman with toxemia (high blood pressure caused by pregnancy) will suffer ill health and considerable inconvenience, including probably having to spend most of the time lying down.  However, under medical control it is not normally a threat to her life.  Thus, an abortion for the sake of “health” would not be life saving but life taking, as the mother’s life is not actually in danger.  The doctor’s aim must be to save both lives.  Rather have a premature baby than a dead one.

In the case of a tubular pregnancy, or a cancerous uterus, the choice is either to lose both lives (baby and mother) or save one.  In the case of a tubular or ectopic pregnancy (where the baby has implanted outside of the womb), there is no way that the baby could survive.  But if the condition is not treated the mother will die.  Therefore, the motivation behind such an operation is to save a life, not to destroy one.  And one life saved is still better than two lives lost.  

However, it must be recognised that these are extremely rare cases.  No hard cases should be abused in order to justify the deliberate abortion of a baby!

Under question (6) “How does your party intend to protect law-abiding citizens from violence and crime?” Your response is troubling:  “It is only the state as instrument of God to apply the sword of justice and punishment.  Hence, once in power, the strong arm of the state has to be used to create public order and protection of life as well as property.”

Surely, you do not mean to say here that only the state has the right to protect law-abiding citizens from violence and crime?  

It is impossible for any police force to guarantee the safety of every citizen, at all times.  Therefore no hindrance should be placed upon the right of law-abiding citizens to obtain and use firearms for self-defence.  It is clear that restricting the rights of citizens to own, carry and use licensed firearms cannot prevent violent crime.  

It is dangerous for any state to have a monopoly of force.  Disarming the potential victims of crime can only serve the purposes of the criminal.  Criminals prefer unarmed victims.  We therefore must reaffirm the Biblical rights, and responsibilities, of citizens to obtain, own, carry and use firearms for personal and family defence (Exodus 22:2; Nehemiah 4:14; 1 Timothy 5:8).

We are also concerned about your responses to questions 9 through 12 concerning education.  You state (9) “It is a parental right to decide the religious direction of education, the cultural context and the chosen language of instruction of a child.”  Yet under (10)  you state “Our party’s education system demands a rigorous scientific enquiry to a curriculum that is Christian based, with highly educated teachers, with the right of parents to advise on their children’s education.”
Our Question 10 was: “Does your party support the right of parents to supervise the teachers and textbooks that will mold and fill their children’s minds?”  We trust that it was not your intention to downgrade the authoritative “supervise” to the fairly powerless “advise” on their children’s education?

Children do not belong to the state, children belong to God, and they are entrusted to the care of their parents.  Parents are responsible for the education of their children, and surely should have more than a right to “advise” when it comes to the education of their own children?

Please clarify: Does your party support the rights of parents to supervise the teachers and the textbooks that will mold and fill their children’s minds?

Also, under (11) in response to our question: “Does your party support the right of parents to send their children to the schools of their choice.” You responded: “Yes, while we also require that all schools, whether private or public, will exercise high education standards, offering each child the opportunity of a good education, irrespective of school of choice.”  While we agree with the general sentiment, it is of concern that your answer seems to imply that the state has the right to regulate (“require”) “all schools, whether private or public.”  

Surely you are not suggesting that the state has the right to interfere in private Christian schools?  

Therefore, we would like a little bit more explanation in response to (12) where you stated: “Our education system is a comprehensive approach to build a Christian Democratic society that offers space for all creeds, religions, tongues and cultures.” 

While, of course, religious toleration is a fruit of Christianity, we do not support religious equality, let alone interfaith worship.  Jesus is “the Way, the Truth and the Life” John 14:6.  No one comes to the Father except through Him.

We are also deeply concerned regarding the CDA response to question (17) “Does your party advocate any socialist policies, such as a centrally planned economy, nationalization and redistribution of land or wealth?” 

In response you wrote: “No, except that a just process must occur to address an equitable redistribution of land claims.” 

What can you possibly mean by this?  Surely, in the light of the chaos caused by the “redistribution of land” farm invasions and national suicide of Zimbabwe, no Christian party can have anything to do with socialist interference in the economy, land invasions and so-called “redistribution of land and wealth” - which is often nothing more than a cover for massive corruption.  It is also completely counter productive to economic growth and job creation.

Private ownership of wealth is written into the Ten Commandments.  You shall not steal, you shall not covet your neighbour’s goods.  Socialism is legalised theft and institutionalised envy.  Every country that has involved itself in socialist policies, such as centrally planned economies, nationalization and redistribution of land and wealth, have suffered economically as a result.  Comparing North Korea with South Korea, or East Germany with West Germany should settle any debate on the superiority of the free market to the unworkable wastage, corruption and chaos of socialism.  Every socialist country is the poorer for it.  

Under (18) “What limits does your party plan to make on civil government and its powers?” You responded: “All organs of civil society, including organs of state, are limited to operate within the respective powers assigned to them as is required of a Christian democratic social order.” 

What exactly does that mean?  That is too vague and ambiguous to be of any help.  Centralisation of power in a unitary state has always been a pagan tendency, as seen in Nineveh and Babylon.  Because power corrupts, it is essential to limit and divide the powers of civil government in a system of checks and balances.  Most responsibilities and powers need to rest on local government, the family and the individual.  

What is your understanding of a “Christian Democratic social order?”  In what way would civil government be limited and restricted, to prevent abuse of powers, under a CDA administration?

We are also concerned over the lack of a clear and unambiguous answer to Question (19): “Does your party support Affirmative Action, or any other racial quotas in employment?” 

Saying “We support an equal opportunity system that is not based on race, but on developmental criteria such as poverty” still seems to suggest some form of Affirmative Action and government interference in the economy? 

We also do not understand the CDA answer to Question (20): “What is the policy of your party with respect to freedom of religion and the non-interference of the state in religious matters.” 

Your answer: “Freedom of religion should be formulated in a Charter of Rights and promulgated in terms of section 234 of the Constitution of SA, 1996.”  What exactly does that mean? 

Could we please receive an unambiguous answer to the policy of the CDA with respect to religious freedom and non-interference of the state in religious matters?

We would also be grateful if you could post a copy of any of your documents, principles, Constitution and policies.  Please mail to: Christian Action Network, P.O. Box 23632, Claremont, 7735.

Should you have any further questions, please don’t hesitate to contact us.  We would be willing to meet with representatives of the CDA should you wish to discuss any of these important matters further.  

We do intend to publish the results of these surveys, in the Christian Action Magazine, the Voters’ Guides, on radio, and on the www.SA.VotersGuide.org  website.

Should your candidates and officials be interested in a Biblical Worldview Seminar, we would be glad to present one to your people.

May the Lord continue to be your joy and strength.

Yours for Faith and Freedom

Dr Peter Hammond

Director 
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