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INTRODUCT ION

It was a fTeature of Scouth African political life to have
senseless amd continued political viclence sspecially in
areas such as Kwalulu Natal and Guateng. There were
certain places that ware demarcabed as "no-qo sareas’" an
other parts of the courntry Tor politicel rivals. This
research has bheen directed by the cries of many South
Africens pleading for political tolerance. Tolerance was
a term used by bhoth politicians and aordinary people alitke
and therefore open to misuse and various interpretations.
As a term it was therefore without adequate clarification

on its meEaning.

It is an attempl of this etudy to clarify and promote this

value of tolerance.

In Chapter (e, the value of tolerance is ewamined. It is
described as putlting up with what is disliked or
disapproved for the sake of others. But it is deliberate
and i1s therefore a virtue. Fositive attitudes, motives
and power are central to tolerance, For tolerance to be
sustained, solid foundations suoh as education,. respect
for others and their freedoms, democracy, justice,

stability and reciprocity are to be laid.

A light is also being shed on the limite of this virtue.
Considerations and circumstances which need tao be taken
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when deciding on such an action are the very motives and
conditions for tolerence. This further makes the issue of

tolerance to he complex.

Church history shows that tolerance does not come
naturally., [t 1s a difficulty because of certain
principles that are at stake. When viewed from the
twentieth century perspective many of Church history’'s
periacds were of intolerance bhecauwse the church had power.

Tolerance was an exception, & plea of those without power.

South Africa has to unlearn much of intolerance because of
the past that militated against tolerance. Fortunately
tolerance is now being Tirmly entrenched as law. Even
though it 1s 0, the ternsion of heing tolerant and
intolerant still exists especially in the whole area of

abortion.

by

Let us examine why tolerance is such & complex issue and

virtue to be promoted.



CHAFTER ONE

THE CONCEPT, MOTIVES AND CONDITIONS OF TOLERANCE

1.1. INTRODUCTION

This chapter defines the rich and comples concept of
tolerance by examining variouws definitions. In

illustrating its meaning & study will be made of the
components identified,. The role plaved by attitudes,

motives and conditions for tolerance will aleso be caovered.

1.2. DEFINITION OF TOLERANCE

According to the Quford English Dicticormary (1989:19%) the
term tolerance derives Traom the Latin word "tolerantia’,
which means to be able to endure or sustain pain or
hardship. The root meaning of the term is the ability to
bear somethiing painful or wunpleasant. More specifically.
tolerance means "to endure, suffer or put up with a
person. activity, idea or organitesation af which ov

whom one does not really approve' (King 1976:21).

However, this definition is not sutficient. HMore
definitions have been attempted to twther clarifty the

concept aof tolerance.



The Encyoclopedia of Ethices ((198%:1 D hrings in oa new
dimension, that of "intentionally allowing., or refraining
from preventing., actions which one dislikes ar helieves to
be morally wronag'. This definition introduces an

element of intentionality. It shows Lhat tolevrance is

deliberate and it is the choice that one makes. ne

chooses to allow or mot to prevent something that one

Raroness bWarnock as cited by Susan Mendus fTurther defines
tolerance as "the virtue of refraining from exerclising
one’'s power wilth regard to ancother’ & opinion or action
althouah that deviates from one’ s own over something
important and although one morally disapproves of 1t
(Mendus & Edwards 1%87:2). The concept of virtue is added
in this definition and this links 1t with that of
intentionality. Tolerance is virtuous because of the fact
that one chooses to allow something which one disapproves
of and also refrains from acting coercively against

what one dislikes or disapproves of.

According to Susan Mendus (1288:163), Joseph Raz delves
deeply by defining tolerance as “"the curbing of an
activity likely to be unwelcome to i1ts reciplent or of an
inclination so to act, which i1s in itself morally valuable
and which is bhased on diglike or an antagonism of that
person or fTeature of his life, reflecting a Judgment that

o £ e



these represent limitations or deficiencies in him,

in order to let that person have his way or in order for
him to gain or keep some advantage." This definition at
firet sight may seem to be a pointless addition.  And
vet, it gives the reasons or motives why persons should
be tolerant. There is a desire or willingness to act in
consideration of the interests of the other persons. This
willingness is the extension of goodness to others, that
is, allowing them to have their way. This definition, in
short, adds an extra element of benevolence, one of

putting up for the sake of others.

1.3. COMPONENTS OF TOLERANCE

Three components of this complex concept are identified
from the definitions. These components are well ocutlined
by Jobn Horton and Feter Nicholson (1992035 when they say
"first there must be some conduact which 1is disapproved.
Second, this disapproval must pot be acted on in wavs
which coercively interfere with otherse’ actimg in the
disapproved manner., Third, this refusal to interfere,or
the dispesition to refuse to interfere must be more than

mere acquisscence or resianation.’

What constitutes the first component is that there as
inner disapproaval. There is someblhing one objects to
because one either dislikes or views 1t &as morally wrong.



"The sense of disapproval or even of antagonism

is impoartant [in tolerancel"” (Markham 1994:11). I there
was nathing that a person disapproved of or disliked, the
concept tolerance wouwld not be applicable. "Tolerance

comes...only in connection with undesivable things

(Mendus & Edwards 1987:102).,

One does not tolerate things that one likes, approves or
is attracted to. Indeed. there should be a genuine
objection to something 1f one’'s acqQuiescence in it is to
be called tolerance. Kirmg (197&:56), drives this point
home when he says that "we shall maintain therefore that
tolerance exists only where there obtains an unequivocal
objection to the item said to be tolerated; and eqgually
that it does not exaist where the objection is equivocal,
unsure, uncertain, producing as a logilcal consequence some
fundamental guestion or doubt as to whether the objection

is really in fact an objection at all.”

To tolerate, should not then be confused with the idea of
total permissiveness, bheing indifferent and keeping quiet
because am indifferent person has o feelainags for what is
at stake. Such a person cannot be said to he tolerant,
To tolerate does not mean one has to give up one’ s ideas
or values. It means that one deliberately puts up with
those values and ideas that do mnot conform and are

contrary to one s standards.



When one leooks at the second component, one realizes that
one is free to act against what one dislikes or
disapproves of but chooses not to intervene coercively.
There is self restraint. This concept gives rise to two

concepts viz. deliberation and decision.

Deliberation involves a choice, whether one can put up
with what one dislikes or disapproves of. Despite the
obstacles that one encounters, one chooses to do good,
that 1is to put up with something one dislikes or

disapproves of. Tolerance is a choice that one makes.

To be tolerant, persons "must be in a position of power to
allow or forbid the action or situation in question;”
(Markham 1994:1). Feople who are powerless cannot be
said to be tolerant. They cannot hinder or impede what
they dislike. Those who can do so, are those who have
power. The person who has power "has the ability to
cause others tn chanae their behaviour and to do what the
powerholder wants" (MocGucid-Mason 1994:6). A powerless
person on the other hand does not have that ability and

cannot be in a position to do something negative.

One needs to have power and the right to exercise the
power if one is to claim any credit for not

exercising 1t. One who is powerless cannct give up what

one does not have. Even if a person bhas power but is
forced or compelled to be tolerant hy another person who

e G e



has more power. that person i somehow powerless, e«
intentions would neot pe fulfilled because one would not
have the power. One therefore is never forced or

compelled to be tolerant.

Te tolerate is something one chooses Lo do. 't is not
forced. It 1e & decision to lelt persons have their way,
to think and act as they wish. One is tolerant if one
puts up with "things which 1t 15 within [one’'s] power to
prevent, even though [one] holds them to be immoral”

(Mendus & Edwards 19Q7:127).

The third component takes the idea of choice further. The
grounds of one’' s choice o bheyond mere acquiescence or
resignation. Une does not tolerate because one lacks
power or is letting things be, but because there is &
desire to achieve something. There i1is a wilillingness to
sacrifice one ¢ own interest for the sake of aothers. bhen
one makes thie choice one sets aside or sacrifices cne’ s
rights "for ressons commanly thought to be admirable”
(Horton & Nicholson 1992:1510).  What one sees in this
component 1is that tolerance 1s not only for the well bheing

of persons, but also for the henefit of others.

There are three things which one can infer from the third

component:

(a) there 1= respect for the persons. This respect means
to accapt and appreciate those who are being

tolerated.
— t,{ -



(b) they are entitled Lo have thelr way. This cam holth
happen in & situation an which persons bave the
legal right to act in a certain way thouagh offensive
to the recipient: or it canm also happen that the
persons tolerated do not have the right to act in a
particular way but one would tolerate it not because
it is law but simply hecauvuse of the willingness to
let others have whalt they are entitled to and have

their way and gain advantag=.

(c) there i1s an element of benevolence., doing it for the
sake of the other person. Tolerance makes it
possible for one to bhe able to pay attention to and

accommadate others.,

This component hiaghlights the element of respect for a
person, something that i1s central to tolerance. What is
also clear is the fact that tolerance without motives of
other - centredrness is not tolerance. Intentionality
constitutes an aimportant part of tolerance. It cannot be

said one is tolerant 1f one suspends negative steps merely

for selticsh reasons.

One’'s intentions should qo bevond self interests and
should be other person centred. If one has been forced to
surrender, it carnnot be said that one 1s tolerant. Nor i«
it tolerance when one tolerates out of cowardice bhecause

o € e



there is no charnge of attitude. Ine may have been

driven by fear of wdesirable consequences of one’ s action
to suspend one’'s negative actions, Consequences such as

unishment arnd "loss in social approval and sel f-esteem”
P

(Mansbridge 19%0:13%7) .,

In these foregoing instances, a perszon is therefore.
tolerant for reason of personal advantage. Serving or
beinag precccupled with one’ s interest is not compatible
with tolerance. A polite civility that is edpressed “in
the form of grudaing but a polite admission that others
should.have the right fto express themselves even i1f they
are wrong" (Jewett 198Z:77) is not tolerance either.

Positive motives which would benefit others oocupy a

central part in tolerance.
1.4. ROLE OF ATTITUDES IN TOLERANCE

In my discussion of the second component it was mentioned
that a person who 1 powerless cannot be said o be

tolerant and yet on the other hand 1t can be asked whether

that particular person has a tolerant attitude. Does that
person have the willingrness to be tolerant © (Can it be
said to be tolerance even thouagh one does not have the

ability to cause others to change but one is prepared to
act in the interests of others.to allow others to he
themselves and accord them the respect which they

Y

deserve as pEersons
- l ‘:) —



In the Gospel according to Matthew (&:21-27). Jesus
emphasises that one’'s actions begin within one’'s heart.
Tolerance is nat only concerned with the way a person
acts, but it is alsc concerned with the way a person is
disposed. Une needs to have a "tolerant disposition ...
(whichl is present even where knowledge and power to
interfere are absent ... [and] the desire to interfere
with conduct which is disapproved is held in check"
(Horton & Nicheolson 1992:3%). Tolerance has to do with
one’'s attitudes, 1t starits from within. And from that, it
becomes the capacity to combine one’'s objections with a
willingness to let that person have his way or allow him

to gain or keep some advantage.

Bince it was said that those who are to he tolerant are
the people with power, does it mean those who are
tolerated are the weak and the minority 7 Rabner
(1975:1727) i1s of this opinion that the “purpose of
tolerance is to protect minorities and to provide for
wider spectrum of opinion.'” (Rabner 1975:1727). Mendus
and Edwards (19287:8) agree with bim when, with

reference to a pluralistic society, they say that
"toleration may require more than leaving others to pursue
their own way of life. It may reguire positive action to

promote, or encourage the minority way of life.”



From these two statemernts 1t 1s ¢lear thalt tolerance is
expressed with particular clarity by the powerful or the
majority out of respect for the powerless or the minority.
But it does not mean the powerless and minority cannot be
intolerant through their incliimations or attitudes. They
too need to develop a tolerant attitude even though they
do not have the power. They recogrnise when something

is bad and yet there are reasons aor motives for letting

it exist and therefore they do not interfere negatively

with it.

One thing that one needs to bear irn mind is that, even
though one does not interfere negatively, one does not
encourage or promote the idea, person, organisation or
activity one objects to. One does not keep quiet elther
because one is tolerant. It 1 not incompatible with

tolerance to raise one’' s objection.

1.5. MOTIVES FOR TOLERANCE

When we were dealing with the components af tolerance, we

mentioned that tolerance without motives 18 not tolerance
because motives occupy a central position in tolerance.

Why should one tolerate something which one dislaikes or

sy

thinks is morally wrong In other words what are the

motives for tolerance 7



Tolerance is qood in itself hecause it shouwld flow

from and promote the following:
1.5.1. Respect for persons and their freedoms

This respect Tor persons has already been mentioned when
we were dealing with components for tolerance. According
to Susan Mendus 1288:1103), Nicholas Dent strongly believecs
that when one is tolerant to others, that is an act of
respect one renders to them. But when one Taile to be
tolerant one is also failing to respect others. Persons
are respected hecause:
(a) All human beings share & kasic dignity. They are
created by God in the divine image and likeness
(Gen 1l:2d) and this has given them the equality
and dignity that needs to be respected. This
creation in God’'s image is what makes all people
share the same humanity and be children of the
same Father. The Universal Declaratiorm of Human
Rights (UDHR) 1948 also testifiles to the fact that

"all humar heinQs are born free and equal in

dignity and rights."

Respect for this birthright is of paramount

importance because 1t makes it possible for one to
know that ome is valwable, bas digrnity and freedom.
The purpose of tolerance is "to give back to the human

person the digrnity with which he was endowed by God

L



(b)

from the beainning” (Murray 126%5:64): and the autonomy
or independence that goes hand in hand with it. This
is to allow persons to be as they really are. If one
is deprived of this basic dignity and equality
through domination and discrimination on the basis of
colour, race, creed etc, then one is stripped of all
that one 1s worth as & human being. Fersons shouwld
get equal treatment with regard to their worth as

human beings.

Tolerance 1s only possibhle when recognition is given
to all persons, as worthy human beings. Respecting
the diagnity of persons is therefore the basis or

the doorway to tolerance and all the other motives

for it.

Every person has a conscience. Uonscience "is the
faculty which makes known to man his maral
obligations and wrges him to fulfill them” (Fesckhe
1977:147). When orne exxerclses one’' s Conscience one
is making uvse of reason in & practical way on moral
issues. Conscience is & personal conviction., guiding
one’'s moral and religicus life. This Taculty makes
an individual responsible for his decisions and
actions. A person therefore has to follow his
conscience faithfully and act according to the

dictates thereaf.



One cannot and showld not be coerced "to act cantrary
to his conscience. MNMor must he be prevented Trom
acting accarding to his conscience” (Flannery
1981:802) . Reing coerced in this context includes
"all manner of compulsion. constraint, and restraint
whether leqal or extralegal" (Marray 1965:24). (One
has to exercise one’ s conscience in freedom even if
it is in error because all types of conscience have

been endowed with internal freedom.

Every individual consciences should be respected.
What is respected is not the conscience but the
dignity of the person. I one respects the
consciences of otherese, this qgives recognitian to the
right of individuals to have their own ideas or
thoughts. To demand that peaple should use their

conscience Treely, 1s in fact a demand or ples for

(c) Freedom of espression should be respected. Fersons
are only free if they are given space and a chanoce
to express externally their thoughts or ideas. The
freedom of conscience would not make sense without

the freedom to express oneself. It only finds

meaning in this freedom of expression.

According to article 19 in the Unaiversal Declaration
on Human Rights "evervone has the right to freedom

e [ B



(d)

of opinion and expression, this right includes

freedom to hold opinions without interference and to

seek, receive and impart information and ideas

through any media and regerdless of frontiers.”

What bhecomes evident is that this right to

freedom

of opinion and edpression promotes communication

and wnderstanding. Throwgh this freedom one is able

to participate in the development of ideas,

onesel T

and athers. Rahnsr (1973:1726) asserts that

"tolerance 1s the outcome of traffic in

communication all around [and 1t])l can be achieved in

a comnunicative society." Tolerance enables one to

express oneself and be informed without restraints.

Hpression of one’ s thoughts can take many

forms.

If one was restrained or prevented from expressing

one’'s thoughts, it would not only be a deni

this freedom but of conscience as well. (&%

person respects freedom of expression.

The respect of freedom of cholce. This is

al of

tolerant

the

freedom to do or not to do. In a pluralistic

society people will not have one way of doinag

things or lead the same kind of life., One

will

enqgage oneself in life according to one’ s nature and

choice.

Feople need to discover for themselves what

is good



for their lives. Tolerance therefore is about the
respect for the freedom of others to choose. This "idea
of free choice remains the foundation of tolerance”
(Mendus 1988:225). It allows people to be themselves.
This freedom of choice needs to be respected 1t tolerance

i to make sense.

The freedom to choose includes the right to associate and
assemble. Article 20 of LUDHR states "evervone has the
right to freedom of peaceful assembly and association. No
one may be compelled teo belong to an association'. This
means that people have the right to belong to a group or
organisation of their own choice. Vatican 11 also
recognizes this fact that people should organize
themselves according to their principles "provided the

Just requirements of public order are not violated!

(Flannery 1921:802). Fersons, therefore, cannot be forced
according to this right to associate with people they do

not want to associate with. They cannot be coerced to
belong or be prevented from belonging to a Church,
political party, club or organisation on basis of colour,

creed, religion eto.

If people are able to associate without interference. they
need a place to gather together in freedom. The freedom
of assembly becomes therefore a necessity. This means
people have a right to gather in a place of their choice

and at the time convenient to them. They cannot be



prevented Trom coming togsther. The freedom of
association and assembly gives people a sense of
belonginag. Throuagh tolerance people are able to come
together with those they wish. They are given a space to

do w0 and o be Lhemselves.

1.92.2. Love of neighbour

L.ove yvour neighbour as voursel " (Me 12:310 ) This love
of neighbouwr e central to Christian ethics since it is
combined with the love of God. It ie the new commandment
that Jesus gives Lo His disciples. He wrged themn to love
each other and display the love that He showed theﬁ (dn
L2120 . The love that Jesus speaks about is not only
pased orn feelings. emotions or sentiments but is a love
that is bhased on accepting and relating to people without
zetting conditions buwt loving them because they are
peaple.  When one loves people,. Lt means ong has a

posiltive attitude towards them.

This lave of neighhour includes self denial and love of
enemies. Selft denial is when one gradual ly dies to
orneselt and selfish ways and lives more for others

(1 Cor L3:d).  Whern ane denies oneself something, the
elements of sacrifice and suffering start to surface.

Fove: and suffering are inseparable. One sacrifices one

Bl

owr needs because one is sensitive to another person’ s
rierercie I other words when one has recognized and

-1



understood ancother person’ < reality. one i1is able to

svinpathlize and empathize.

Whea e the neighbour one 1s supposed to love™ (Lk 10:29-

Faralbile of Good Samaritan). It is anvone who has been
created in the image and likeness of God. It is all
people including,. therefore, those that differ from one’s
and sven ones’ enemies (Mt H5:43-48). Love of enemies is
the acid test for true Christian love and is the
foundation for Christian tolerance. This love commands
ard challenges one to reach out and tolerate the person,
the idea and activity of one’ s enemy. As St Faul tells us

that Y love is alwayvs ready to ... endure whatever comes"

(1 Cor Li:271)1. It challenges aone to exercise leniency and

understanding towards those one regards as being enemies.

1.5.3. Mercy and compassion

Tolerapce becomes possible and necessary when persons
recoqgrniize that human beings are fraill, fallible and prone
to error. Whern persons recognize their own frailty, they
feel for others, are not harseh and unreasonable

Lowards them. When another person does something that is
disliked or disapproved of, mercy and Ccompassion

which "precludels] all cruellty and unfair severity"

7
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(Fabhner 1% pected to bhe exerciseds just like

the Me

iah who did not crush the bhruised reed nor
exbinguished the smoking flax (Mt 12:26) but made sinners

to henefit from his meray.



Jesus was the model of tolerance, gentleness and mercy (Lk
6rAEG)Y.  He was able to distinguish between persons and the
evil done by them. As a model of teolerance Jesus did not
give in to intolerant reguests to destroy opposition (Lk
FiHl-B4)y., The only incident in which Jesus was

intolerant and used force was when he expelled the dealers
from the Temple (Cleansing of the Temple, Mk 11:15-19),
Hie real for his Father’'s house and desecration of the
Temple overflowed into indignation and violence. BRBut his
all inclusive mission alwave made him to be compassionate
to all people irrespective of their status and prestige.

He: was able to put up with people.

It is through mercy and compassicn that people are able to
"hear with one another” (Ceol 3:13). Mercy and compassion
are the fundamental requirements for being tolerant. They
are expressions of goodwill. "Mercy renders evil tolerable
without palliating at. It distinguishes between the
per=on and the evil he has done and in this way curbs the

self-righteouwsness” (Tinder 1976:137).

1.5.4. Nature of community

The nature of community is such that it 1s rich, plural
and diverse in its character. Tt 1 made up of people wha
are like a "human body, though made up of many parts, are
a single unit because &ll these parts. though many, make
ane body” (LCor 12:132). The fact thaet there is diversity

- R0



makes the question of tolerance even more pressing and
urgent n & community. Contradictions and conflicts are
bound to take place since "there may not be one way of
life which is best for all ... Even if there was one way
of 1ife which is best for all, it is more important that
they discover this themselves, than it he imposed upon

them" (Mendus & Edwards 1987:9).

Divereity should not be seen as & threat but as an
enrichment. The community has to welcome and encourage
forms of life which may seem to be alien and even
disanreeable to 1t. It would be arrcgant and narrow -
minded to impoeose and deny others the opportumity to lead
and discover what is good for themselves. There is a need
in oa community to promote respect and allow people to
pursue goals of their own since they are valuabls to them.
Feople need to be allowed to manage and mismanage their

lives it they are to develop.

Tolerance in a community is there to promote and encourage
pecple to bhe different and be themselves, while at the
same time etill they feel respected and part of the

commurr i by . They should rot be treated as outocasts because
they dared to bhe themselves. It 1s only when peaple are
reapected and allowed to bhe themselves that they can
develop. And to develop "i1s an inalienable buman right by
virtue of which every human person and all people are

ertitled to participate in, contribute to. and enjay



economic, social, cultural and political development in
which all human rights and fundamental freedoms can be

fully realized” (Reoch 1994:287),

Discrimination and domination of all faorms need to he
eliminated if people are to be themselves, exercise
their freedom and develop. It is through teolerance that
diversity is respected because of the richness and
development 1t bhrings to the community. If one respects
the diversity in community. tolerance would be a sign of
growing eolidarity among people. (ne would know that
"pluralism remains a5 real as the wunity. Neither may

undertake to destroy 2ach other” (Murray 1960:4%5).

1.5.5. Stability and peace in society

Since human beilngs live in caommunity, it is of paramount
importance that there be stability and peace. Different
ideas, beliefs and practises can be seen at times to
threaten the coherence and stability of scociety leading to
disturbance of peace and disorder. When there is conflict
one would he tempted to take an easy way out by preventing
the conflict and maintaining order by supprassing what is
alien. Suppressing the idea, belief or activity can be
more dangercus than the idea or practise itself. When one
suppresses 1t, 1t does not go away but it goes underground
and it can lead to and "promote uwnrest  and civil strife”

(Mendus & Pdwards 1987:8) .,



"Talerance among [peoplel is an aobvious need if social
harmony is o prevaxl' (Markbam 1994:10). vocial harmony
does not come becanse persons bhave been coerced into
accepting beliefs and ideas but it comes because they
acknowledae their belief and ildeas in freedom. In other
words they have to participate freely. Tolerance is

essential to soclial harmony. The absence of ftolerance can

“increase the probability of instability" (Gouws

Feople do not allow themselves to be suppressed in the
name of ltaw and order indetinitely. What 1s achieved by
force and repression 1s pseudao- peace and stability.o
These can nelther be obtained through repression Nor can
they bhe "achieved once and for all but must be built
comtirnually” (Flamnery 1981:987), Mis requires that
individuals be allowed to bhe themselves and participate
actively within socliety. so that they can "freely and
trustingly share with others the riches of their minds and
their talents” (Flamnnery 1981:987). Tolerance therefore
does not oppose but fosters "conditions of stability in
which diverse communities can flowrish'” (Horton &

Nicholson L19292:1018%).

1.5.6. The search for truth

Human beings "are by nature disposed to form beliefs abhout

tho internal and exstermnal world ... part of what it means




to helieve something is te believe that 1t is true”
(Hortom & Nicholson 1992:138). Feaple need Lo expossa
their convictions to discussion, criticism or contivrmation
if they are to develop. Criticism can only be made in a
heal thy manner within a situation of tolerance. Outeaide
thie situation what is likely to take place 1s conflict.

(ine should not be coerced to accept certain truths.

ine who accepts a belief beceause of coercion or who is
prevented from holding & belief "may have grasped &« fact
but he will not have grasped 1t reflectively” (Horton
MNicholson 19923135870, It is through reflection, debate and
discussion that one is able to "recognize the truths thét
cohere with and explain it” (Norton & Nicholson 19%2:138).
Truth is a complex thing and attaining it demands being
apen to a multitude of insightse. The mare there are ideas
(even if i1t ie ideas from ones’ opponents). the more the

truth gets the opportunity to be revealed continuocusly.

If that is sa, people are called and challenged to be

critical and continue to sesarch for the truth. This
aearch can only happen in a situation where there is
tolerance. The vights to consclence, expression and
assaciation become important in the search for truth.
Where there s freedom and patlence, peaple are able to
arrive alt common truath. Tolerance bhecomes an important

means of achieving the truth because i1t i1s "encourzoaing

the open competition amorng rdeas [and this allows] the
v L L e



truth to emerge’ (Gullivan,Fierson & Marcwus 19285:12).
Talerating one another enables one to learn from those who
hold different views. Hy not heing open to new ldeas or
those that seem to be contrary to what one holds is a saign

atf wntellectual arrogance or narrow nindedness.,

This can impede and binder the search tor truth and
atso deprive one of something valuable, Tolerance is
the wallinoness to listen. It valuss both the person
who i doing the searching and the truth that is being

searched.

1.6. CONDITIONS FOR TOLERANCE

he suwrvival and the spreading of tolerance cannot be
taken for granted. & need exists for conditions that
world facilitate the "consolidation of [tolerance] in suoch
a way that its continuance seem relatively secure' (ldasa

a ld . Conditions which will be the firm hasis

Report 19
Tar tolerance are ot vital doportance. They are either
laws or constitutbions. Tt i1s through these qground rules
that tolerance  will be able to lie in the hearts of the
peaple. They will enable tolerance to he liberating

rather than 1t he & cautious way of acting. This means
that tolerance will not Jjust be a “"polite admission that
the octher shouwld have & raight to sxpress themselves even

oy

though they are wrong' (Jewett 1983:37). But out of

conviction tor the respect

o f

the worth and dignity of
1..




persons, one would put oup with and alliow others the

freedom to do as they wish, to have their way.

The tollowing conditions are necessary for the foundation

and continuance of tolerances:

1.6.1. Education

Where there has bheen history of intolerance, society and
1ts people cannot be edpected to switch over from
repression to tolerance as thouab [they werel machines”

(Tinder 1976137

« They cannaot be expected to put up with
and create space for others when they are not aware of the
value of doing so. They need to be socialised,

familiarised, and be exposed to situations of diversity by

means of the formal and informal educational system.

Education will fToster invoelvement, participation and would
further "create individuals with the ability to understand
the interests of others and conceive of the best of the

L

grntire sociely (Bl livan, Mierson & Marcuse 19830:114).

Ihe exposure to different ideas through the "influence of
education and participation would reduce intolerance”

(Sullivan, Flrerson & Marcuse 1982:13) and make people more

taleranmt.

To he passive and hope that persons would practise
tolerance, is wishful thinking. folerance has to be

transmrtted from one generation to the other. It "must



be taught. learned and practiced” (Idasa Report 1993:9)1.
Through education the community can nurture and empower
1tse members to know and to respect the value of tolerance
and values related to 1t. Ry means of education each
person would be encouwraqged to be "responsible for growth
of others Land of selfl” (Jewett L982:139). EEducation
wortld also help to develop the underdeveloped conscience.
Conscience needs to be nurtured and guided, Af we wish to
foster tolerance. When people’ s conscliences are developed
by making tolerance part of the material informing

conscrence, that will enabhle people to act responsibly.

One of the things that can be of assistance in developing
conscience is o devise institutions that will rnurture
norms and practices that will Toster tolerance. These
wrll help to change attitudes. As Gouws has observed,
"attitude changes in any case alwavs lay behind the
creation of structures” (Gouws 199831373, These
structures will develop, ensure and promote the well bheing
of people and theiyr participation. As education and
participation increase, s0 will tolerance increase and
this would lead to development, understanding and
participation. Tolerance needs to be given time, 1t

does not happen overnight. In order to fTacilitate the
continuance of tolerance s that 1t can be edperienced

by members of society, the culture of & community should

alson bhe geared towards promoting diversity and tolerance.
e . ./ e



In that way the he abhle to nurture

members and thus sustain tolerance.

s
L=

1.6. Respect for persons and their freedoms

Une ot the primary conditions for tolerance ta wh

others related ie the respect Tor persons and

freedoons, Thies respect for persons

dealing with

tolerance . We argued that tolerance is "good in

it evhibits respect for others'" (Mendus 1988:12).

I¥ tolerance is to survaive and e of value,

respect fTor persons becomes imperative., The olim

et felt when people refrain Trom making

hardering on insults or wusing abusive language O

demonizing other people. To insult, verbally abu

~

|

-

demonlse o arespect that particula

e

It 1w Lowering of the dagnity of others and tha

&t

threatens the bhasis of tolerance. Tolerance woill

to euist be because 10 can only flourish when it

"evercised ouh of mutual self respect" (Horton &

LWL 153, Wiierm one does sa bhecause

agenuvinely respeclts others When this

an atmespherse of goodwill is oreated and & person

relationshipg with others is balth tablished and

e Lenced.,
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Taleranoce 1e then in a position to flouwrish bhecauwse it s
experiencecd by both the person who is tolerant and &
persaon whose actions are being tolerated. The respect for
the unaigueness and integrity of each person is central and

fundamental to the whole notion of tolerance.

1.6.3. Democracy

If tolerance 1s to be secured, 1t should be bhased on
participatory demnocracy hecause democracy "allows and

ever encourages opposition” (Bullivan, Fierson & Marcuse
198%:1) . Vemocracy is hased on equality and respect for

the digrnity of every persaon.

I democracy freedom for all persons is quaranteed,
ecspecial by freedoms of conscience. exdpression, association
and assembly.  And these are the very freedoms and rights
that are essential for tolerance. These freedoms or
rights presuppose ocreativity and that i1s why all persons
are qgiven equal opportunities "to formulate thear
preferences, to signify their preferences to their fellow
citizen Land] to have thelir preferences welghed equally”
(HGibason and Bingham (178%:5). Diversity and competition
are noat seen as a threat but as contributing towards
participation and enriching society. Democracy enables
people to participate Tully in making society a better
place, It 18 therefore able to lavy a foundation for &
tolerant socliety because persons are respected amd treated

as equale.
Yo



Even though democracy 1s a sbructural condition and
foundation for tolerance, there are times when 1t can
promote intolerance. This 1s because democracy can hake
several shapes or formse., There are three types that we
need to mention here:

(1) menjoratarian

(1i) gonscocliational

{iid) federalism.

There 1s a mejoritarian democracy in a unitary state where
the winner takes 1t all. Here the maljority can bhecome

tyrannical . This type cauwses democracy to lose "its

compe iveness quality and aoppo
(ITdasa Feport 1995019, One needs Lo bear in mind that
majority rule and demnocracy are nob synonymous. Since the
mecsenrily can at times also he insenseitive to the needs of

the minoarity rthis model is therefore nobt always the bhest

for toleramnce.

There 1s also a consocliational democracy which has certain
"sateguards for minorililes such as a minority veto,
internal avtonomy of groupe " (Gouws 19%2:4) .  Though this
madel anesures bthat minorities are nat ewcluded from power,
ther darger bere is CThat the minoraity can become
tyvrannical. The minority can at time for reasons of

personal advantages try and veto the majority and be

insensitive to thelr needs, Mvis Lype therefoare, can

reyt b A omacel Tor tolerance.




For democracy to e suoc there is & need for

CONSBNSUS ., There is a need for the type of democracy that

wonld protect "against antolerance without s wmaing that

any group will be vivrtoous "{(Sullivan, Flerson and Marooss

Waith this type, power 1 decenty

there is the ability to deal with diver

A bhis

of demaoracy bthatl

ol ey anee .

1.6.4 Justice

Prengpenes ¢
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to he arranged so that they are ... to the greatest
henetit of the least advantaged "(Villa- Vicencio

L5

There 1 urgency therefore to be just and develop people
ecaonomically: becauwse economic development "may bhe a
power Tul stimulant for [tolerancel” (Gibson & Eingham
1285273 and demands or interests would not be extreme but
moderate. There 1s & need therefore to respond to
soclo-econamls naeds of people 1f people are somehow Lo
subscribe to basic wvalues of democracy and tolerance.
Justice can have its limitations and it can result in a
situation of intolerance especially when people make

absolutes out of their rights.

When they demand their righte this "means the rights of
some individuals at the cost of other individuals!
(Valla-Vicencio 1992:16&). Thie unrestrainecd

individualism does not tak

i)

nto acocount the qgood of
sooiety. It demands rights regardless of the consequences
they will have for society and its members. This shows
that justice too, can be too cold and andividualistic. 1t

therefore needs love.

Love can come abowt whern people do not only demand

their own rrights but also show responsibility for the
vights of obthers and by fulfilling their obligations
towards them. This means & language af rights is replaced

by the language of duties. Tt would be evident when needs



of others and community are ilven preference. pPErsons
sacrificing their riaohts sometimes for the sake aof others
"az an evwpression of mutual care and strengthening of one

o

anather v (Villa Vicenocion 1992:175).,

1.6.53 Stability

That tolevance is not possable in a climate where violencoe
ie rife is obvious, especlally where violence is "rooted
in antolerance because it 1s based on a helief that rights
of arthers do not have to bhe respected"” (Gouws 1L992:6%0.
This tyvpe of violence creates fear, andiety. loss of life.
abhandoning of homes. Fersons in society who live under
constant fear are not able to exercise tolerance. They do
not tolerate agenuwinely but they submit to others out of
fear. And if they do not submit out of fear they will

detend thenselves and in that way violence will heget more

A b ericer . This wouwld lead to anetability and fear as we

have already mentioned when dealing with stabhility and

P e wndar motives Tor tolerance.

The level of violence has to bhe reduced of there is any

hope of creating & culture of tolerance. Relative
peace becomes vital 1f tolerance 1s to be a reality.

Feace which 1s "mot merely the absence of war .. Feace

Lwhich]l reguires A mastering of passion and

210y .

vigilance' (Walsh & Davies 1991




Even if there was no past that militated against
tolerance, conflict is an inevitable fact of life.

It is encountered and experienced at work, churah,
commutri ty . It e the result of difterent perceptions,
values and goals that people have. Even tolerant

situations, therefore, are not without conflict because

differences will always he edpressed.

Mechaniems and structures that resclve, foster and
entrench respect of persons must be put in place,. LLines
of communication have to bhe established, which give rise
to stability, stahility which flows from education,

ot for persons, democracy and justice. This

further leads to a tolerant enviranment.

1.6.6 Reciprocity

Tolerance presupposes that one has an ability to relate to
athear homan bheings. It is hest realized when one 1s
consciones that one 1e a human being with others. one 1€ in
community with them. In that situation one has to relate
and underatand that one depends on others and this is a
realization of interdependence. For tolerance to succeed
the interests and the welfare not only of oneself but of
others have to be respected. For tolerance to survive and
e meamingtul . one has to care for others and act

responsibly towards them.



In as much &5 one has to bhe oneself in SOme wavs., one
should always bear in mind that one’ s thoughts and actions
are never purely one’ s own. They atfect the welfare of
others. This attitude will help one not to be selfish and
explolit others. “ITncorrect or gselfish choice is
disruptive to community" (Villa-Vicencio 1992:172). A
pasitive approach, that takes the interests not only of
onesel T but of others and society into account would vield
better resulis. I will work towards the elimination of
individualism and promote "treating ancther person in the
very bhest possible way'" (Villa-Vicencio 1992:155). It
would Turther lead to a situation in which one would put
s nuch energy or weight on other person’'s interests as if
it were one’ s own,  This would be the realization of the
Golden Rule that Jesus spoke abiout, "« alwavs treat
others as yvou would like them treat yvou'" (Mt 7210, This
wontld promote and oreate an atmosphere of goodwill,
responsibility. accountabilaty and in that way i1t would be

able to elicit reciprocity.

1.7. CONCLUSION

From what has bheen said abhove it ie clear that conditions
af being human requlre or denand tolerance, 1f persons are

toy live a harmonic lite with cthers. Tolerance 1% &

justifiable necessity, a positive good, an espreseion of

love, acceptance of others to exist, respect for othere,

e e



Bev) 1s correct

their rights and their welfare. Mendus (19
when she says that tolerance "has intrinsic and not
merely instrumental value. and that its pursuit is not
only rational but morally right'. Though tolerance 1s a
virtue., there are circumstance in which 1t can bhe

B

limited., These limits will be discussed in Chapter 2.




CHAPTER 2

THE LIMITS OF TOLERANCE

2.1. INTRODUCTION

The discussion on tolerance challenges one to leook at the
question of ideas, activities, organisations or persons
one cannot put up with.  This in turn necessitates looking
at the gquestion of its limits. A need to sxamine what

evil can or cannot be tolerated becomes & necessity,

In chapter one, tolerance is described as a virtue. Are
there times when 1t ceases to be a virtue and becomes a

Y

wvice If s0, when and why 7

W must consider whether placing limits on tolerance is
wpveis a vinlation of the principle of tolerance itself.
Hamel and Himes (1989:5359) seem to warn us when they say
that "to be withaout principles is to he evacuated of muach
moral wisdom, but ot to know the limits of principles can

he equally dehumanizing and cruel."

2.2. JUSTIFICATION OF THE LIMITS

There are certain values and conditions of our human
existence that put certsin restrictions on the exercise of
tolerance viz, the very respect for persons, freedoms of

peaple, community and common good on which tolerance as
e T e



based. These are the "social and spiritual agrounds [for
tolerancel" (Gaede 1993%:23%) since they are the moltives and
the very foundations on which it rests. It these are

threatened or destroyed, tolerance is affected as well.

Gibson and Hingham (198%:12) postulate that the things
that are not likely to be tolerated are not people or
groups but some of their activities or actions. Fersons
need Lo be respected because of their worth and dignity.
They cannot be treated in & manner which is cruel and
degrading. Their dignity has to be upheld all the time.
But their actions which are immoral . unbearable and

unjustifiable are what others are likely to act against,

How does one draw & line between what should be tolerated
and not 7 One needs to be prudent and move with caution
when making & judgment. e should make use of one’'s
critical Judgment and strong feelings. Reason alone is
not sufficient in understanding reality although it is
helpful. Feelings can bhe a pointer of what is acceptable
though they are not a critical vard stick. Qrne should
judge whether acts are "outrageous, dangerous and mortally
threatening” (Vinder 1976:316%2). In other words one has to
Judge whether this is upsetting or distasteful, harmful
and assaulting on the dignity of individuals, deprivinag
persons the freedom to bhe themselves and threatening the

welfare of society. These are the criteria that one has
T



to wse ko judge whether to be tolerant or not.

2.2.1. Respect for persons

One of the motives and conditions for tolerance is that of
rendering respect to people. This respect is highlighted
hy the fact that people have a dignity because they have

bean created in the image and the likeness of God (Gen

1:286). A person is tolerated fairst and foremost because
he ie respected., Tolerance as a principle or value is

“rooted in the experience of the value of perscon " (Hamel
& Himes 1989:542) and is qood in so far as 1t maintains
and promotes this, I other words tolerance is for the
well heing of persons and is a commitment to their
dignity. This respect has to be experienced by both the

peraeon who is htolerating and the one whose actions are

bheing tolerated.

Tolerance 1s good in so far as it exhibitse respect for
others. If one who is bheing tolerated faills to show
respect to the one who is tolerating the limits of
tolerance are set., If someone’s actions intentionally
hearm the dianity of another person that person’s action
cannal bhe tolerated. Because Lolerance does not mean
allowing people to do anyvihing they like, 1t demands that

Lhe respect be reciliprocated.

oy tolerate those who faill to show respect to others wall

Y



he & "suwre sign that tolerance is no longer able to
sustain itself” (Jewstt 1982:9%) bhecause what 1s
fundamental to 1t 1s threatened. Taolerance wouwld

therefore he like a salt that has lost its taste and "it

ie good for neither soil nor manure hesp" (L 14:355).

ne disrespects the dignity of others when one causes harm
ar pain to them throuagh actions such as murder, rape
slander etc. When this dignity is harmed through such
actions, one has to abandon tolerance and not allow others
to act as they wish., One has to come to the aid of those
who are being victimised. EBEven 17 it means "forcible

reaction o [(that] evil? (Jdeweiht 1982:112).,

The level of commitment to tolerance can alsc be measured
by "the sense of horror at sesing Lothers] being
destroved” (Jewett 1982:9%8). Robert Jewett (198&:99)
would put the hlame squarely on the morality of the
commiinity hecause 17 "men are not angry when someone is
robbed, raped or murdered, the implication is that no
moral community exists.”  One way of showing that one
cares is by intervening when obthers are being harmed or
caused pain.  As Soripture says, 'a man can have no
greater love than to lay down his life for his friends”

(I LB LA,

I+t one were to tolerate actions that contradict respect
for otherase, 1t wauld he a sign of waakness, pErnissiveness

or even condoning the situation. Eut when one intervenes



and comes to the aid of the victim, it would not be said
that one is intolerant but is actually defending what

tolerance is for, that is respect for people. This view
is supported by Mendus (1988:12) when she says "one may
say that one does not at all fail in showing the respect
due to another if one violently intervenes to stop them
acting like this [committing murder]. It was never part
of what respect for them implied that one should bonour

their murderous projects. Ry mot tolerating such
actions, one is preventing others from being harmed. One

shows in & practical way what i1t means to love and care

for ones’ neighbour,
2.2.2. Freedoms

Tolerance is a custodian of some of the values or freedoms
that we hold dearly, such as, freedom of conscience, of
expression, of association and of assembly. These are
essential and central to the whole notion of tolerance as
we have seen when we were dealing with motives and
conditions for tolerance. It is through these that one is
able to participate, to think and act as one wishes as a
persan. When one i1s free or given a chance to exercise

these freedoms, one feels respected as a person.

These freedams according to King (1l976:171) “"encourage
self realirzation”. Throuwagh them tolerance is able to be

praductive, to bring about the search for and knowledge of
...41._



truth. They therefore need to be encouraged and "promoted

as an expression of positive good! (King 1976:166).

One needs to bear in mind that these fresedoms are not
abz=olute but relative. They should therefore "be checked
where Lhey somehow threaten fto undermine' (King 19746:188)
wheat ie fundamental to tolerance vir the dianity of
persons and thelr freedoms. If these freedoms place
danger on individuwale and society, restraining them is
justified because they are not there to harm. They can
only flourish and be exercised on the basis of mutuality.
bihen they are not reciprocated. tolerance is gradualtly
destroved and commitment to them ensures that tolerance

prevails.

Feraons have to follow the dictates of their conscilence.

bt this freedom to act according to the dichtaltes of

=

necience 15 nobt absolute. But how far can one give
pypression Lo ones’ convictions ¥ Conscience has to be
recatrained when 3t i1s in "contlict with the demands of the
connon welfare'" (Feschke 1977:1Q31). When one sees that
the dictates of one’ 8 consclence will be an conflict with
Lhe righte of aothers and  will endanger thelr welfare; one

wontdd meed to revise and rethink one’ s position.

[t would be wrong for one to be allowed Lo follow a
conscirence which tells one to plunder other people’s

properity, for "society has a right to defend itself
o Gt



against misquided assaults" (Feschke 19277:181).

Talerance of the freedom of expression does allow one "to
pupress unpopular opinion without fear for reprisal’
(Sullivan, Fierson & Marcuse 1985:14). Rut this freedom
af spesch should also not be tolerated when it does notb
accord respect but insultes or abuses another person.
Limiting expression should not be viewad as a way of
contralling an andividual libterty of expression by
individuals or conmmunity. Fersons need to be aware

that it can sericusly harm those at whom it is directed

The freedom of eypression is to be limited if it meets

three bhasic conditions. These conditions are clearly

outlined by Andrew Altanman (1992:303) when he savs,

() “the speaker must intend to insult or stigmatize
another an the basise of certain characteristic suoch

as race ., gender or sexual orlientation

—
b
N

this shonld be addressed divectly to fthose whom Lt

ie antended to stigmatize

() the epsaech must employ terms that similarly convey
"viaceral hate or contempt Y for the people at whom

it de directed."



This would injure anobther person’s dignity becaudse words

can he deeply offensive, humiliating, huwrting, demeaning

and undermining the selft estesm of the individuals. Words
are powertul, they can bring abouwt fear, anxaety and

ingaciurilty among paoaple.,

11 & person throwgh the exercise of fTreedom of expression

were to incite hatred, vrevolt or "terrorize tizens with

Y

cte aof violence, that behaviouwur can legitimately he
prohibited and prosscoted" (Gibson and Bingham 178352123 .
Thie threatens the welfare of members of socaiety and it
can "sradicate the mutual respect on which a communal
tolerance must depend” (Tinder 1976:159). The one who

’

advocates vinlence has forfeited the right to expression.

fo force a person to act against or renounce his beliefs
or ideas, is also contirary to the spirit of conscience.

Thie deprives one of what one s entitled to, to think and

Aact as one wishes.

Murr sy

e l&HL) stronoly believes that anything that has

A corruptive intluence ought to e pot under reasonable
rectraints” (Murray 196%5:161). By corruptive influence he
means “that which destrovs or diminishes the rational
freedom of man, either by damaging his power of personal
reflection or by exciting his passion to the point where

they interfere with his rational control of his thoughts

N

and actions " (Muarray 1965:11461).

-~
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There can be those who can interfere with these freedoms
for selfish motives foraetting that persons have to be
freae in thoughts, expression, association and assemnbly
provided 11t is done Ain a responsible manner. If these are
suppressed for motives of personal advantage, and make
others to be in a disadvantageous position, tolerance is
alan suppressad. his would eliminate participation,
gdebhate, discussion and  "the dyrmamism of secial progress
towards fuller humanity in commupal living [is stifled]”
(Murray 1966H:82). Feople would rnot be free to think and
act as they wish, This would affect the "bunan quality of
society [whichl depends on the Treedom of peaple (ﬁurray
126%:81) . Suppression would make 1t impossible for

tolerance to be productive. The Treedom to use these

ights is 1n keeping wiith dignity of people.
2.2.3. Common good

(e of the most fundemental bases for tolerance is that

cwie should respect the relative cultural mores of

ey, They are relative because they are of a
particular time, they change with times. The society is
characterized by its beliefe and customs. without these

there would be no community.

The community needs some sort of shared values or morality
bacause that is the "cement that binds society togebther”

{(Mendus & Edwards 1987:1428) . These values are therefore



pursued Tor the personal growth or welfare of ats members.
They al=n enable the society to stay together during
pericds of conflict, for they serve as frame work for
order, stability and integration" (Markham 1994:92).

Theoy develap as society develops., The members of soociety
help in the development and promotion of these valugs.

The promotion and development shouwld not be done "without
consideration of the well being of others" (Feschke

197 7:75%)., Actions of others shouwld be "valued according

to the way they contribute to the welfare of others"

(Feschke 1977:74). Fublic powers have the responsibility
to look after the welfare of the whole community. it

has to protect the common aood so that raights of others
are nnt interfered with. The assistance of the public

poweres protects society from criminals and  tyrants.

bihat aboult a situation where individuals in & socliely
subscribe to & morality qguite different from the morality
of socielty itseld © [f the practice is nobt mortally

threatening to the dignity of the persons and no threat to

the welfare of society, Mendus (1988:129) is of the

cpinion that it shouwld be tolerated "with the hope that at
the end rationality will prevail, people’s attitude

chance . " It can happen at times that in scciety there
carn he a clash and tension between respect for the

morality of society and the freedoms of the individual,

2:
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it o wasg the case in the Roman Empire.



The Romans during the imperial times accused the
Chrietians of not respecting the cultural mores of the
Roman Empire by refusing to worship the gods of the
empire. Even thouah the empire to & certain extent "was
not in principle against all religious freedom”" (l.ecler
1960:32), they allowed people to worship their gods but
they also demanded that people should warship the gads of
the empire. And those worshiping their gods should do so
under one condition that their gods were not substitutes
for the official {Romanl cults” (Lecler 1960:33). Emperor

worship was official and obligatory.

Jews were edsemplted from this obdligation. They were not
pupected Lo worship the gods of the Romans since "they

were an anclent nation loyal to Yahweh!" (Lecler 196033

Christians were seen as having broken away from the Jews
and therefore a new religion. As a new religion they were
evpected to do as the rest were dolng, to worship the gods
of the state, In theilr worship Christians "did nat admit
the gods of Rome " and in that way they were breaking "the

indivisible sovereignty of the state" (Lecler 1960:34).

By their dissent the Christians did no physical harm to
The Roman Empire, that is the welfare of society or the
dignity of persons. They did not show any disrespect for
the religious convictions of the Romans but they were only

subscribing to different religiouws convictions. Foraing
e Ly



them that religion was to deprive them of the
reliciouns Treedom which i1s a matter of conscience, It was
against the nature of religion to be forced because Lt

needs to be Treely accepted.

The duty to profess and worship God frealy i1s an
obligation of an individual and is bhowever "not fulfilled
by legislative or esxecutive action by the public power"
(Murray 19652550, Fublic powers have no right to violate
the freedom of conscience by compelling pecple to profess
or practise any religion.  Even if they feel that a
rarticular religion would contribute to the welfare of the
state, they canmot suppress or force others to bhe part of
that religion, [t is not in their powers to intervene.
They can only intervene in matters of religion when the
farms of religious 2xpression "seriously violate eltheyr
the public peasce or commonly accepted standards of public
morality, or the rights of other citizens” (Murray

1965 43%) .,

There are certain acte such as robbery, vandalism,
recklessness that one encounters in society which
threaten to destroy its values and morality. These are
hehaviouwrs which society frowns upon  and does notb

aceept because they are destroving "a chance of creating

an existence without fear oy misery' (Markham 1994:1.0).,
When peaple start engaging themselves in such violent acts
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of terror such as those mentioned above,., public peace is
threataned, UWhen public peace is at stake, society cannot
afford to he passive, It has to act. If such acts were
not stopped, it would "leave room for irrespoansibility and
destructiveness" (Tinder 1976:176). And to allow these
wonlld be suicidal for tolerance. During these
circumstances tolerance is not possible, only "forcible
reactions to evil [is passiblie]” (Jewett 19782:11:). Thais
bind of arn action would be protecting people from cruelty
and aqgression.  As it has already been mentioned when
dealing with conditions for talerance. the ”eliminatimn of
violence and the reduction of suppression are the
pre-conditions for a creation of human society" (Wolff,
Floore & Marcuse 19245:82). Limiting tolerancs would ensure
that orderly relationships, peace and unity exist beltween

peaple.,

e community throuah public powers sets limits to what
can he tolerated. In this way it protects itself against
individuals who do not have regard for or undermine the

welfare of others, thas placing & "brake wapon

disproportionat impulse’ (King 1976&:162). Feople’'s
freedom to do as they wish has to be restrained and
constrained if it provese to be harmful to the dignity of
others, undermines the commitment to communitbty and

viglates publaic order.
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Crime and recklessness fulfill self-interests. They are
against Jove of nelghbouwr. They bring about instability
and deprive people of what they are entitled to, respect

for their dignity, love. justice, stability and peace.

These actions

id

f terror are injustices that are being done
to others and society. Markham (1994:13) is of the view
that it would he unjust "to allow all manner of injustice"”
(Markham 199451320, The society expects those who commit
auch offences to be punishsed throwagh just means., T aim
of the punishment ie not to destroy or break down

the integrity aof a person but to promote the norm whioch
has been infringed and to bring aboul fairness and
auality, That is why punishment should be appropriate to

the offense committed,.

Morality or values are not centered around a particular

irnddividual ., £3

P

Faschhke (L977:73) so rightly puts il

an individual should not Y"content himself with merely
individual moraiity."  An individual ie not only of great
ratue to himself/herself, but also to the society as a
whole. (ndividuals should also conocern themselves with the

needs of others as well so as to contribute to their well
being and that of socliely. Tolerance 1s nolb
ingdividualistaio in ate approach but i1s also concerned with
the neaeds of others. When dealing with conditions

for tolerance it was mentioned that justice can be

individualistic, so for it to be complete 1t needs love,
e L



Human beinqQs therefore "owe ftao each other to distinguish
the hetter From worse and encouragement to the former and
avoid the latter ... they should aim towards ... 2levating
instead of dearading” (Himmelfarh 198%5%:42). Tolerance is

therefore, not for selfish purposes but for devaelopment

and arowth of society.

It has hean said that the public powers have the
responeibility to see that justice is done and the common
qood protected, since they have the care of the community.
Thouah public powers have responsibility to the common
gand, they are not the sole judges of what 1s for the
comman aood ar not,. People can also make the judament
"@ither through a canstitutional consent (cansesus luris)

o throuah channels of public opinion' (Murray 1965:42).

When qgood order in society is not fostered ot bthreatened

and dectroyed tolerance heas to be abandoned. Rut for
atate or individual to intervene, the violation of public
arder shouwld be really serioue and the interverntion should

bhe really necessary.

Fhe: Andividual or the public powers are not the higbhest
norm o ultimate authority on our morality. There 1is a

iahery norm than the individual and scciety. For

-
]

Christians, that : [nd, (innd s the foundationm and the

wltimate end of morality. For Chrastians "obedience to

God comese before obedience t (Acts HdY). Toa claim
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God as the wltimate basis of morality has implications for
what can be tolerated. Society has a common ethical
frramewark that enables persons to participate and enter
into debate with each other and this enables persons to
understand reality from that perspecltive. It has 1its
limitations because it changes and develops from time to

time . It 1s subject ta higher standards.

Society camnnot make sense, for Christians, without God
since “"the moral values are [seen to bel firmly rooted in
His character” (Markham 1994:161). Anything that
ohstiructs God' s plan for the good of the human race and
snciety ia seen and uwnderstood to bhe placing limits on

tolerance., o, therefore,becomes necessary for any

discussion on o morality.

2.3. EVALUATION

From what has been said above one can see that there

ars times and particular situations when 1t is "morally
permissible and morally obligatory!” (Mendus 1988:16) for
one to cease to be tolerant. Limiting tolerance does not
mean 1t is not geod, 1t sti1]1 remains a virtue and

indispensable to all forens of communal lLiving. The
conditions or values that place limits on the principle of
tolerance are nolt violations of this principle but
interventions i situations where there has been denial or

destruction  of tolerance., In such circumnstanices
':-\ _f_l .....



tolarance is unable to tolerate what is the denial of

tolerance itself.

Flacing limits on the above mentioned situations is
actually highlighting the need for tolerance.

Curbing tolerance 1s an expression of a need, & need for
paramebters sa that one would know that beyond a certain
point it is not tolerance but something else. One would
he sanctioning same things which in themselves are an
exprescsion of intolerance. Aleso 1f tolerance was absolute
and unchangeable even when things get worse, 1L wouwld mean
that 1t has in “"fact [hecome] repressive in character”

(Rahner 1975%:17246) and that one has b

i
0
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dominated and by

become a slave of tolerance,

If there ware no limits to tolerance, it would be
tantamount to letting tolerance destroy iteelf. It would
e open to abuse. [Th would lose what 1t intends to foster
viz. the respect of people, their freedoms (and allow
them to think and act as they wish), and the common good.
It would therefore defeat its own aims, Tolerance is not

about destiruction of community values,

Tolerance 1 limited because 21U is not the highest value.
I limits were not set, it wogld mean tolerance is  hhe
Frahest value.  and yvet tolerance is a value among values

and 1t 1s not abstract or absolute, SQince 1t o is pot the

highest value, 1t has to learn to accommodate and lend




cupport to other values. T it ie 0, then "some
restraints are thus justified if they are likely to

preserve a balance betw tolerance and other values"

(Bullivan, Fiereson and Marcus 1985%:10).  The value of
tolerance must therefore be seen from this wider
perspective, When there is a conflict of values o
principles one value has to be abandoned for the sake of
the greater qood and a higher value be chosen. 1T one
were able to tolerate those things which deny tolerance,
it would mean we are radically wpable tao distinguish
between what is true and false, right and wrong., qood and
had,  And this would mean a "complete swwrender of

critical judament together with a colliapse into complete

intellectual and ethical permissiveness' (King 19276:1
This would mean tolerance has taken away our capacity to
discern. if this were to happen G. K. Chesterton’s
observation that "tolerance is a virtue of the man

without convictian (as gquoted in Gaade 1923:27) would

make sense,

It would e incorrect, therefore, in the above
circumstances bo acouse those who set limits to tolerancea
as beang intolerant because they are defending and
promoating a greater qgood and even the good of tolerance.
But i one were to insist and say 1t is intolerance to

place limite oan tolerance, then 1t would be jushtified

antolerance, This type of intolerance cannot be
e R Y e



condemned. And this would further prove that there i1s a
poverty of langquage. It means there is a lack of a belther

terin.

2.4. UNJUSTIFIED INTOLERANCE

Having stated that placing limits Lo things which are

expressions of intolerance is justified intolerance, this

leads one to ponder as is wanjustified

intolerance © What contributes to it And what are
game of ihe 2ffects 7 lUnjustified intolerance is the

imability or the unwillingrnese to "put up with a person,

activity, idea ar organisations of which ar whaom aone does

1y approve "(King 1974:21) one taking negative
gteps e« as to stop what 1s disliked or disapproved. A
word that s similar ain meaning to this type of
intolerance Ls fanabicism. Tt 1s this wunjustified
intolerance that is referred to as intolerance. dust like
in  tolerance, in this type of intolerance there is
something which is disliked or disapproved and in both
cases objections to what is disapproved are audpected to be
raised. Rut tolerance 1 encouwraged and seen as & virtue
while intolerance 1s frowned wupon. Whersa do the two

did fey

They didfer in two respects

(a)  on their motives (disposition) for allowing and not

allowing what is disapproved



(by in the way the disapproval is expressed,

When analyzing intolerance the study shall therefore look
¥

at the inner conditions and the description (way) o

behaviour.

2.4.1. Inner disposition

The intolerant person is unable or unwillang to tolerate

hecause ofs:

(&) Faithifulness to princaples

Finder (1274:7) is correclt when she says "for most part

intalerance has bheen practised by people who Telt morally

hound to he intolerant. Feople have usually heen

ntolerant not because they defected from principles but
hecause they adhered to them." There is a sense of duty
and exclusive concern for thelr principles. What is

parceived to e of value has ta bhe wupheld. Thowgh they

are Taitteful to thelr primciples, they rigidly hold them

and compzl others Lo conform Lo those values. Thes

pbhservation of Kamen (1%67:12) that for these people

disorder “"can never exist with order, or trualh cannot
exiat with error! i correct. Throuwah the actions

that they take to express theilr disapproval, others are

alienated from their principles.
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(h) Feeling insecure

The exclusive concern for one’' s belief leads one to be
unable to deal with and handle contrary views. The
challenges on their principles are felt as something
happening to them, that is why they feel "the loss of both

security and personal ascendancy! (Tinder 1976:81).
Intolerant persons would not allow ideas, activities or
beliefs they disapprove to be expressed since they view
them as a thresat Lo theiyr values. Other persons’ s values
and way of doing things are seen as destructive, offensive
and dangercus.  They do all in their power to express anid
protect their values. Tinder (1976:48) i1e of the opinion

that "they are mistrustful of man and uneasy about the

fulture,"

2.4.2. Manner of obiecting

Mhjection is raised in intolerance s as to limit what can
bhe tolerated, Certain values such as unity, discipline,
and order are seen to be thyreatened. The one who is

cbiectsng wses power to curb what is disliked or

disapproved., This is to make sure the other party behaves
differently and is disadvantaged. One feels that one’'s
cause neaeds defence and one has ths right to suppress what

ie alien and threatening. Fower is used to make sure
that others conform to what is absolute and clear. Taylor

-



(L2213427 18 carrect when he says there i1s '"no doubt as to
the appropriateness of [their] action, and the energy,
single-mindedness and insensitivity with which [they]

"

pursue [their] ends. The values of the intolerant person
seam Lo demand and control actions and behaviouwr in &
certaln way. The uwragency to use one’'s power to curb is
too great to be resisted. Sacrifice for the sake of
others i missindg. Repressicon oFr aggression 1is seen as &
safer and more effective way of gquarding what is helieved
to be valuable., Freedom to allow 1s viewed as being
dangerous. There 1s usually a disproportion between what
is objected to and the act of objection. Taylor (1991:45)
helieves 1t is the lack of judgement and failure to be
sensitive that brinags about this disproportion. There are
narmal and acceptabhle ways of responding to what is
chiected Lo in any society. They differ from society

to society. The moral judgment is uasually made on the way

the abjection ls ralsed since it has negative effects.

Intalerance atfects negatively the following:

(a) respect for persons and their freedoms

Mendus (1288:L0) feels that intolerance is morally
wrang because 1t fails "to treat persons as

autonomous, self-legislating beings who are worthy
of respect.” It is a manifestation of contempt for



(b)

others within society. The manmner in which
disapproval ig expressed in wupjustifised intolerance
tends to harm, injure, embarrasse and undermine other
people.  This in return affects adversely their
dignity because 1t ie not affected only "when men
cease to live together according to reason [hut
alecd when men are huddled together under a rule of
force or fear” (Murray 1946533133, HReciprocity is
alen severely attenuated. There is a lack of
abhility to feel for and feel with others. But what
one aimsg at iz that others should be in a

disadvantageous position.

Fortl

rmore tThis does not seem to give recognition

o their vights of conscience, edpression and

s are compelled to conform to
certain acceptable standards.  This does nob only
wndermineg individuals but their creativity as well.
Feraons are not given the room to be themselves butb

are forced to be subordinate.

search for truth

Chperny competition among ide

s and allowing the truth
to emerge ars blocked because the valuss are
apparent and need to be protected.  This further

discourages listening, dialogus and discussion.



(c)

(d)

Dearch for truth can happen when individuals in
society "ifreely and trustinagly share with others the
riches of their minds and their hearts” (Flannery

1919871,

the nature of community

According ta Mendus (1988 :18) "holding a
restricitive view of what can constitute a good 1ife”
and imposing that on others is against the nature of
community . This exclusive notiaon of life does
commuiity no good because people have to live their
diverse and even conflicting lives and views in
freedam. Mendus (1988:182) is correct when she

says "the whole notion of exclusive ... Ls inhuaman
.en bhecause At tends to create hostility and to

separate psople’,

the good of society

Though antolerasnce 1s sometimes for the good of
sonciety so that "the need of society showld be
readily apparent to evervone'" (Tinder 1976:37) it
nevertheless yvields negative results such as
contflict and social unrest, Instability occurs in
saciaty when people are foroed to live a life whioch
s contrary to their beliefs. In as much as

conflicting principles may seemn Lo create disordey,



whare there is mutual respect and tolerance they

lead to stability in society.

2.9 CONCLUSION

What haes been seen in this chapter is that the very
foundations of tolerance, i1.2. i1ts motives and copditions
also place limits on what can be tolerated. They limit
anything which is dangerous, outrageous and mortally
threatening to indivaduals and the welfare of society.

It has also been established that the effects of
intolerance are the very ones that destroy the motives and
caonditions for tolerance. When discussing the componenis
of tolerance. the importance of attitudes was highlighted,
It was meantioned that one’s actions bhegin within one’'s
heart . From the discussion on intolerance, it is clear

that it dis intolerant attitudes that bring about
intolerant actions. Attitudes and the manner of objecting

Lo what is disliked or disapproved of are what also

distinguish tolerance from intolerance.

There is a need to look at and learn from church
history and see how the church dealt with this complex
iseue of trving to allow others to be themselves and yet

al the same time make sure what iz valuable is defended

and pirotected.



CHAFPTER THREE

PRINCIPLES APPEALED TO IN CHURCH HISTORY TO JUSTIFY

3.1.

(&)

(k)

(<)

(e

TOLERANT AND INTOLERANT ACTIONS

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter selected episodes in church history
are used to examine the thecological principles that
Christians in those incidents appealed to in some
cases to plead for tolerance and in others to justify
what appeared to be intolerant actions. Six episodes

have been chosen,

the Montanist movement, which is a
pre-—-Constantinian example. In this example there is
no state interference in & particular religious

incident,

fourth century Donatists, where the church and
emperor acted together for the sake of unity of

doctrine and Empire,

eighth century Charlemagne, the state leading the

church into converting non believers,

a post reformation example of sixteenth century

Michael Servetus,

the 17th century incident, looking at how Furitans
—&E-



in England were treated and how they turned the
pendulum when they were in power and also the events

that led to the Toleration Act,

(vi) the madern example, the Second Vatican Council and

the contribution its documents and actions made.

In each example we will look at issues involved, the
perceived threat to the church, what approach the church
adopted, principles appealed to, and lastly when viewed
from the perspective of the 20th century. what issues of

tolerance and intolerance are raised.

3.2. MONTANIST MOVEMENT

This was a second century movement in Asia Minor that
reacted "against the coldness and worldliness of the
churches, and to declare that a new dispensation, that of
the Faraclete had begun" (Wand 1937:57). Its founder was
Montanus, who, newly baptised, seized by the Spirit and
became a prophet of the Spirit. Two women, Friscilla and
Maximilla, were also speedily influenced by this Spirit,
and hecame his disciples and prophetesses. The focus of
their prophesy was concerned with the expected immediate
end of the world. Recause the end of the world was seen
as imminent, & rigid form of Christianity was introduced.
They began to live in and for the world of the future, and

were opposed to the kingdom of this world. Marriage.
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private property, vanities of female dress were renounced
and fasting became one of their frequent spiritual

exercises.,

This movement had its own hierarchy parallel to that of
the official recognized hierarchy in which women were
admitted to leadership offices "after having received
proof, in Friscilla and Maximilla, that even the female
sex was able to receive the Holy Spirit: a feature
affensive to the regular church" (Lietzmann 1974:199).
Men and women were able to participate "equally as the
vehicles of the Spirit" (Frend 1984:235). The prophesy of
Montanus and his disciples began to excite people and the
movement began to flourish among Christians in rural
areas. Pecause many actions of this movement departed
from the recognized Christian standard, they bhecame a

threat to Christian unity.

During this time the church was seeking a peaceful
assaciation with the world "in the interest of protection
and development of the [church]l communities' (Hoornaert
1989:104)., This prophecy became a difficult matter for
the church, the church leadership saw i1t as being a threat
to development. The official church refused to recognize
this new prophecy though it could find nothing against
Montanism that was contrary to the doctrine of the church.

"Therefore, the only remaining recourse was to attack the
__64__.



persons i.e. to raise doubts ahout the genuineness of the
prophetic movement itself on the ground of a "proving of
the spirit" by the deeds of its instruments” (Lietzmann

1974:199) .

There was an increasing sense of hostility between the
church and this movement. "The bishaps whose positions as
leaders of the churches were threatened could however,
assert that the prophecy was inspired by the devil and
moreover that the prophets "should not speak in ecstasy’
which they did" (Frend 1991:70). The bishops did not want
to be labeled as "prophet slayers"” that is why they tried
to prove that the prophecy of the Montanists was not
genuine but the work of demons. The BRishops even tried to
exorcise those possessed by the spirit. This made members
of this movement feel harassed and persecuted by the

Church.

Ireneaus called for a more tolerant approach towards this
movement. In its defence he spoke about sin against the
Holy Sparit for those who refuse to recognize the new
raevelations of the Spirit. He went as far as placing the
representative of the work of the Spirit, the visionaries
and martyrs, "alongside of episcopacy as the guiding force
in the church. Every just man was of priestly order, he
declared ... False prophecy he condemned, but no believers

in Montanus’' message would call his prophecy false'" (Frend
_65_



1991:70).

Tertullian of Carthage, an ordained priest, joined this
movement because he '"was attracted by their intense real
and hard rigorism” (Wand 1937:79). As a Monatinst, he
continued to campaign against everything that represented

the political society.

All the other attempts including trying to discredit the
prophetic mavement did nolt help. The church had to deal
with the situation. It believed that error was being
preached and was drawing people away from the church. To
try and deny the Montanist prophecy, the church closed the
canon of Scripture. "Thus the possibility of a new
revelation was excluded by establishing an authoritative

New Covenant side by side with the 0ld" (Wand 1937:59).

ANALYSIS

The church could not tolerate the Montanists hecause the
qgood of the church was at stake. The church felt that its
unity was threatened because many of its members were
being drawn away from it and joining this movement. Its
authority was also threatened by the fact that this

movement had set a parallel leadership.

Furthermore the peace it wanted so as to coexist with the
world was threatened. Having come out of persecution, it
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could not afford again to be harassed.

The church acted against this movement by discrediting
this movement for not beina genuine prophets as they
claimed to be, but people possessed by demons. The
members of this movement were exorcised for being
possessed. Finally the church closed the Canon of
Scripture so that this movement would not add more books

to the bible by their revelations.

Though these actions do not fully express intolerance on
part af the church, they do reveal intolerant attitude.
There were those who felt that the church was intolerant
through its actions and they pleaded for this movement tao
he tolerated. They felt that there was need to recognize
and allow the Spirit to blow in this movement and that the
respect needed to be extended to the members of this

movement just as it was given to others.

3.3. DONATISTS

The Donatists were a separatist group from the Church at
the end of the persecution of Diocletian who wanted to
have nothing to do with the lapsi (these were people who

had shown weakness in the face of persecution).

Diocletian ordered that the Christians hand over its
Seriptures, register churches and destroy some church
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buirldings. Some clergy complied with the edict and they
handed the scriptures to pagan magistrates. They were
thus "held to have lost the spirit" (Frend 195Z2:173) and
were known as_traditores (survrenderers). Many held that
i the aftermath of the persecution the Church should be
"composed of those who had defied persecution and to it
the lapsed could only be admitted after severe penance
Cand rebaptism]" (Frend 1952:20). The Donatist movement
membership was based on the purity of their members. The

church for them was a society of the elect without spot or

wrinkle.

The consecration of Caecilian as bishop of Carthage

in 311 brought the dispute of the traditores and those who
defied the persecution back to the fore. 0One of the
bishops wha consecrated Caecilian was suspected of being a
traditor. In the light of this. Donatists challenged the
validity of the consecration. They claimed that they
adhered strictly to the teaching of Cyprian and Council of
Carthage on the nature of the church where it was resolved
that bishops who were apostates were excommunicated and
their sacramental acts such as baptism, Eucharist and
ordination were null and void. The Donatists were the
uncompromising voice of their local church and tradition.

The election of Caecilian was "a victory not only for



those who considered that compromise with the world was
justified, but also for those who were prepatred seriously
to modify the teaching of Cyprian” (Frend 1932:143%). The
division and the differences between these two camps
became more evident and widened and that continued for

about a century.

Non—-theological factors or differences (such as ethnic,
sncial ,economic and cultural divisions) played a
significant role in the dispute. The Donatists came from
villages and had followers among the agricultural
workers. Donatism for these people even though it was a
religious mavement, was also "an expression of haope for
relief from earthly toil and deep felt protest against
injustices of the existing social and economic order"
(Frend 1984:4650). It was the church of the African

underprivileged and its support was rooted in Africa.

The Caecilians on the other hand came from the most
Romanized areas, cities and towns. The "cities and villas
represent Romamn civilization in Africa " (Frend 1982:38).
Caecilians followers were largely wealthy Romanized

people but were still in Africa. The support of the

Caecilians was widely spread but too distant.

When the Emperor Constantine heard what was happening in

Africa, he felt that an urgent restoration was needed
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becaunse it was affecting the material position of the
empire. According to Frend (19%2:144) Rome and Italy
were beinag provisioned with oil and cereal from Africa.
In view of the fact that the "ministers of God [were]
wranaling among themselves like ordinary litigants" (Frend
1952:130) and their fighting did not benefit the empire,
he thought of putting order in the church. The emperor
felt that he had a duty to expel error and destroy "rash
opinion to cause all men to agree together to follow true
religion ... and render to God almighty the worship which
iz His due" (Frend 1932:159). He felt he had to serve

God’'s church by supptressing its enemies. In his quest "to
‘confirm the Catholic faith’ [Recause] the Donatists ...
had discoloured Africa with vain error and superflucous
dissension" (Frend 1952:280), the emperor imposed the most
severe laws on North Africa. Having made up his mind
about who was a rightful bishop. the Churches held by
Donatists were confiscated and the Donatist leaders were
to be sent to exile. Clergy belonging teo Caecilian’'s
group were evempted from tax. In this way Constantine

demonstrated his favour for Caecilian and attempted to

enforce Donatists to submit to orthodox Christianity.

The attempts by the emperor to restore order and unity in
the African church were resisted. The Donatists became

defiant and vicolent. Their violence was "an answer to the
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use of force by the Catholics" (Banttehouse 193552:229).
Their use of violence was in self defense. While the
Emperor did the persecution for the Church., the Donatists
had an extreme military wing called the Circumcellions.
They were "armed with crudest of weapons, having

religious scruples about use of sword” (Banttehouse 1935:
179). They dealt severely with opponents of the Donatists
and those who defected from the Donatists. Their cause
demanded no turning back. Harsh measures by the Emperor
did not solve the Donatist problem and "Constantine
recoanized the hopelessness of trying to restore religious
unity to Africa and granted the Donatists toleration®

(Frend 1932:161).

When Augustine came to Hippo as bishop the situation was
relatively calm. There was coexistence and even mixed
marriages between these two camps. He decided to go on
the offensive because the Catholics were a minority in
Hippo. He felt threatened and insecure by the gains made
by the Donatists. He saw that it was just a matter of
time before the Catholics were abscorbed into the
Donatists. Mixed marriages which had become an acceptable
practice in Hippo were forbidden with immediate effect.
By this he did not want them to be under the influence of
the Donatists.

Augustaine wanted to "persuade the mass of the Donatist



church to reunite with the Catholics. If they refused,
the secular arm would stand ready to deal with them"
(Frend 1952:228). Since he regarded the Donatists as
heretics, he thought of holding & council which would
condemn them and he thought that this would solve the
problem. "A1l wauld be well. Unity would be restored"
(Frend 1932 :234). Rut it was not to be so. The
Doanatists were firmly rooted and they were convinced of

their position.

When Auqgustine and his followers saw that the Donatists
were defeated less by argument, they went on the
cffensive. Augustine became convinced that they needed
firm handling and to discipline them would be a corrective
measure, He justified his position by looking to the 0ld
Testament, where (God disciplined his chosen people
whenever they strayed away from him by "punishing their
tendencies by a whole series of divinely—ordered
disasters” (Brown 19&67:237). In this case God was
intervening through the secular arm of the emperor. The
Donatists were like children who have erred and needed to
bhe corrected. The Imperial edicts were viewed as an
effective way of bringing them back. This view is
supported by the letter Augustine wrote to Vincentius, the
Rogataist bishop of Carlemna, "fTor originally my opinion

was that no one shouwld be coerced into unity of Christ,
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that we must act only by words, fight only by arguments,
and prevail by force of reason ... But this opinion of
mine was avercome not by the words of those who
controverted it, but by the conclusive instance to which
they could point. For in the first place,. there was set
over against my opinion, my own town, which although it
was once wholly on the side of Donatus was brought over to

the Catholic unity hy fear of Imperial edicts" (Frend

19221229 .

[ince Augustine regarded the Donatists as heretics, he
felt that the church had the right to appeal to the
secular arm s0 as to apply the existing anti heretical
legislation which made heresy punishable by law just like
civil craimes. The Donatists would be brouaht back to unity
through fear and compulsion. However, that attempt also

did not achieve what it was intended to do.

ANALYSIS

The church and the Emperor acted against the Donatists
hecause the unity of the Church was threatened. The
dispute led to division in the church. There were two

churches viz, the Donatists and the Catholic church.

The truth was at stake. The Donatists were seen as
preaching error. Ervror had to be expelled and the true

faith confirmed. And this would lead to the true worship
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of God.

The common good was affected. Sccially people were
divided along the lines of these different churches.
Their fighting threatened the order of the empire. The
economic base was threatened. This was going to affect

the oil and cereal that was exported to Italy.

When argument, discussion and debate failed to resolve the
conflict and bring the Donatists back, the church felt
limits to what can be tolerated were set. PFhysical foroe
was used. Augustine felt that force would be effective in
bringing them back. Force would instill fear in them. It
had worked in the past and he thought it would be

effective again.

The use of physical force was complicated by the close
relationship between the church and the state. [t was
left to the state to use it. The intervention of secular
authority in matters of faith was understood and
acceptable during this time. There were laws that were in
place to fight heresy. The state had made it its duty to
safeqgquard the doctrine and the unity of the church.
Though the church and state intervened physically, that
did not heal division but led to more violence and loss
of life. It made the Donatists to see themselves as
having the marks of the true church, one of them being

persecution.
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3.4. CHARLEMAGNE AND THE SAXONS

For centuries the Saxons had been neighbours of the
Franks. They were constantly making inrcads in Frankish
lands. Charlemagne had to protect his Kingdom by keeping
the Saxons at bay through unceasing vigilance and frequent
campaigning in their own territory. Despite attempts made
to convert the Saxons to Christianity they still remained
pagan. They were so fiercely attached to their
independence. Charlemagne understood that "Saxony, if
independent, would always be a menace to his states.
Conguest was & necessity: it was the only way to gain
North Germany to the Christian religion, which Charles
considered more than ever that it was his duty to spread"
(Ganshof 1971:19) and of course to protect his kingdom.
His primary aim was to bring all Saxons under Carclingian

Qovernment.

A full scale war was undertaken against the Saxons. When
they were conquered, Charlemagne imposed on them a series
of harsh measures in order to prevent any possible
defection. Under a threat of death, Faganism was
abolished, Christian religion and loyalty to the kKing
(authority of the Franks) were imposed. Louis Halphen
(1977:4%9) is correct when he says "never had there been a
more brutal method of compelling, at any cost, a country

that had been free & moment agoe, to submit to the law of
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the victor', The following are just some of the measures

given to make sure that political inclusion went hand in

hand with ecclesiastical inclusions:

PDecisions "were taken first on the more important items.
All were aareed that the churches of Christ which are
now pbeing built in Saxony and are consecrated to God
should have no less honour than the temples of idols

had, but rather a greater and more surpassing honour.

If anyone in contempt of the Christian faith should
spurn the holy Lenten fast and eat meat, let him die;
but let the priest engquire into the matter., lest it
should happen that someone is compelled by necessity

to eat meat.

It anyone follows pagan rites and causes the body of a
dead man to be consumed by fire, and reduces his bones

to ashes, let him pay with his life.

If there is anyone of the Saxon people lurking among
them unbaptired, and if he scorns teo come to baptism
and wishes to absent himself and stay a pagan, let him

die.

If anyone takes counsel with pagans against
Christians, or wishes to persist with them in
hostility to Christians, let him die; and anyone who

treacherously approves of this against the king or
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against Christian people, let him die.

If anvone is shown to e anfaithful to ouwr lord the

kaing, let him suffer the penalty of death.

Howewver, 1f anvone has committed these capital crimes
ard has gone undetected, and gees of his own accord to
a priest and is willing to make his confession and
undergo a penance, he shall be excused the death

penalty on the priest’'s testimony.

O Sundays there are to be no assemblies or public
gatherings, except in cases of great need or when an
enemy is pressing: rather let all attend church to
hear the word of God, and give their time to pravers
and lawful ococcupations. Likewise on the greater feast
days they should gather to serve God and his Church,
and put off secular business." (Lovyn & Percival

1973:51) .

B

These measures safeguarded both the unity of the state
and the church. The interests of emperor coincided with
the interests of the chuwroh. The attempts to protect and
apread his empire went hand in hand with the protecting

and spreading of Christianity.

Charles was nolt without ecoclesiastical support, Fope

Hadrian actually congratulsated Charles Tor having "brought




that whole Saxon race to the holy font of baptism ! So
much the more we give praise to the Divine Mercy bhecause
in our and your time the people of the heathen have come
beneath your royal sway into true and perfect

faith" (Duckett 1965:128).

Fortunately even in the eighth century there were
churchmen like Alcuin who were opposed to the forceful way
of converting the Saxons. He felt, citing 8t Augustine,
that "faith is an act of will and cannot be enforced"
(Easton & Wieruszowski 1961:122). For him baptism had
little or no benefits "unless the soul had first accepted
the truth of the Catholic faith on rational grounds"
(Easton & Wieruszowski 1961:132). Alcuin discouraged
force that went with the imposition of religion. On the
other hand he encouraged that people be taught freedom of

canscience and choice in matters of religion be respected.

ANALYSTS

Charlemagne felt that limits to what could be tolerated
were set because of the good of society. The peace and
safety of his people were threatened. The Saxons were

constantly attacking his kingdom and he felt obliged to

defend his people.

Since the Saxons were not Christians, he saw it as his

duty to advance the work of evangelization. He wanted to



spread Christianity among them. This spreading went hand

in hand with spreading of his kingdom.

To achieve the above he physically attacked the Saxons.
When he conguered them he incorporated them into his
kingdom. He forced them to be Christians. Finally
ecclesiastical laws and practises were used as
political weapons to keep the Saxons Christians and

faithful to the kingdom.

There were those who appealed for tolerance such as
Alcuin. He saw the measures applied as going bevond

what could be acceptable. He pleaded that the faith
should not be forced because it is a matter of conscience.
His plea fell on deaf ears. The church at this time,
blinded by the position of privilege, did not oppose this
but showered praise on the Emperor for bringing the Saxons
tao the church. Evangelization became more important than

aranting the Saxaons the freedom of conscience.

3.5. THE EXECUTION OF MICHAEL SERVETUS

Michael Servetus (1511 —-53%) was burnt to death at the
gates of Geneva for challenging the doctrine of the

Trinity. He had published a book entitled aon _the Errors

of the Trinity (1831). In it, he expressed his anti -

Trinitarian views. Not only did he reject the doctrine of

the Trinity but alsc infant baptism and "suggested that
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haptism should be postponed until a believer was thirty

vears old" (Estep 1986:243).

RBecause of his startling opinions he was blacklisted by
the Inquisition and had to retire from public life and
disquise his name. He was souaht so as to face the
inquisition, death sentence was given to him in bis

ahsence.

He bhegan to have contacts with Calvin., hoping to

have a friend in him. Servetus’ views did not only alarm
the public but Calvin as well. Calvin vowed that if
Servetus was to come to Geneva "I will never let him

depart alive, if I have any authority: (Estep 1986:243).

He came to Geneva in 1353 on his way to Italy. Estep
(19846:247%) is of the opinion that Servetus came to Geneva
because of "lack of judgment and his confidence in the
rightness of his opinion, coupled with his serious
misunderstanding of the situation in Geneva." He was
arrested, tried sentenced and burnt to death at the gates
of Geneva. The reason given by the Town Council, a body
of laymen, was that Servetus had "promulgated false and
thoroughly heretical doctrine, despising all remonstrances
and corrections, and that you have with malicious and
perverse obstinacy sown and divulged even in printed
books opinions against God the Father, the Son and the
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Holy Spirit, in a word against the “fundamentals of
Christian religion, and that you have tried to make a
achism and trouble. the church of God by which many souls
may have been ruined and lost, a thing horrible, shocking,

scandalous and infectious "(Rainton 1933:91).

Calvin participated in the trial of Servetus providing
evidence against him though privately he tried to get him
to recant. He approved that he should die, because in
"cases of heresy the glory of God must be maintained
regardless of all feelings of humanity" (Mc Neill
19%7:176). Although he tried to have his sentence
lightened to a simple execution, he was unsuccessful.
Servetus also tried to plead for mercy but in vain. He
was burnt to death for undermining the majesty of God,
causing scandal and leading souls astray. Before "he died,
Servetus asked Calvin to forgive him, and with his dying
breath he praved to the eternal Father and his Son" (Estep

19846:247%) .

But there were those who protested against the burning of
Servetus, David Joris and Sebastian Castellio. David,
wrriting before the execution of Servetus pleading for

tolerance said I hope that the blood thirst counsel of
the learned will not weigh you. Consider rather the

precepts of ow only Lord and Master, Christ who taught

not only in human and literal fashion in scripture, that
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we should crucify and kill no one for his faith but should

rather be crucified and killed ourselves" (kKamen 1967:76).

Sebastian Castellic also expressed support for teolerance
for heretics. He went on to point ocut that some teachings
on Raptism, Lords supper, justification, predestination
and others are not clearly defined in scripture. He went
further to reject the concept of a heretic by defining the
heretic "as one with whom we disagree. And if, then, we
are qaoing to kill heretics the logical ocuwtcome will he a
war of extermination since =ach is sure of himself"
(Bainton 193%:111). The form of punishment that he
preferred for heretics was excommunication after the first
and second admonition. He supported that by gquoting the
Epistle of Faul to Titus F:01-11. The one thing worse
than heresy for him was to "be forced to profess what one
helieved false [and this] was to sin against conscience
through hypocrisy, whereas the "heretic’ should be allowed

to hold to what his conscience dictated" (Kamen 19267:78).

Kamen (19467:76) is correct when he says that “"Calvin acted
in accordance with the dictates of the time and his own
conscience. RBlasphemy against the Trimity was universally
abhorred among Christians” The sentence that Servetus
received also reflects the practice of that time-—-death
for an chstimate heretic. The man had wrong views and so

he had to die.
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ANALYSIS

It seems strangely unreal that a person could bhe sentenced
to death bhecause he held wrong religious beliefs. But at
that time people believed they had legitimate agrounds for
doing so. Roth Catholics and the Frotestants agreed that
Servetus had to die bhecause the truth was at stake. The
ideas of Servetus were found to be heretical. The truth

and the faith had to be defended.

He was found to have undermined the dignity of God. it
was undermined because Servetus’ writing spoke against the

majesty of God.

The acod of society and the church was affected. The
false ideas Servetus was preaching not only shocked the
people but misled them from the true faith and this

would have led to schism and trouble.

Recause of his ideas, Servetus was warned, corrected
and when he insisted he was sentenced to death in absentia
by the Inguisition. And finally he was burnt at the gates

of Geneva for not changing his mind.

There were those who protested and pleaded for tolerance
on his behalf. They strongly felt that there was a need
to respect differences, to respect conscience in matters

af faith and because issues were not clear in scripture
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that made people to differ. They proposed a more lenient
approach in disciplining those who held a different
teaching. Feople should be admonished and then

excommunicated if they persisted.

3.9. PURITANISM

When Elirzabeth (1558 ~1608) in England came to paower, she
persuaded parliament to pass the Act of Supremacy and Act
of Uniformity, in which the Church of England was openly
Frotestant (The Edwardian Frayer Book was prescribed),
though in 1ts administration and ceremonies, it resembled
the Catholic church (clergy were compelled to wear
vestments). Ry this move, she wanted to keep the Church

of England free from foreign influences and yet it should
be able to meet the spirituasl needs of the English people.
This move "was broad enough to attract moderates of all
persuasions, yet firm enough to leave the extreme
positions on either flank without any real sources of
support in the country” (Erikson 1966:38). The Praver
Book was enforced by the law and episcopacy was the only
legal form of church government. The Catholics went
underground and Frotestants were absorbed by the structure

and hecame militant voices within the church.

The "Furitans" as they were called, wanted more reforms

tharn those which were offered hy the crown. They were
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dissatisfied with the workings of the established church.
They were scandalized by‘the fact that the prayer bock,
the ceremonies and postures, which they regarded as being
Roman were part of their church. In short they regarded
Elirabethan Settlement as unsatisfactory. The Queen did
not like the Furitans. 5he regarded their demands as a
political danger and she felt that they would alienate

many people.

In order to promote her policy, she surrounded herself
with people who would help her and one of those people who
could help in pursuance of the policies was Archbishop
Farker. Elizabeth demanded Archbishop Farker to
"investigate the ‘varieties, novelties, and diversities’
which she feared were disturbing the ordered ceremonial of
the church'" (Watts 198%5:18). When the Queen’ s suspicions
were confirmed, strong measures were issued, forbiddinag
priests to preach without licences from their bishops and
enforcing wearing of vestments. Those who refused to
comply were suspended by the Archbishop. Cleray were
deprived of their benefices and because of this move
others resianed. Those who preachbed "civil disobedience
led to stern measures being taken against them, and a few
were burnt!" (Moorman 1967%:711). The attempts by the
Archbishop Farker ta force clergy to wear vestments was
met with protest. An anonymous person wrote that the queen
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"hath no authority to compel any man to believe anvthing
contrary to God’'s waord, neither may the subject give her
grace the obedience, in case he do his soul is lost for

ever without repentance." (Watts 1985%:12%).

When Farker died and Grindal was made Archbishop, this
offered hope to the Puritans. His "sympathies lay really
with the PFPuritans rather than with the churchmen, and his
support of the ‘prophesying’ aroused the royal

disapproval” (Moorman 19263:213%). His working experience

with Elizabeth was to prove tough and different.

During Grindal 's reign Elizabeth asked him to forbid and
suppress popular meetings which were known as
"prophesying” and to reduce a number of licensed
preachers. These meetings were '"periodic gatherings in
marktet towns of the cleray of the surrounding countryside
for the study and exposition of the Scriptures. These
deliberations were often open to the public and proved a
fruitful means both of providing ‘extra-mural education’
for the clergy and stimulating theological debate among
the laity" (Watts 1985:26). The Queen was apposed to
these meetings because they would lead people to be
disloyal and subversive. When Grindal refused to act, he
was suspended. He defended these preachers and meetings
as their right to educate themselves for their work.



There were those who protested against the action taken,
people such as Harrison and Browne. They rejected
episcopal authority and wanted authority in the church to
rest with believers. The Puritans began to ignore the
eplscopacy. They placed themselves "under the discipline
of a ‘classis’ or local committee of presbyters who came
to wield considerable power" (FMoorman 1963:210). These
two developments, prophesying and classis were serious and
dangerous: they began to undermine the authority and
warship of the church. Elizabeth banned the "seditious,
schismatical and erroneocus" (Watts 1985:32) ideas of thece

me2 .

When Elizabeth I died in 1603, James from Scotland was
invited to unite the crown of England and Scotland. He
found the church in England divided: there were Romans,

the Furitans and the sstablished church of England. The

came from a Fresbyterian Church., But it was not to be so,
he aliagned himself with the established church of Enagland.
The Furitans demanded from the king to be allowed to
preach freely. The king referred their demands to the
conference which came out against their demand but in
favour of the established church. James expected

everyona to conform or “I will harry them cut of the land,
or else do worse” (Moorman 1963:224).
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Charles I succeeded James as King of England in 1625.
Charles based his claim to supremacy on the theological
grounds of "the Divine Right of Kings" (Moorman
1963:221). Charles had inherited this belief from bhis
father who believed that "Kings are not only God’'s
lieutenants here bhelow and sit upon God’'s thrones, but
everi by God Himself are called gods"(Moorman 1963:226).
That is why Charles had declared "I owe the account of my
actions to God alone" (Moorman 1963:226). As & king he
had to decide on both state and church matters. 0Other
people were there to see that the king’'s wishes were

carried out.

Charles dissolved Farliament and governed by the Roval
Frerogative and church matters were handled by Rishap
William Laud who was a bitter opponent of Calvinism and
Furitanism. He was disliked by Puritans. Through
uniformity and enforcement of the law, he had hoped to
preserve the unity of the church. "He loved to dwell on
the God-qgiven powers of kings and bishops, who together
must govern church and state. "the king is the sun. He
draws some vapour, some support some supply from us.
Similarly, a bishaop is the successor aof the Apostles,
deriving his authority from Christ himself. A bishop’s
power ... is exercised only with king' s permission, but

the power itself is by divine apostolical right and
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unalterable” (Edwards 1989:201). Such reassertion of the
bishop s authority caused an uproar among the Furitans.

Grindal wanted authority to be obeved.

The Furitans who opposed Laud’'s measuwres had their ears
cut off, Charles was adamant. "The kKing can do no
wrong’' " (Moorman 1963%:227).

Whern there were signs of opposition or civil war, Charles
summoned Farliament which had been suspended for eleven
vears. Seventeen canons were passed. The Divine Right of
kLings was endorsed. Charles was also presented with
agrievances against him and Laud by Farliament. Feelings
against laud were expressed as follows, "We are now fallen
upon the great Man the Archhishop of Canterbury. Look
upon him as he in Highness, and he is the Sty of all
Festilential filth ... the great and Common Enemy of all
Goodness and Good men." (Moorman 1963:232). For the sake
of public good, Laud had to be removed from his office and

a week later he died.

Civil war broke out in 164% because the king had attempted
to impose on the church in Scotland the ways of the
English Church. He had imposed a Frayer Book which was
identical to the Rook of Common Fraver. Two sides were
fightang. Those on the side of the king believed they
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were defending "the will of God —~ civil government by the
kKing, the church government by the bishops ... They
believed in the monarchy and they believed in the church"”

{Moorman 1963:237).

On the other hand there were Parliament and Furitans who
were '"convinced that they had the bible on their side...
They stood for Frotestant faith, for the individual
conscience, for private judgment against royal authority."
(Moorman 196%:237). Recause of the civil war, church
property was destroyed. During the civil war parliament
met and abolished episcopacy and the Book of Common

Frayer and this was 1imposed on all the people of England.
Those who objected were ejected from their livings, others

went into exile, others were jailed. The Furitans had

taken over.

There were those who felt there was no liberty even under
this new order. A new group called ‘Independents’ rose and
one of i1ts most distinguished persons was Qliver Cromwell.
They believed that "every man ought to be free in the
warship and service of God, compulsion being the way to
increase, not the number of Converts, but of Hypocrites"
(Frall 1968:96). Cromwell believed that there can never be
peace as along as the King was alive. He hated "Charles
Stuart, that man of blood... We will cut off his head with

the crown upon it" (Moorman 1963:240)., Cromwell’ ' s wishes
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were fulfilled, Charles was sentenced to death and was
heheaded on 30 January 1649, much to the shock and ocutrage

of many people in England.

Though Charles was hated by many, he now became a hero, a
martyr and a "symbol of a patient sufferer who lays down
his life for bis creed and for his church" (Moorman
196%:241) ., It seemed to be unwise therefore for Cromwell
to have arranged for the king to be executed because of
the effects it had. the confusion and resentment of what
others saw as the defiling of their church. More people

went into exile.

The government in 1653 issued the instrument of Government
in which at stated that "people were not to be compelled
to any public profession of their faith, binding them to
any particular church, but were free to go where they
liked and to worship in the way which suite them bhest such
as profess faith in God by Jesus Christ ... though
differing in judament from the doctrine, worship or
discipline publicly held forth, shall not be restrained
from, but shall be protected in the profession of the
faith and exercise of their religion” (Moorman 196%:244).,
Though the government had extended toleration, it was not
to be extended to Roman Catbolics because they had a

foreign leader, the pope.
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When Qliver Cromwell died in 1658, the maonarchy was
restored. Many were happy that the period of anarchy
would soon be over and were willing to accept any

settlement imposed on them.

Charles 11, the new king declared his intemtion by issuing
a declaration in which he promised "a liberty to tender
consciences .. that no man shall be disquieted, or called
in question, for differences of opinion in matters of
religion which do not disturh the peace of the kingdom"
(Watts 1985:221). By this Charles desired a religious
toleration. With the help of Charles 11, the established
Church of England was restored, episcopacy and Book of
Common Fraver were reintroduced. Furitans were not happy

with these moves.

A clear line was drawn between conformist and non
conformists. A series of Farliamentary Acts collectively
known as the Claredon code were passed whose aim was to
control and penalize those who were dissenting. This code
included the demand that those holding civic offices would
not take arms against the king. They were also required
to receive "the Sacrament of the l.ord’'s Supper according
to the rules of the Church of England" (Edwards 1989:43%7).
And it also made it i1llegal for anvone over the age

of sivteen to attend any "assembly, conventicle, or
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meeting under colour or pretence of any exercise of
religion, in other manner than according to the liturqgy
and practise of the church of England" (Moorman 1963:282).
Fines were imposed on those who defied the law. Goods of

the dissenters were seired and sold.

Charles [I died and was succeeded by his brother James [I
who was cpenly a Roman Catheolic. Recause he was a
Catholic, he was distrusted. James was “sure that God had
given him authority and that he had no need to concern
himself much with lesser men’'s reactions" (Edwards
1989:455%). He had hoped for an alliance between Catholics
and the established Church of England and he promised to
protect the Church of England. In 1686, he passed an act
which enabled Catholics to hold high office and a
commicssion was also set to enforce pro-Catholic policy on
the Church of England. When he saw that the Church of
Ergland would never consent to the liberty he wanted for
Catholics, he became close to the dissenters. He repealed
all the laws against them. Many were opposed to this
idea. As the opposition to his policy bhardened, he also

insisted on his authority.

Uneupectedly, James vacated the throne by running away.
Farliament offered it to William and Mary. Both of them
realired that non conformists were there to stav.

Farliament met and passed an act known as the Toleration
— T



Act. This Act gave the people the freedom to worship in
their own way. They were allowed to have their own places
of worship. BRut they had to notify the bishop of their
existence. Obstacles that were placed on those in civic
offices were also removed. Though it granted freedom to
others, there were limits to this Act. Roman Catholics
were not agranted the same freedom since they had the pope

as their leader and he was a foreigner.

ANALYSIS

The manarchy became intolerant towards those who were
dissenting. Their actions were viewed as affecting the
agood of society. Anyone dissenting threatened the public
peace and order of society which were seen as important.

They were therefore being disloyal and subversive.

The good of the church was at stake. The state had a duty
to preserve the church’s identity and be free from foreign
influence. Dissenters were seen as not only bringing

about foreign influence but also undermining the authority

and worship of the church.

The will of God was of great importance. Whatever the
Monarchy did was bhased on the fact that they had a Divine
right to govern. Anvone who opposed 1t, was not being
disobedient to it, but to God' s will.



Actions were taken against those who were opposed to the
established church, actions such as depriving and
withdrawing preaching licences., banning their meetings,
arresting and sending to exile some of them, burning them
and alse discriminating against them in all important
positions be it in the monarchy, institutions of learning,
seat of government. All these were occupied by those who
were members or had sympathies with the establisbed church

of England.

Those who were affected by these measures pleaded for
tolerance. They felt strongly that there was a need to
respect the freedom of conscience in matters of faith, the
nead to be different and dissent if possible. They needed

to freely preach and be protected when doing so.

They felt that tough measures led to instability, for the

sake of peace tolerance had to prevail.,

Even though they pleaded for tolerance, the actions they
took,. such as destroying church property, killing of the
king. hanning of the Rook on Common Frayer contradicted
their cause. They too became intolerant towards those who

wetre different.

The Toleration Act brought tolerance by abolishing
religious uniformity. It sought to promaote freedom of

conscience, assocliation and assembly. Tolerance was
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extended to those who did not profess or practise the
beliefs of the Established church of England. The
minority views were protected. This tolerance was not
extended to Catholics and Atheists. The Catholics owed
their allegiance to the foreigner, the Fope. Atheists

could not he trusted in their oath.

3.7. VATICAN II

In the twentieth century, a new direction that seeks to
repudiate the past and create a situation in which
intolerance will never occur in religious matters in
Catholicism has been created by Vatican II. Fope

John XXI1I demonstrated his sincerity in improving
relations with all Christian believers inviting them

to Vatican Il to listen and be part of the proceedings.
According to Flannery (1981:452) "the restoration of unity
among all Christians [was] one of the principal concerns

of the Second Vatican Council”

Secretariats for the Fromotion of Christian unity and Non
Believers were formed to further improve ecumenical
relations. Two important documents on Ecumenism and
Religious Freedom were passed. The Decree on Ecumenism
gives the principles which would govern Catholics in
approaching Ecumenism. This decree does not fail to
recognize the differences or attempt to hide them but it
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stresses what is held in common. Faraagraph 3 of the
document bears testimony to that, "In this one and only
Church of God from its very beginnings there arose certain
rifts., which the Apostle strongly censures as damnable.
Eut in subsequent centuries more serious dissensions
appeared and large communities became separated from full
communicn with the Catholic Church-from which, often
enough, men of both sides were to blame. However, one
cannot chiarge with the sin of the separation those who at
present are born into these communities ... and the
Cathalic Church accepts them with respect and affection
as brothers ... Without doubt, the differences that exist
in varying degrees between them and Catholic Church ... do
indeed create many obstacles sometimes serious ones, to
full ecclesiastical communion. The ecumenical movement is
striving to overcome these obstacles. Rut even in spite
of them it remains true that all who have been justitied
by faith in baptism are incorporated into Christ. They
therefore have a right to be called Christians, and with
good reason are accepted as brothers by the children of

the Catholic Church” (Flannery 1981:433%3).

The aim of the Council is to promote unity through
dialogue and alsco by avoiding "expressions, judgments and
actions which do not represent the condition of our

separated brethren with truth and fairness and so make
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mutual relations with them more difficult" (Flannery
1981:4587) .

The idea of improving ecumenical relations was taken
further by Fope Faul VI. He met the Fatriarch of the East
in the Holy Land and both lifted mutually the anathemas
and excommunications which were pronounced by their
predecessaors in 1084. Fope Faul VI further received
Archbishop Michael Ramsey of Canterbury in 1966 "Yand

- -~

embraced bim as brother" (Holmes & Rickers 1983%:288).

Vatican II in its document on Religious Freedom advocates
principles on which religious liberty is based. These
principles are the same as some of the principles

for tolerance. They also contradict some of the Syllabus
of Condemned Errors compaosed by Fius IX in 1864.

During his reign, he was faced with indifferentism and
Rationalism in its various forms "which considers natural
reason as the only source of human knowledge, and
therefore rejects revelation as hostile to man’'s autonomy
and to true human progress" (Neuner & Dupuis 1983:35%). He
condemned these two errors but extended his condemnation
to other areas. Thus he condemned the proposition that
"every one is free to embrace and profess the religion
which by the light of reason he judges to be true" (Neuner
& Dupuis 19835:287%).

By contrast Vatican 11 asserted

(a) that Religious freedom is a right of every human
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(c)

peErson. It is based on the "dignity of human
persons as known in scripture and reason itself!
(Dignitatis Humanae # 2, in Flannery 1981:800).
Since persons have dignity, they are also endowed

with conscience.

This conscience should be respected and persons
should follow the dictates of their conscience.
The council recommends that since religion is a
matter of conscience, they should be "immune firom
coercion ... nobody is forced to act against his
convictions in religious matters"” (Dignitatis
Humanae # 2, in Flannery 1981:800) even if it is

error .

Because persons have a conscience, they have to
give external expression to it. They are not to be
prevented from giving expression by "publicly
teaching and bearing witness to their beliefs by
the spoken or written word” (Dignitatis Humanae # 4

in Flannery 1981:803%).

The freedom of expression goes together with the
freedom of association. And this is exercised when
people freely hold "meetings or establish

educational, cultural, charitable and social
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aorgqanizations" (Dignitatis Humanae # 4, in Flannery

1981:803) .

(d) Religion as a matter of conscience is also a matter
of choice. The council sees it as the duty of
parents to choose the religion of their children,
schools and other means by which religions should
be imparted. It is seen as violation of the
parents’ right to choose "if their children are
caompelled to attend classes which are not in
agreement with the religious beliefs of the parents
or if there is but a single compulsory system of
education from which all religious instruction is
excluded "(Dignitatis Humanae # 5, in Flannery

1281:803) .

(e) The freedoms of conscience and expression belp in
the search for the truth. It is the duty and the
right of every individual "to seek the truth in
religious matters so that, through the use of
appropriate means he may prudently form judaments
of conscience which are sincere and true"

(Dignitatis Humanae # =, in Flannery 1981:801).

The council is of the view that this religious freedom

like all rights can be limited. It is limited if public
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order, peace or common good is violated. Those exercising
their religious rights "are bound by their moral law to
have regard for the rights of others. their own duties to
others and the common good of all" (Dignitatis Humanae # 7

in Flannery 1981:808).

It is the duty of the civil authority to protect against
abuse the rights of others and promote the common good ar
the public order. The council recommends that when these
are violated, "in accordance with legal principles which
are in conformity with the objective moral order®
(Dignitatis Humanae # 7, in Flannery 1981:80%) the civil

authority should come to the aid of its citizens.

Vatican I1's views on religious freedom in a multi faith
society in effect reject Fope Fius IX's condemnation of
the following proposition "[iln our age it is no longer
advizable that the Catholic religion be the only State
religion, excluding all the other cults... Therefore it is
praisewarthy that in some Catholic regions the law has
allowed people immigrating to these to exercise publicly

their own cult" (Neuner & Dupuis 19873:284).

Though the civil authority has the duty to ensure
religious freedom and protect against abuse, it is not
within its competence to "compel its citizens by force or
Tear or any aother means to profess or repudiate any
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religion or to prevent anvone from joining or leaving a
religious body"” (Dignitatis Humanae # &6, in Flannery

1981 :804) .,

The council also welcomes the fact that in some
constitutions there is recognition of religious freedom.
But it is also pained by the fact that, though there is a
constitutional recognition of this freedom, there is still
some interference. The council views the task of civil
authority as that of "recognizlingl and lookl[ingl] with
favour on the religious life of its citizens" (Dignitatis
Humanae # 3, in Flannery 1981:802). All people should be
treated equally and not be discriminated against on the

basis of religion.

Though Vatican II gives principles of religious

freedom, at the same time it admits the intolerance of

the past in this reqard which violated the spirit of the
gospel. It goes on to say "although in the life of the
people of God in its pilgrimage through the vicissitude of
human history there has at times appeared a form of
bebhaviour which was hardly in keeping with the spirit of
the Gospel and was even opposed to i1t" (Dignitatis Humanae

# 12, in Flannery 1981:809).

-102-

3]



FldEsE Vi i

Heovira ket Bl past that was characteraiaed by antolerance

towards Fhose whin held dyorterent teschuinags, bthe Lathol oo
Chu o by thyroont Matican 11 Found ateett championing
Folovamee an qalboers af peliagion, i alsa exhorfen
voverrpnent s not too drecriqmanate against peopde on basis of
prea L Loy [ yreasons aolvaneed were that persons have
Adoaer by and thoha dignaty entalles them to Treedoms such
asoaf conecrerniz, 3t @2uwpresslon, of associataion and of
acaainhil vy, Py ounab these freedoms the need bto promote the
by of Uhyistians bhrough dialogue was seen to be

povesible,

b ehiwe b commi tment to the above, the church throaaoh

vha bevdders aplofted consures placed by the predes

~idd qoaod relatione were esatabliched, Phe couwnenl e oF
Fhee oyaupdon that 1f bhe fresdom of poliguon afttoc ks

eyt e iy the comnen s aooed ot ahcade bBee bama teed .

3.8 EVALUATION

Whicre cover Tk e ad Lhe abvwve . ane dandes That every period
wrl Gl bety detoned whal o copstoboatod tolerance and limids
thereat., Tesuea ot bolerance and antolerance were
connploicated by peraonal, oulbtoaral, polaitacal o social and

gasoneunt s racrzs . Never Theleas a pumber of prancipdes

ated e Foo st by antolerance and tolerance come og

Ferprer et end e



The feollowing principles were seen to justify intolerance:

(a)

(h)

(c)

The good of the Church: Different teachings were
viewed as an assault both to doctrine and

structures of the Church. They were seen as
creating confusion, division and instability. As a
result, Church authority and worship were
undermined. One finds the overriding need far unity
and peace in the Church with the incidents of
Montanists, Donatists and Servetus and Furitans.

For the sake of self preservation and protection,

the Church acted against those who were different.

The truth: The Church saw itself as an exclusive
possessar and protector aof the truth. When the
very basis of Christianity (doctrine) was
questioned it had teo come to its defence. We saw
this operating in the struggle against the
Donatists and in the execution of Michael Servetus.
As the custodian of the truth, the church felt it
had to preserve the truth in its purity and

wholeness.,

Warring for God: Attacking the doctrine and Church
teachings did not only affect the Church’'s
atructure but also undermined the majesty (dignity)

of God. This had to he defended and upheld.
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(d)

{e)

Disobedience to the authority of the Church was
seen also as disobedience to God and this
necessitated resistance. We find this operating
when Michael Servetus questioned the doctrine of
the Trinity and when the Furitans resisted the

authority of the Established church of England.

The qgood of society: church disputes did not only
affect the Church negatively but they bad adverse
effects on society as well. They led to animosity
amongst peoples, fear, loss of life and disorder.
The church acted against those who were seen to be
disturbing order in society and threatening the
common good. This was seen with the Donatists,

Saxony and Michael Servetus.

Evangelization: The need to spread the message of
Christ to all and make other nations Christians also
led to inteolerance. Other nations were not always
simply invited to be Christians but were forced.
There was na respect for their freedom of

religion or conscience. This is evident in the

manner Charlemagne dealt with the Saxons.

The above are just some af the principles used to justify

intolerant actions. The church wielded power and it did

not hesitate to use it against those who opposed it.

Others had to appeal for teolerance on behalf of those who
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had

less or no power. The following were some of the

principles which were appealed to to plead for tolerance:

(a)

()

The need to respect the diagmity of persons. The
dignity which persons have was seen to entitle them
to be free from persecution or harm and be given
certain freedaoms. This was raised by Ireneaus when
he appealed for tolerance on behalf the Montanists.
The Vatican Il also emphasised it as one of the

reasons for religious freedom.

The need to respect the freedoms of persons such as
freedom of conscience, expression, association and
assembly. In matters of faith the person had to
freely embrace, practise and preach it without
hindrance. This was the view of Alcuin when he
appealed that the Sasons not be forced to embrace
Christianity, Sabestian Castellio when he condemned
the execution of Michael Gervetus, the Furitans when
they appealed to freely preach without hindrance and
Vatican 11 emphasizing the need for religious

freedom.

The need to seaerch for truth. This was the opinion
of Gabestian Castellio when he was condemning the

execution of Michael Servetus. He felt that since
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CHARPTER FOUR

THE SOUTH AFRICAN SITUATION

4.1. INTRODUCTION

The image that one has of South Africa is that of an
intolerant society that is slowly moving in the direction
of being tolerant. The transition which is being
experienced at this point in time is not an easy one.
There are areat signs of hope and mechanisms in place for
tolerance and yet there are plenty of crises. Intolerance
has for many years been deeply entrenched in the
political, social, economic and religious life of this
country. And it has manifested itself in various ways,
such as in crime, taxi violence, political feuds and
fighting among hostel dwellers., The list seems endless.
Violence seem to have been accepted as an effective way of

solving and settling differences.

Since intolerance has manifested itself in the political
and religious fronts, one has to analy:ze some of these
situations and find ocut why and how intolerance was
expressed P And what ethical issues are being raised by

-~

these situations The study further needs to analyze the
new constitution as the framework for tolerance. And the

issues of tolerance and its limits raised by the Choice on
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Termination of Fregnancy bill.

4.2. POLITICAL INTOLERANCE

The South African political scene has been characterised
by intolerance. The total commitment to both the
government’ ' s policy of apartheid and struggle against that

policy have been some of the major contributors to it.

4.2.1. The policy of Apartheid which dominated the
social, economic and political life of South Africa for
many decades has contributed to some of the intolerance
that one finds in the country. This policy was introduced
by the National Farty government in 1948. Through various
laws and practices, it bred intolerance in individuals and

social structures.

There were various pieces of legislation that were
introduced so as to enforce and encourage people to
develop and live separately because they "differ in their
historical origin, group association, loyalties, cultures
and ways of living" (Cornevin 1980:3). Laws such as the
Group Areas Act ensured that each group was confined to
its own residential or business area and that no member of
one race group could live and trade or own property in an
area of another race group. The Separate Amenities Act

made sure that different races had separate facilities
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zuch as transport and entertainment. The list of these
laws that promoted and enforced respect for differences
was endless. The differences that the people have were
seen by the government to be placing limits on the need
for unity. For the sake of self preservation, it enforced

division.

These laws and other practices contradicted the whole
NOLLON OF community which 1is like a " Human body thouagh
made up of many parts is a single unit because all these
parts, though many. make the body " (1 Cor 12:132). While
it is true that differences are a reality and have to be
accepted, to actually impose that they be maintained at
all cost goes against the nature of community which should
allow and encourage various forms of life which seem alien
and even disaqgreeable, Fersons could belong to one
community and still be different. These laws inculcated
in the citizens of this country that they were different
and that they could not live and interact as citirens of
one country. They deprived the people of South Africa the
experience of oneness and being enriched by one another.
Instead of a community that promoted appreciation and
acceptance of differences, South Africa became disparate
communities fostering alienation, suspicicon, polarization
ard animosity. These laws and practices further violated
the freedoms of choice, asscciation and assembly. They
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imponsed on the people of this country the type of life
they should lead, groups and people they should associate
with. Feople were not enabled to discover for themselves
what is good and develop in freedom. As Murray (1965:81)
rightly points out, the "human quality of society

depends on the freedom of peaople”.

Worse still the majority were barred from participating in
the political life of this country and wetre relegated to a
marginal existence. This meant that the government’'s
policy was a "legalised humiliation, a systematic attack
upon the dignity of so many human beings" (Nolan

1988:51) ., It is not surprising that this dehumanizing
situation resulted in the formation of increasingly

. L
vociferous opposition.

Farliamentary opposition was largely ignored.
Extra-parliamentary opposition was increasingly severely
dealt with. The Scuth African government saw the
npposition as a threat, a "Communist onslaught under the
quise of religion or freedom or whatever, and it is
directed against stability, security and progress’
(Scholts 1989:233).  The government felt that the communist
onslaught manifested itself in boycotts, strikes, news
media, student unrest and consequently created
instability. There was a need from the qgovernment’'s
perespective to ward off the total onslaught with the total

strateqy. The total strategy was to be carried out "he it
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through social, economic, technological and political
development and renewal ... in the second instance act
with might and main against revolutionaries, perpetrators
of violence and cother adventurers.” (Scholtz 1989:36).
The government was determined to crush any person or
organisation thought to be responsible for effectively
opposing its policies — which it equated with bringing

about instability. Draconian laws especially of detention

and banning were introduced.

Though it was misuse of power to impede those working for
an alternative to apartheid, from the government’'s
perspective it was carrying out its responsibility of
looking after the welfare of society. Society had to be
protected from criminals, communists or terrorists who
were disturbing peace and order. It could not allow
people subscribing to a different policy to do so freely
when the common good was threatened. Fear went hand in

hand with the need to maintain a stable society.

Though the intention of the government was to quell that
which threatened the coherence and stability of the state
it forgot that its policy was carried out without the
consideration of the wellbeing of the majority of the
peaple. And that it had interfered negatively with their
rights of conscience, expression, association and assembly

which are central to tolerance and participation.
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Hecause of common good and security, dialogue and
participation were sacrificed. The opposition could not
be engaqged in dialogue but was repressed or eliminated

through the law.

The government was not the only factor that contributed to
the intolerance found in this country, the opposition too

had its share.

4.2.2. Opposition to Apartheid

The extra-parliamentary copposition to apartheid also
played its role in fostering intolerance through its quest
to counteract this policy. Since the opposition saw
apartheid as divisive and debumanizing it sought to bring
about its end. Collaboration with the government was
discouraged. Various people, groups and organizations
opposed to Apartheid did not always have the same
understanding of the praoblem and that led them to develop
a variety of principles, tactics and strategies. Recause
of the different tactics, principles and strategies,
disagreement and conflict among the various organisations

emerged .

If one dared to criticize. did not support a certain
strateqgy or was not a member of a particular organization,
one was seen as a collaborator, reactionary or as being

divisive. It was a case of "those who are not with us
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are against us" (Idasa Report 1991:8). Certain people
viewed themselves as the embodiment of the aspirations of
the oppressed. They would not allow anything that seemed
to undermine their belief or was alien or contrary to it.
They were unable to see beyond their ideas. For these
organisations, unity was of utmost importance, 1t had
become a guiding ideclogy. Too many organisations or
ideas were viewed as a threat to this unity. To gain this
unity, some organisations were willing to use bullying and
intimidation. Ferzonse who disagreed wWwith rival
organisations had their meetings disrupted and political
feuds stacted to take qlace, Q= [Qatbs Coqgeyr abweryed
"the conflict was more over hegemony than ideology,. the
fight to be sole representative. Each side was afraid
that mutual recognition threatened their existence." (Mary
1992:172). Through this fear, open competition among

political ideas was stifled.

Farticipation which comes through freedom of conscience
and expression was not promoted. Fersons were not allowed
to compete or influence actions, there was no openness.

[t is difficult to imagine openness and competition in the
absence of expression. It is only through debate,
dialaogue and participation that various political
strategies could be evaluated and exposed. This further
stifled the search for truth.
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It is true that various contending political ideologies
did not bring about the unity of the oppressed. and yet at
the same time, the value of an ideology or action could
not be brought about by force but could only be

determined in the market place of others. Murray (1963:19)
is correct when he says that "freedom, not force. is the
dynamism of personal and social progress.” Not only were
the freedoms of conscience. expression and the search for
truth violated but also freedoms of association and
assembly. Freedom of expression and association were
stifled. By preventing people from belonging to
organisations or disrupting their meetings., the* were
depriving them aof the opportunity to have a sense of
belonging and allow them to be themselves. This
intimidation or bullying was not just a cause of social

disorder but disrespect of persons and their freedoms.

Those who violated actions such as "consumer boycotts

were ‘necklaced’ or forced to eat their purchases
including soap and drain cleaner" (Sparks 1990:340). This
was condemned by the leadership. In July 1985, Rishop
Tutu threatened to leave South Africa if necklacing did
not stop. The need to discourage collaboration with the
government and the interests of the oppressed were seen by
those who executed such actions to be of paramount
importance.
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Marx (1992:1673) is correct when he says the "assaults on
collaborators represented a first wave of direct
confrontation with representatives of the Apartheid
system.” The good that the oppressed were fighting for
was seen as not tolerating any dissent. Unfortunpately it
led to disrespect of human persons. Through actions such
as thase mentioned, human dignity was affected adversely.
It was harmed because pain and injury were inflicted. The
human dignity is affected negatively as Murray (19465:173)
has observed whenever people are "“huddled together under
a rule of force or fear." Feople who out of weakness or
conviction failed to live up to the expectation; were
never shown any feeling of understanding nor mercy. There
was no mutual care and strengthening of one ancother but
people were treated unreasonably and harshly. A
distinction was not made between persons and their
actions. Because this was not done, mercy and compassion

hecame causalities, thus creating fear and loss of life.

From the above i1t is clear that from the government and
liberation movemernts’' perspective, they were placing
limits to what could bhe tolerated. This intolerance was
nat only experienced in the political arema but in the

religious sphere as well.
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4.3. RELIGIOUS INTOLERANCE

(ne of the areas in which intelerance manifested itself
was in the whole area of religious freedom in a country
where there is diversity of religions. Though on the
surface South Afirican society was a pluralistic

religious society, Christianity was the only officially
recognized and encouwraged religion. There were structural
intalerances, though they were not exuplicit, that were
encountered by other minority religions, while
Christianity had privileges which these religions did not
have. Religious Education was mainly Christian education,
all of the public religious holidays were Christian
holidays, ministers officiating at public functions were
Christian ministers, other minority religions did not have
access to South African Broadcasting Corporation (SARC),
the public cwned communication media. Christians were
able to do meditational and worship services through S5ARC
in the form of documentaries. magazines and actuality
programmes. Most of these programmes had to reflect the
"thought which represent the mainstream of Christian
tradition in the country®! (Tomaselli, Tomaselli & Muller
1989:106) . Sunday which is the holy day., a day of rest
for Christians "of couwrse had a significantly higher
religious content” (Tomaselli., Tomaselli & Muller
1989:104) .
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There are many and varied reasons why Christianity

dominated in a multi-faith society:

(a)

The intolerance and seeds of dominance Qo back to
Christianity’'s roots in South Africa. The Christian
religion was seen by those who introduced it as
"ohviously superior to the “barbarous’ and
‘primitive’ rites which passed as religion among
African people so that the introduction of
Christianity and the repression of such practices
could only be regarded as a blessing” (Kilian
199%5:39)Y. This demonstrates a hostile and a negative
attitude missionaries had towards African religion.
Since for them African religion was inferior and
undesirable, they undermined and souaght to repress
it. Ry seeking to repress it through the
introduction of Chrastianity. they denied religious
libherty to the Africans, and instead promoted the
supremacy of Christianlity at the expense of African
religion. Since they did not have a positive
attitude towards indigennus religions,. they could not
he responsible for promoting and tolerating what they
perceived as false religion. Space for dialoque was
not created and opportunity for African religion and
Chiristianity to find each other was lost. Instead of

affirming Africans "and their religion appreciated



(b

(c?

for providing a horizon of meaning in the
understanding of African reality. the missionaries

set out to eradicate this religion"” (Kilian 1993:52).

Colonization and missionary activity led to

increase in the number of Christians in South

Africa. This made the overwhelming majority of the
South African population, Christians. (See statistics
of 1980 (0Z-80-12 pé6B8-84) and 1991 (0O3-01-22

p 43-145).

Exvcept for Judaism and a handful of other small
groups, the minority religions that are found in

this country have been nearly exclusively black
religions. Rlack people in this country have
suffered dehumanization and discrimination. Their
rights have been grossly viclated. They were
excluded from decision making. It was inevitable
that their religious beliefs would also be victims of

the oppressive laws.

Even if one felt that one’'s religious rights were
violated "there existed little recourse to the law to
praotect South African citizens against isolations of
their basic human rights” (Kilian 1993%:45). There
was no bill of rights and furthermore, there was no
entrenched protection of human rights in the
constitution of South Africa.
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There was clear preference for Christianity by the law of
the land. The 19283 Constitution of the Republic of South
Africa states clearly its first goal, that is "to uphold
Christian values and civilized norms with recognition and
protection of freedom of faith and worship." Christianity
for the state was considered to he the only authentic
religion, that is why it was seen, valued and promoted as
a way of life by the constitution. The state legislated
its religious preference into law. This clearly showed
that the state was based on one particular religious
confession and that government pelicies were informed by
a specific religion. This further meant that Christianity
would rely on the benevolence of the state, and would
therefore dominate society and other religions. 0Other
faiths could not identify with the constitution but
instead saw it as an instrument to uphold one set of

religious belief against their religious convictions.

Mr FP.W. Rotha who was State Fresident, did not hesitate to
declare and define South Africa as & Christian country
when addressing the Inaugquration of Free Churches in 1989.
He stated that "South Africa is a Christian state and we
stand for religious freedom. For that reason it is the
state’'s duty and privilege to ensure that Christian
principles are protected but also that religions of other
minorities in  South Africa be allowed the necessary scope
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of activity" (Scheltz 1989:8). Though this statement
acknowledges and gives respect to other religions, it
demonstrates that other religions are merely accommodated
in a Christian state. There was no caommitment from the
atate to promeote and protect them and let them enjoy the
same privileges as Christians. Recause of all these
reasons Christianity enjoyed the supremacy over all ather

religions especially in public life. Other religions had

to develop,. adapt and conform to a Christian setting.

What are some of the ethical issues that are raised by

this religious dominance?

{a) Religion is a matter of conscience, it has to he
exercised in freedom. As Murray (1965:24) has
already pointed out that one should be free from "all
manrer of compulsion, constraint, whether leagal or

extralegal when exercising one’'s conscience.

Repression of African religions and forcing Africans
to abandon their religious convictions,
discriminating against other minority religlons
because they are religions of black people was
disrespectful of human digrnity, & violation of
conscience, which "is synonymous with internal
peraonal freedom” (Muarray 1965:8) and other rights

that are associated with 1t. Conditions for mutual
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reaspect were also dealt a blow because of this

repression.

(b Is it within the competence of or legitimate for the
state to legislate in favouwr of one religion when

el

there is religious diversity in that society As we
have seen in chapter three, religious freedom is a&a
right of every human person because of the dignity
and the freedoms that are associated with it.

1t ie a duty of every civil society to ensure that
religinous freedom 1s guaranteed, promoted and
protected. By legislating in favour of Christianity,
the authorities showed lack of consideration for
other religions. They leaislated because
Christianity was their religion, the religiaon of the
majority and the true religion. BRut in a multi faith
society, freedom of religion and diversity needs to
be promoted. Tao legislate in favour of orne religion
is the violation of the freedom of religion which is
freedom of conscience. Also all this was against the
nature of community which should allow and encourage

alien and disagreeable forms of life.

By excluding these religions from the most significant
fields, it was not just discrimination but it was also
infringement on the freedom of expression and information

{(freedom to inform and be informed). These freedoms were
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not respected but restricted. These religlons were not
allowad to participate by imparting "information and ideas

through any media regardless of frontiers" UDHR 18.

Though it was not SABC's policy to conceal information

but to deliberately favour Christianity publicly by

not giving others a chance caused of ignorance since
people were prevented from knowing. Radio and T.V. which
are the effective instruments of education and channels of
communication were used to teach and upheold one set of
beliefs., This made people unaware of the religibus
plurality of the country and this did not help in the

mittual wnderstanding and respect among them.

Favouring one religion did not contribute to the search
for truth. Other religions did not get the exposure
needed to make their convictions known and thus enabling
them to either discuss criticize or confirm their
position, Feople of South Africa were deprived of the
oppartunity to be critical and continue to search for the
truth. They were prevented from being open to other
insights (except to Christianity) and learn from those who
hold different views, thus depriving them of something

valuable and the opportunity to develop.

(c) Even if Christians were in the majority but cut of

respect for the minority they should have protected
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and shown tolerance towards these religions.
Tolerance "may require more thamn leaving cthers to
pursue their own way of life" (Mendus & Edwards
1987:8) but actually encourage and promote it.

Fower and numbers were used negatively to promote aone
way aof life and hinder what was disliked. And that
made South Africa look like a fairly homogeneous

society.

As one can see South Africa had a past that militated
against tolerance in the political and religious sphere.
There was no appreciation for diversity. But since the
elections for a democratic government in 1994 an
acknowledgement of diversity seems to be a guiding
principle in South Africa. This is a sign of hope. It
also indicates that South Africa is heading in the
direction of tolerance. There are also mechanisms and
structures that are in place s0 as to foster and entrench
tolerance. Dne of those mechanisms is the new

constitution.

4.4, THE SOUTH AFRICAN CONSTITUTION

A new caonstitution was adopted by the Constitutional
Assembly on 8 May 1996, amended on 11 COctober and signed
on 10 December 1996. It is the supreme law of this
country and this makes the country now a constitutional
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astate. All other laws of this country are expected to

comply with and mnot to contradict this constitution.

Let us examine this constitution teo decide whether it is a
framework for tolerance or not, whether it promotes and
facilitates this value. We shall also investigate if
there are any principles in this constitution that
militate against tolerance. And if there are, how do they

~y

an ageainst it

4.4.1 Tolerance

Chapter two of the constitution is called the ERill of
Rights. This bill of rights is a list of rights people
have because they are human beings. It is referred to in
the constitution as the cornerstone for democracy in South
Africe (s 7). i1t is there to give people their rights,
protect them and to prevent the government from abusing

1ts power.

The 1961 and 1982 constitutions did not contain the Rill
of Rights though there were attempts to have it. The Bill
of Righte was rejected "hoth on religious grounds (a Bill
of rights being the product of the humanist philosophy)
and political grounds (a Rill of Rights heing inconsistent
with the Westminster system of parliamentary sovereignty,
and thus undemocratic). And of course, & Rill of Rights

was irreconcilable with the apartheid system." (Rotha

-1 25~



1992:7). If during the Apartheid era, the RBill of Rights
was included in the constitution, it would have meant
granting and qguaranteeing the basic rights to all South
Africans without regard for race, gender, religion or
political opinion and this would have further meant
abolition of the Apartheid order which was founded on

racial discrimination.

This Eill of Rights is there to ensure constitutional
gquarantee and protection of fundamental rights. The
following are some of the rights that promote tolerance in

this constitution:

(a) The rights to dignity (s 10) and equality (s 9)

Though there is no hierarchy of rights in this
constitution, one can safely say the basis of this
bill of rights is right to life (s 11) human dignity
(s 10) and equality (s 9) of persons. These are the
sources of all other rights and without them other
rights cease to be.

This constitution recognizes the worth and dignity of
persons which the constitution says is inherent in
everyone (s 10). Hecause persons have a dignity,
they have to be respected. This recognition and
respect for the dignity of persons by the

constitution is also essential and fundamental to
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tolerance. It is because of this dignity that all persons
are equal. (Christians believe that all human beings have
thig dignity because they are created in the image and the
likeness of God). Recause of that dignity and the
equality people are entitled to, it is possible for .them
to enjoy the same freedoms and rights. This dignity
further entitles persons tao the rights of freedom and

security.

Fersons have to be protected from being "treated or
punished in a cruel, inhbuman or degrading way "(s 132).
The dignity of persons is impaired if persons are treated
in a manner which is harmful, injuring. degrading or
humiliating. This right to dignity is fundamental and
important and is not suspended even during the state of
emergency . It 1s amongst the non derogable rights during

that period.

The constitution states that persons are equal befare the
law and must bhe treated equally (s 9). Cachalia et &l

it

(1994:25) are of the opinion that it comes as "no
surprise given our history, that the first right mentioned
in the chapter on Fundamental rights is the right to
equality" because the previous system was founded on
discrimination that was based on race. This right calls

for the equal treatment of persons. No one may be

discriminated against on the basis of race., gender,
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pregnancy, marital status, ethnic, sexual orientation ...
(s 9). If a person is discriminated =sgainst on any of the
bases mentioned, that action is unlawful. Without the
respect and promotion of the dignity and equality of
persons, all other freedoms and rights are meaningless and
irrelevant., Though this is an important right and ane
that is also neot limited during the state of emergency.
nevertheless there are circumstances under which it can he
limited but we will deal with those circumstances under

limitations.

Recause persons have a dignity. are equal. respected and
have a common citizenship, they have to enjoy the same
rights and freedoms. Some of these freedoms and

rights are the very ones that are essential for tolerance
viz. freedoms of religion, belief and opinion
(consciencel, expresslion, asscclation and assembly.

These rights are not only entrenched in the bill of rights
but they are "respected, protected and promoted" ( s 7)

by the constitution. It is through them that eguality,

oneness, openness and parlticipation are promoted.

{b) Freedom of Religion, belief and opinion (s 13)

This is a respect faor freedom of conscience. This
means that people are entitled to their personal

convictions, to formuilate their beliefs and ideas in
-~ 128~



the way they wish, as we have said when dealing with
tolerance, even if those beliefs are judged to be in error
they are entitled to them. Fersons are free to follow the

dictates of their conscience and not be hindered.

The seriousness with which this freedom of conscience is
promoted by the constitution can be seen in the fact that,
in 8 199(&), the security service members in the execution
of their duties are encouraged to be critical, use their
discretion and are not obliged to "obey a manifestly
illegal order”, They cannct claim to have been forced or
have been following orders. There is room for them to
dissent. They have to adhere to what they see as the

truth or being correct.

Though it is not something new, the Constitution does not
force persons to take an cath and this is to further
demonstrate respect for conscience of other people.

There i1is an affirmation for those who do not believe in a
God (s 48). One has to take into account that the
majority of the South African population does profess
faith in & God. One would bhave expected that the will of
the majority would dominate, but here it is an
individual ‘s conscience that is respected. There is
consideration for the minority. The majority are also
Eeing taught in & way to be sensitive to the needs of the
minority instead of imposing themselves. This is an act

of talerance and it is best expressed when the powerful or
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the majority are sensitive to the needs of the mainority or

powerless.

Freedom of religions is guaranteed by the constitution.
Religion has an important role to play in the lives and
culture of peocple. The recognition of right according to
Van Wyk et al (1994:592) is the "acknowledgement that
human beings are more tham individuals in a market, cogs
in a social wheel, or products of social forces. Their
dianity commands respect because 1t comes from a deeper
than human souwrce.” This right recognizes the diversity
of religions and further encourages the state and its
citizens Lo tolerate and respect different religions. It
hars the state from imposing any religious beliefs on its
peoples,.  Section 15(3) is aimed "at accommodating
legislation which recoanires the personal and family law
of persons professing & particular religion (for example,
the religion of Islam),. also recognizes marriages, subject
to specified procedures. This provision is welcomed
hecause many injustices have resulted where marriages
which were conducted according to certain religious
heliefs have nat been recognized in South African law

(Bason et al 1994:27).,
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Freedom of expression (s 1é6)

Individuals and social bodies such as the press, are
free to express themselves in various ways even
through demonstration, picketing and presenting of
petitions (s 17). When dealing with tolerance,
reference was made to the fact that freedom of
conscience is hest realized when persons follow the
dictates of their conscience. Fart of following the
dictates of it, is to be free to express themselves.
The freedom to express one’'s self is one of the
fundamental rights because through tHis right one is
not only able to express oneself but also to search
for truth and participate in the life of society.

To deprive one of this freedom is to restrict one’'s
freedom of conscience and opinion. In this country,
the "issues of freedom of expression pervade our
entire legal system. In the past, the issue of
reastraint imposed in the interests of national
secuwrity has dominated. Organizations and
individuale have been banned under security
legislation, meetings have been prohibited and

newspapers closed down'" (Cachalia et al 1994:57).

Thie freedom of expression is also best realized
when one 1s able to "receive and impart information

and ideas" ( s 16(1). This freedom to receive
-121-



information includes the right to receive it from the
state or any other person especially with regards to one’s
rights. It is the intention of this freedom that people
he informed. It seeks to promote communication and

understanding among people.

The media has also been granted such freedom in order to
educate and inform people about matters of concern to
them. To ensure “fairness and diversity of views"

(s 1922} an independent broadcasting authority has

been set up. This body will ensure that persons are able
to air their views in freedom without being discriminated,

dominated or their dignity undermined.

The freedom of evpression also helps in encouwraging

persons to search for truth and meaning in life. This
encouragement comes through granting of academic

freedomn and academic research (s 16(1)). Since racial
harriers have been dropped, persons are free to share
their talents and benefit from the talents of others by
engaging in the pursuance of knowledge freely without
hindrance. This fosters participation and development of

Ldeas.

Through this freedom of expression, persons are free to
ashare and promote their views without fear of repression
even if they are contrary to popular thinking. They are
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encouraged to participate in the politicel laife of the
country through the rights of assembly, demonstration,
picket and petition (s 17) and political rights (s 19).
Thiﬁ. right of expression can be limited as well but we

will deal with that later.
(d) Freedom of Association (s 18)

Freedom of religion,; belief and opinion would be
seriously undermined if persons were not free to
associate with whoever they want. This freedom of
association makes it possible for persons to form,
join and participate in political parties, clubs,
church and trade unions to live with, to marry and

work with any person of their choice.

The nther rights that go together with the freedom
to associate are the right to assemble (s 17).
political rights (& 19), freedom of movement (s 21)
and cultural, religious and linguistic communities
(s Z1). This freedom gives one the right to choose
those whom one wants to asscociate and assemble with.
One is neither forced to join nor to avoid joining a
club, organisation, church against one’'s will. The
freedom to choose has to be respected. In the past
the South African authorities did not foster the

practice of assembly as a form of poalitical
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participation. Tt was suppressed through the 1930
Suppression of Communism Act and later the Internal
Security Act of 198%2. This alléwed the minister to
forbid a gathering or assembly that threatened the

security of the state.

The right to assemble gives citizens the freedom to
gather, show support or disapproval. But this is done
under certain conditions. It has to be peaceful and
without arms. The "inclusion of this right again relates
to our history in which the organization and presentation
of petitions has hecome a distinct form of political
activity, It should he interpreted to mean the right to
canvass support for a demand, or statement of support or
cpposition as well as to have such statement, not only

presented, but also received" (Cachalia et al 19294:58).

The political riahts involved here encourage people to
form political parties, to participate in the activities
of, or recruit members for & political party (s 17).

This freedom is "foundational hecause it makes
participatory politics meaningful and gernuinely
representative politics possible. fFFolitical associations
enable individuals collectively to chamnnel their otherwise
divergent energlies towards the realization of shared ends®
(Van Wyk et al 1994:3%38). A1l these rights — the freedom

to assemble, demonstrate, picket and petition as well as
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pnlitical rights flow fram the right to expression. All
these righte can be limited under the state of emergency
(s =7 and by the limitation clause (s 36) which will be

dealt with latevr.

() Building of & united nation

The constitution is conscious of our intolerant past
brought about by the system of apartheid which
consequently engendered division and hatred among
peaple of this country. Separation was enforced

by law and persons were taught not to live and

interact as one people. It is the intention of this

constitution as it states in its preamble to "heal the

divieion of the past ... lay the foundations for a
democratic and open society ... build a united and
democratic South Africa”. [t seeks to guarantee that
what happened in the past will never happen again. In
other words this constitution is the legal foundation
for the building of a nation. It ig "the birth
certificate of [onel] South African nation" (Sowetan
April 1996, pd). Thouah 1t is mindful of that past
and its intentions to build a united nation, it is
aware that this cannct be brought about through use
of foroe. It recognizes and rejolces that the
country is characterized by religious, cultural and

palitical differences, which are sometimes
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irreconcilable. The people of South Africa, diverse as
they are, belong to South Africa and South Africa
belaongs to them. It is in their diversity that they

have to be united.

Recoagnition of this diversity i1is to allow persons to

be free, different and yet still belong to the same
country. This is to enable them to define themselves in
their own cultures, languages and religions. That is why
the constitution acknowledges and encourages the use of
many languages and has set up a language board for the
promotion and creation of conditions for the use of these
lanquages (s 3), It wants to ensure that they "enjoy
parity of esteem and be must treated equitably” (s 6),
unlike in the past when only two official languages,
Afrikaans and Enalish. were recognized, there are now

eleven official languages.

This Constitution seems to force and oblige everybody to
recognize and respect this diversity. It gives the people
of this country a new frame of mind. It wants them to see
diversity not as a curse, as something to be repressed but
as enriching unity and therefore needing to be cherished
and promoted. No group or persons should feel or fear
that they would be dominated. This recognition further
encourages mutual respect of persons that would lead to

acceptance to flourish and be experienced by all.
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4.4.2. Support for conditions developing tolerance

We have earlier said that for tolerance to survive and
spread, conditions to facilitate its growth must be in
place. The constitution has established commissions and
mechanisms =0 as to "strengthen constitutional democracy
in the Republic" (s 181). This also implies that they

will foster and ensure the continuance of tolerance.

z

Firstly, as reqgards the rights and freedoms of
prersons, they are not only guaranteed. respected
and protected by the constitution, under the.bill
of Rights, but there is an organ that promotes
them. The Human Rights Commission has been put in
place =0 as to monitor and "promote respect for
human rights" by researching and educating people

(s 184).

(b) To honour the diversity that exists in language.,
religion and culture, there is now a commission for
the promotion and protection of Rights of Cultural,
Religious and lL.inguistic communities (s 183). Its
task is to promote respect for differences, to
facilitate diversity so as to "promote and develop
peace, friendship. harmony,., tolerance and national
unity" (s 18%). This enables groups or persons
naot to feel and fear that their groups will be
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(cd)

oppressed or dominated by others.

The commission for gender equality has been set up
ao as to "promote respect for gender equality and
the protection, development and attainment of
gender equality.” (s 187). This commission has to
make sure that "sex and gender will have to receive
the same attention that race must receive. Racial
equal ity without equality for women will render
that victory incomplete and the slogan " human

rights for all’ a hollow call” (Van Wyk et al

1994: L72).

Free political activity is not only encouraged by
this constitution hy the freedoms of expression

(s 1é6), assembly, demonstration, picket and
petition (s 17), association (s 18) and paolitical
rights (s 19) but it is also promoted by the
funding of political parties. The funding of
political parties should be applauded since at
anhances “"malti-party democracy" (s 236). This
encourages diverse peolitical opinions and survival
af political parties. It wants to ensure that they
do not suffer in their pursuance of their goals
hecause of financial constraints. This funding
fosters their continued survival and propagation of

their ideals.
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() When dealing with motives and conditions for
tolerance, it was mentioned that for tolerance to
be possible, stability in society is a necessity.
This constitution is mindful of the fact that
people cannaot exercise their freedoms and rights in
a climate where there is violence and war. That
can only happen in a situation where there is

PEACE .

Security services are there teo ensure that there
is a climate for tolerance where persons "live in
peace and harmony ... they are free from fear and

want " (s 198).

(f) Courts are also there to protect individuals and
guard against intolerance and see that rights are

not "infringed or threatened" (s 38).

4.4.3. Limitations in the constitution

Just as it has beern indicated in Chapter two that
tolerance has limitations, the principles of tolerance in
this constitution are not without limitations. The
constitution does envisage situations where there will be
limits to the freedoms and rights of the people of this
country., It mentions principles or instances where and
how they can be limited. Some of the rights have

separate limitation clauses. The constitution also
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appeals to the same principles for limiting what can be
tolerated as those mentioned under limits in chapter two,
namely, the respect for persons, their rights and the
common aood. But it also adds that the injustices and
inequalities of the past especially in the equality clause

are seen to be placing limites.

() Section 36 recognizes that no rights are
absolute. They are "limited by the rights of
athers and by the legitimate needs of society.
Fublic order, safety, health, morals, and
demacratic values are generally recognized as
Jjustifying the imposition of limitations on the
exercise of various fundamental rights" (Van Wyk et

al 1994:629).

SQection 36 gives a mechanism for the limitations of
rights. It states that "the limitation [should be]
reasonable and justifiable in an open and
democratic society based on human dignity, equality
and freedom" (s 326). Section 36 further gives
abhout five requirements or factors that need to be
taken into account when applving limits to the
rights or freedoms. These include the following:

(1) Nature of rights,

(ii) the importance of the purpose of the

limitation,
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(111) the nature and extent of limitations,

{iv) the relation between the limitation and
its purpeose, and

(v) less restrictive means to achieve the

purpose .

What is the meaning of all this ? In the State v
Makwanyane 1993(4) RLCLR 665, meaning is given to

this when it is said, "[tlhe limitation of constitutional
rights for a purpose that is reasonable and necessary in a
democratic society involves the weighing up of competing
values, and ultimately an assessment based on
proportionality. This is implicit in the provision of
section [3é6 (1)]1. The fact that different rights have
different implications for democracy, and in the case of
owr Constitution, for ‘an open and democratic society
hased on [{[human dignity] freedom and equality’ ., means
there is no absolute standard which can be laid down for
determining [what is reasonable and what is justifiable].
Frinciples can be established. but the application of
those principles to particular circumstances can only be
done on & cese by case basis. This i1s inherent in the
requirements of proportionality, which call for the
balancing of different interests." What one discovers in
these factors is that, when limiting the right, both the
right and the limitation have to be defined and compared.

And the two shouwld be balanced.
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If it is believed that the limitation is acceptable, it
has to limit it with less restrictive means. Ry
suggesting that the limitations should be carried out by
"less restrictive means" ( s 36). it means what needs to
be achieved should he done through means which are less

damaning to the right in question.

The above principles show that the limitation of rights is
an exception. Ite intention is to protect the rights.

The onus of restriction of a right seems to rest on the
one who seeks limitation. The restriction should be as

narrow as possible.

(k)Y There are also other instances when the constitution
igs explicit about limitetions, the following are
rights and circumstances in which limitation is

justifiables

(i) Faguality (= 9(2))

Though the right to equality is the basis of other
rights, it can be limited. The constitution states
that "[tlo promote the achievement of equality,
legislative and other measures designed to protect or
advance persons, or categories of persons,
disadvantaged by unfair discrimination may be taken"
(s @(2)). This section contains the affirmative

action clause., Fersons are advantaged here to the
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detriment of other persons on the basis of race or
gender. "However, the affirmative action clause

envisage

this very result: those persons or
categories or groups (be they racial., ethnic or
gender groups) who were disadvantaged by unfair
discrimination in the past should be advanced in
order to redress the inequities of the past' (Bason

et al 1994:22).

Apart from the affirmative action, the right to
equality can also be limited on the following
arounds, "sex, pregnancy, marital status,., ethnic or
social origin, colour, sexual orientation, age,
disability, religion, conscience, belief, culture,

languaqge and birth" s 9(3).

(i1i) Freedom of expression (s 16 (2)).

Freedom of expression is in this constitution to
promote individual self fulfillment, search for the
truth and participation in the political life of the
country. Rut there are times when this freedom of
expression is limited, especially when it advocates
or incites war, violence, hatred "based on race,
ethnicity, gender or any thing that constitute a
harm'" (s 1&c). When this ocours speech threatens

the pubhlic order and the rights of others by creating
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instability. This constitution is aware of the harm
that can be brought about by the use and power of

words, to abuse, humiliate and offend others.

That is why it deoes not tolerate anvthing that
injures the dignity of another person. The
boundaries of this freedom are linked to the social
and political history of this country where there has
been polarization and animosity among the people.

The freedom of expression is also restricted in the
interest of national security. It is not allowed to

incite others to war and violence (s 16 a,b).

(iil1) The state of emerqency.

During the state of emergency there are rights that
are suspended. The declaration of the state of
emergency is for the protection of the nation.
Frotecting it against "invasion, general
insurrection, disorder, natural disaster, or other
pubhlic emergency” (s 37). The state of emergency is
there to ensure that peace and order are restored.
Evers though there are certain rights that may

he suspended during the state of emergency, there
are some that enjoy absolute protection even during
this perind. The suspension of other rights is done
for selt defence or for the protection of the

~144-



mation which is under a siege when the very life of

the nation, the common good is threatened.

{iv) The state’'s power

Mechanisms are put in place to ensure that the
state’ s power is not abused. In this constitution
the state’' s power is not intended for clamping down
opposition but for the well being of persons so as
to protect and promote their rights, '"preserve the
peace, national unity and the indivisibility of the

republic” (s 41),.

The state teoo is hound by the constitution which is
the supreme law of the country. This means that the
state’'s actions are only legal when they conform to
the supreme law of the country. Its powers to a
certain extent are limited. They are to be
constitutional, if they are to be legal. The
constitution is able to restrain the powers of the
state. This is to avoid abuse of persons. As Cyril
Ramaphosa stated that "our people will never be
abused under this constitution. Ouwr people have
heen abused enough" (Sowetan 24 April 1996, pdl.
They had ne security or protection from the heavy
arm of the state in the past. The state powers can
never be used to deny persons their rights ar
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freedoms.

Even in the declaration of the state of emergency, the
court can decide on the validity of the state of
emergency, or the "extension of a declaration of a state
of emergency or any legislation enacted, or other action
taken, in consequence of a declaration of a state of
emergency" (s 37). The rights to human dignity, life
and equality are not suspended during the state of

emergency .

There are other rights, with certain modifications, that
are not suspended either. The police are also there to
use their power to see that the rights of others are not
viclated hy crime and that the common good is not
threatened. That is why they have the power "to

prevent, comhat and investigate crime, to maintain public
order, to protect and secure the inhabitants of the

Republic and their property" (s 2093).

Courts are there to protect the public and individuals
when their rights and freedoms have been infringed and
threatened (s 38) whether by the state or other persons.
This may include situations where one has been "treated or
punished in a cruel, irnhuman or deagrading way" (s 12) or
the breach of any constitutional right. Individuals or
groups can go to court and ask it to act on their behalf
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to defend the right that has been infringed.
4.4.4. Conclusion

The content of this constitution is a foundation for
nation building and tolerance. Not only does it contain
principles for tolerance, it has also devised means to
bring about tolerance by setting up commissions that will

nurture and foster tolerance and participation.

Though South Africa seems to have & good constitution that
protects and uphaolds the dignity of persons, allows and
encourages their rights, the subsequent legislation, The
Choice orn Termination of Fregnancy bill further tests the
itssues of tolerance. This Act was passed in 19946 and was
implemented on February 1, 1997. This legislation

has given a right to ahortion. The issues of tolerance
and intolerance ralsed by this debate shall be examined as

bhoth the teast case for tolerance and the constitution.
4.3. ABORTION

South African authorities have made & new public policy
concerning the issue of abortion which replaces the
previous one (Abartion and Sterilization act 1973)., This
new act refers to the previous one as being "restrictive
and inaccessible" because only doctors were enabled by
the law to recammend the termination of pregrnancy. This
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new law seeks to promote "reproductive rights and extend
freedom of choice by affording every woman the right to
choose whether to have an early., safe and legal
termination of preagnancy according to her individual
beliefs." The law provides for an abortion on demand in
the first 12 weeks of pregnancy. Between 13 —20 weeks,

ahortion can be performed under conditions such as:

(&) if the physical and mental health of the woman could
he harmed by the pregnancy.,
(b)) if the fetus has a severe physical or mental

abnormality,

(c) if the pregnancy is a result of incest,
(d) if the woman was raped,
(e) if the social or economic circumstances of the woman

are to be detrimentally affected by the pregnancy.

Though abortion is now legal, the debate about this
ilssue is far from being over. It is something sensitive
and emotional to the people of South Africa. It remains
to be seen whether it is a policy that all morally
sensitive persons in & pluralistic society would be able

tao live with.

There are two sides which have made and continue to
make their contributions to the debate. The first is

those who see abortion as murder, as a deliberate
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taking of inpnocent life. They see this law as enabling
women to be intolerant to human life. They view the
aranting of women their freedom as the denial of the
rights of the unbhorn, the rights to life and egual
protection before the law. They believe that "human life
from Lthe beginning to the end of development has intrinsic
value, which does not depend on meeting the selective
criteria or tests set up by powerful others" (Raird &
Rosenbaum 1989:135). 8o it has to be respected,
pratected, defended and developed. They further believe
that legislation does play a large part in the formation
of conscience because 1f abortion is freely available it
wourld further lead to erosion of values such as sanctity

of life, They are often referred to as "pro life’ groups.

The ‘pro choice’ on the other hand believe that abortion
is a matter of conscience. They feel that a woman has a
right to decide about what she wants to do with her body.
They are of the view that i1f abortion on demand is
legislated for, not only would the freedom of an
individual bhe guaranteed but personal and social sutfering
flowing fTrom backroom abortions would he alleviated.
According to Michelle 17 Sullivan of the Reproductive
Fights alliance, "the health costs of unsafe abortion to
South African women is a serious public health issue "

(Mail & Guardian, June 21 to #7, 1996, pl&)., It was found
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that in one year about R1€,6 million was spent treating
incomplete abortions and this money could have easily been
used to fund 88 000 safe abortions (Mail & Guardian June
21 to 27, 19946 pls). And many women were dying from these
unsafe abortions. Abortion for this group is not only

demanded for the rights of women but for the common good.

Laooking at both sides. one discovers that there is
concern by both groups for human life whether it is the
life of a woman or of the unborn. Another difficulty in
this debate is how to balance the rights of women and
unborn which are in conflict. Furthermore there is a lack
of consensus as to what is moral and immoral. We need to
look at bow this raises critical issues concerning

tolerance and the limits thereof.

4.5.1. This issue of abortion raises the following issues

regarding tolerance:

(&) Abortion is legal. Abortion has been made legal in a
situation where there are different view points,
heliefs and opinions and this has decriminalized
abortiaon. This legislation seeks to safeguard the
autonomy and freedom of choice of women and does not
prescribe on personal morality. Even though abortion
may be morally evil, one cannat prevent other persons
from taking advantage of what the law permits. To do
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s0 would not only he a violation of conscience but
alsn & denial of their constitutional rights and it

could lead to prosecution.

The need to respect the rights of women, the right to
conscience (s 1%) and right to make decisions
concerning reproduction (s 12 (2a). Since there 1is

a lack of consensus as to what is moral and immoral

0
3
r’-
T
n
n
mn

ue, it makes abortion an issue of
conscience. It places grave responsibility on an
individual. it has already been mentioned that when
nne is acting., one should always follow the dictates

of one’'s conscilence.

In as much as some people are strongly opposed to
abortion, they need to be tolerant to those who are
advocates of 1t. They have to respect the freedom of
others and still see abortion as murder of the
innocent and be strongly opposed to it. To grant
them the freedom to wuse theilr conscience does not
mean that one does not care or one has abandoned
one’'s religious beliefs nor does it mean that one
agrees with what is being done. It is to respect the
freedom of other persons who do not believe that they
are deliberately takinag inncocent life. Granting

this freedom is not taking the responsibility away

from the ocne who is demanding or performing abortion.
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Thiz is to let other persons live according to dictates of
their conscience but not to be compelled to live by

another person’'s conscience.

The freedom of conscience that is respected is not only of
those who are demanding abortion but there is a limited
respect for the freedom of conscience for health worlkers.
Their maral and religious convictions are respected
bacause they are not compelled to carvy out, take part or
participate in any abortion. Nevertheless there is
pressure placed on them to refer patients to others. This
is to "exploit the power of the law to force physicians
who oppose abhortion to refer their patients — born and
unborn - to abortionists" (Appleby 1996:viii). UOne
wanders whether the dissenting health workers would not be
discriminated against in jeb promotion because of their
views or their jobhs be placed at risk @ Dr Zuma, the
Minister of Health, in a letter to pro-life doctors (who
asought assurance that they would not be discriminated
against on the bhasis of their helief) reportedly stated
that "the department has a responsibility to provide
access to health services of women who request" ahortion.
"Institutions will therefore ensure that in filling posts,
they take into consideration the needs of women while
respecting the rights of health woarkers" (The Southern
Cross November @ 1997, pl). She went on teo say that the
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panel interviewinqg & person may ask questions related to
the act and that could influence a person’s emplovyment
chances. If this were to happen, it would be an act of
intolerance, This would prove that the government is not
prepared to have on 1ts structures those who are opposed
to its policies. It would use its power to discriminate

aagainst tham to allow oppeosition.

However, this could be a test for the constitution and see
if the doctore have the protection of the law. They can
resist those actions in the courts of law which have to
ensure that "everyone is equal before the law and has
right to equal protection and benefit of the law" (s 2).
The courts have to ensure that no one is discriminated

against on the2 basis of their conscience.

When one looks at the above, one is left with the
impression that one should not obiject to this law.

Because of the issues 1t ralses one shouwld instead promote
Lty since to bhe opposed to 1t would be blatant
intolerance. I it to be granted to the law to determine

~

what should be tolerated or not Does it mean that what
we ought to tolerate morally is identical with what the
law permits? If the rights of women affect adversely the

y

riaghts of the unborn. what should happen
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4.5.2. Limits to abortion

Reference has already been made to the fact that tolerance
dorse not mean ane2 should not raise one’'s objections to
what is morally objectionable. To object to this issue is

both justified and necessary hecause:

(a) Higher principles are operating. As it has been
stated when dealing with limits that individuals
and public powers are not the ultimate authority on
morality. There is a higher norm which for
Christians is God. Reference was also made that
tolerance is not the highest value hut subject to
higher values. Human life is a higher value that is
aqiven by God. And God's law "vou shall not kLill" (Ex
P0:13) shows  that human life has dignity and
therefore needs to be respected and protected. Since
abortion deprives human life of its existence and
continuity, it becomes a "public crime that calls to
Gaod and man for justice" (Appleby 1996:38). This

therefore necessitates apposition to abortion.

(B) There is a need to campaiagn for good values in
aaciety. In a democratic society, it is gquite
acceptable for anyone or group to campaign and strive
for values thall would form the basis of that society.

Those who are pro life are not intolerant when they
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continuwe to campaign against abortion and strive for
a society where "each person is to be respected in
all his or her rights, starting from the fundamental
right which is the right to life" (Appleby 1996:51).
If Christians and other groupings believe that the
soncial acceptance of abortion would lead to erosion
of values and can further lead to infanticide,
euthanasia and genocide, they have a legitimate right
to campaian and use their power against this liberal

law.

Does it mean every time they do not like something. they
should use their power to oppose and stop it P As 1t was
stated when we were dealing with limits that if that
morality was not mortally threatening to the dignity of
persons it should be left to prevail. But if it affects
it adversely, something has to be done. Does a
legislation permitting something immoral create an
opportunity for intolerant acticons 7 How does one oppose

what i1s dangerous, outrageous and morally threatening 7

One cannot do evil to achieve good. It would be against
democratic principles and law of love which both demand
the respect for the freedom of conscience. It would bhe
intolerance for those opposed to abortion if they
intimidate., prevent and obstruct access to facilities to

those who are pro abortion. It would he to disrespect and
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vionlate the rights of others. The actions mentioned above
do not only create & situation of disorder but deprive
individuals of a chance to discover what is good and the
truth themselves. Actions such as these, bring about
fear. Furthermore respect for persons together with

freedoms of conscience, choice and privacy are violated.

There is nothing evil in attempting to make those pro
ahortion to feel ashamed or to challenge through the

following:

(1) Freedom of expression (8 1é6): This freedom includes
the freedom to inform, or educate others about
one’' s position against abortion, counsel others
about its dangers and consequences for the society.
This would further help in inculcating in others
that "not everything that is legal is right ... and
nothing is right because it is legal" (Raird &

Rosenbaum 1983%:70).

(ii) Freedom of association and assembly: This would
enable persons to hold public protests or
campaigns against this act. Campaigning is not
incompatible with the general affirmation of
pluralistic socciety. In this way one would be
placing limits to what can be tolerated and yet
still giving others the freedom to exercise their
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rights. It would further show that "the public
powers are not the sole judges of what is or is not
for the common qeod. This is a social judagment, to
he made by the people elther through a
constitutional consent ... or through the channels

of public opinion" (Murray 1965:42).

(iii) The refusal of some health workers to take part or
assist in the performance of abortion places limits
on what can be tolerated. It saves innocent lives
and reduces the number of abortions. Through this
they are able to keep the "needed moral pressures
upon ourselves in many areas where proper regard for
life threatens to be dissolved or has already been

dissolved" (Raird & Rosenbaum 1989:72).

The means that are used to oppose what is unhearable
are reasonable, moral and legal. 7They are a combination
of one’'s conviction to be tolerant and still be opposed to

what is morally wrong.

4.6. CONCLUSION

The debate has led to the following observations:

What is legally justifiable is not necessarily morally
justifiable. BRecause of higher principles and the need

for good values in society,
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one can oppose what is morally evil. It is therefore not
agranted to the law to determine what should be tolerated

or not.

What is danqgerous, outrageous and morally threatening
cannot always be forcibly removed, as was stated when
dealing with the limits of tolerance, bhecause issues in
this ahortion debate are more complex. But one can oppose
it in the ways mentioned above such as using the freedom
of eupression, association and assembly and the refusal of

health workers to assist in the performance of abortion.

Though +the constitution is a framework for tolerance and
rezpects the freedom of conscience, those in power are
tempted to be intolerant when their policies are
challenged. They want the constitution teo give in to some
intolerant actions, they do all in their power to prevent
fram their structure those who are in opposition. Fower
is used to discriminate against opposition rather than
allow it to have its way. This is an act of intolerance.
One wonders what would those against abortion do if they

were in the position of power 7+

The abortion debate demonstrates thalt the issue of
tolerance and its limits is complex. One therefore needs
to be more critical, sensitive when svaluating other

people’ s positions.



CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

S.1. CONCLUSIONS

The previouws chapters have clearly demonstrated that
tolerance is A complex lssue, It has been found that
there is often tension between being tolerant and
intalerant and to achieve an appropriate balance is always
gdgifficult. The difficulty is how to integrate the need to
be tolerant and vet raise ane’'s objlection to what is
disliked or disapproved of in a manner which would not be
regarded as intolerance. [t hecame clear that attitudes
and power play & very important role in both tolerance and

intolerance.

Despite these difficulties, a conclusion was reached that
tolerance is a virtue that is necessary for commuanity and
nation building. It helps people to deal with diverse and

conflicting situations in which they find themsleves.

Foesitive motives are central to tolerance. As a virtue 1t
instills a positive attitude in people and it promotes the
sense of sacrifice for the sake of others, respect for
peraans and their freedaoms and welfare of society. There
are certain conditions that promote the existence of
tolerance such as education, respect for persons and their
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freadoms, democracy, justice and stability in society.
Indeed without these conditions tolerance is not even

possible.

Thouah it is & virtue, it has been shown that it has
limitations. It is limited by its very motives and
conditions. These limits are there for the qocod of
tolerance and other values., They offer protection against
what is outrageous, dangerous and threatening to the
dignity of persons and their freedoms and the wel fare of
saciety. Fuatting limites to tolerance is justified
intolerance. Unjustified intolerance is often practised
hy people whose intentions are to safeqguard values which
they perceived as being important. Though it is so,
intolerance is viewed as being bad since it precludes
receptivity which is "acknowledging the mystery of others
and aranting them space" (Tinder 1976:3134). This also
affects adversely the good of soclety and negates

everything that tolerance stands for.,

Tt has bheen shown that tolerance is contextual. It is
influenced by conditions of a particular time and place
and it differs from place to place. Dther issues, be they
personal , cultural, peoliticel . economical and social
usually influence the issues of tolerance and

intalerance.



We have realized as well that even in places where there
are structures that ensure the continuance of tolerance.
it is not easy for people to practise tolerance. It as
difficuilt to be tolerant to what is morally chiectionable

especially when human life is invelved. Though legalily

seemns to determine what can be tolerated, vet higher
principles do dictate that limits be put to talerance in

this reqeard.

South Africa with its newly born democracy is particularly
faced with the need for tolerance. In order to facilitate
the nurturing and pursuance of tolerance, some mechanisms
and structures are in place. This new situation calls for
new responses from all quarters. The contribution of the
church in promoting this ideal becomes crucial.
Christianity in particular as a majority religion has to
play a meaningful role in the pursuance of this goal. It
has to be relevant to the life experience of i1ts members.
In ite teaching and practice emphasis should also be
placed on those aspects which are relevant to South

ATrica.

5.2. RECOMMENDATIONS

What can the church do in helping to create an environment
where tolerance prevalls bhoth in the ecclesiastical and
]

civil life in South Africea

—-1&L-



I¥ the church hopes to make a meaningful contribution in
the preaching and practice of tolerance, i1t needs to have

a new understanding of:

(&) iteelf (identity and involvement),
() tolerance and
() the context in which it finds itself.

But, before the church can have this new understanding and
preach effectively to others about the need for tolerance,
it needs to look back &t 1ts history and examine
especially 1ts acts of intolerance. Those acts of
intolerance should be calling it to greater repentance and
renewal . As Rosch (1291:7387) so rightly puts il “"the
church is itself an obiject of missico Dei, in constant need
of repentance and conversion ... The cross which the

church proclaims also juwdges the church and censures every

manifestation of complacency about its “achievements ™ ".

8.2.1. The need for new understanding of itself

The manner in which the church perceived itself in the
past as the sole possessor and custodian of the truth, the
preserver oFf unity,. the instrument of salvation and above
all the scle representative of God, made 1t intolerant.
These elements led it not to recognize its fallibility.

fie we have seen, these elements made it to strive for
homogeneity in the church and in society.
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Various descriptions that are offered by Vatican I1 do
brina a new understanding of what the church should be.
The church is described as the people of God, people who
were willed by God to be holy "and save them, not as
individuals without any bond or link between them, but
rather to make them into & pecple who might acknowledge
him and serve him in holiness" (Lumen Gentium # 9, 1n
Flazinery 1981:35589). It ie also described as the Rody of
Chrristy though it consists of many members, called
together from every nation they form one body (cf 1 Cor
1212, These descriptions bring out and encourage the
recpect for diversity. They highlight the catholicity of
the church which accommodates any person who accepts and
professes the Christian faith. This further encourages
the need for consensus and respect for persons. The
church is further described as the pilgrim church because
it belaongs to "this present age, carries the mark of this
woarlicd which will pass, and she herself takes her place
amonag the creatures which groan and travail yet and wait
the revelation of the Son of God (Cf Rom 8:19-22)" (Lumen
Gentium # 48, in Flannery 1981:408)., 7This descriphtion
brings out the strugaling and the searching aspect of the

churah.

These models will only be a reality when the church allows
Gmall Christian Communities, Farish councils, Diocesan
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Councils, theologians and local bhishops ta take
initiatives which may bhe perceived as being contrary to
the chuwroh’s teaching. This necessitates that the
evcessive legal views of the church would be de
enphasised,. This would give membetrs the freedom to
exercise their inalienable raight to search and ask
questions about the truth., Moreover the church would be
ahle to help draw values from such bodies and be enviched
by such initiatives. Though this would create tension, it
would encouraage the church to view herself as an eqgual
partnar with those who are learning, searching and
ctrugaling for a meaning in this world. This does not
mean the church deoes not have to discipline its members
hut it would use means which are acceptable. peaceful and

ahall be patient with the weal.

8.2.2. The need for new understanding of what can be

tolerated or not

I the past the church could to & certain extent tolerate
linguistic and cultural differences, but doctrinal
differences were met with firm resistance. This was

pvident when it dealt with heretics and paganism.

Heresy was seen to be corrupting the faith which was not
only necessary for the life of the soul but for order in
apciety. It wag both a in and crime. And a heretic was
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a criminal and a sinner, & person who undermained society.
Heresy did not aonly affect the soul and the common good,
but it was perceived as bringing division in the church.

Mis led the church to use means:

i

which were extracrdinary

ifi

to protect both the faith and the common good. Methods
auch as the Ingquisition were employed to help society vid
itself of this crime. The Inguisition was instituted for

the security of the state and the church.

Thomas Aquinas was of the opinion that paagans should not

he compelled in matters of faith but this was sometimes
igrored.  He felt that innocent people would suffer and to

helieve depends on the will (cf Fart [ of Second part Q10
art ). As we have seen with the Saxons i Chapter 3,
they were made Christians against their will.
Evanaelization became more important than people who were
heing evanqgelized., The idea that Christianity had an
evclusive salvation led to intolerance. Those who

atoond in the way of evangelization were dealt with
harshly. This demonstrated that aggressive wars for the
sake of eupansion of Christianity were practiced and
Justified thus depriving people their freedoms of

CONSCiance, edpression, assocliation and assembly.

Far the church to know ilssues that need to be tolerated or
not, it needs to make use of the various commissions 1t

has, to help it promote tolerance and monitor intolerance



within the church and its relations with other structures.
This would help the church to learn to tolerate things
which are contrary to ite teaching especially those that
are not outrageous, dangerous and threatening to the
dignity and welvtare of others. In the process of
promoting tolerance, these commissions should assist the
churcts tao aveid and be aware of those things that breed
intolerance, thinge such as unrestrained power, negative
attitude towards those who are different, barsh manner in

objecting against what is disliked or disapproved.

5.2.3. The need for a new understanding of the context

In the past the context in which the church found itself
was of one single Christian scociety in which both the
atate and the church had the truths of Christian religion
as their sssential foundations. There was a close working
relationship between the church and state. Christianity
was Seen as a state religion. This made the church to
have power and complete control not only over its members
hut the state as well. Fope Boniface VIII made this clear
in Upam Sanctam when he spoke aboul the need for unity
under one head. He emphasised that "there is one bhody and
ane head - not tweo heads like a monster — namely Christ
and Christ s vicar is Feter and Feter s successor!
(Bettenson 19267:115%). This unity is faund within ths
church which is entrusted with both the temporal and
apiritual swoird. The temporal power which is subordinate
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to the gpiritual power is wused by the kings and captains
"hut with the permission of the priest" (Rettenson
12647:119), The spiritual power was above the earthly
power because it is from God. Recause the church had such
power, it dominated. Other religious opinions were either

discriminated against or completely destroyed.

This past no longer existed after the Reformation. A new
situation in which many Christian denominations existed.
Thouah it was s0, it was still a Christian dominated
s0ciety. It was & situation in which the religion of the
ruler became the religion of his subjects. This created
oppartunities for various denominations to discraiminate

against and suppress each other.

The church finds itself in & new context in which:

{al there are multi faith scocieties today. Freedom of
religion is guaranteed and protected by the law
(s 15%). Though Christians are in the majority, it is
no longer a Christian society where the church and
atate are custodians of Christian truths. This calls
far approaches of recognizing and acknowledaing other

religions and opinions. Christianity cannot afford

to suppreses, destroy and ridicule other religions but
it has to learn what it means to be a church in multi

faith and diverse society,. For this to happen the

church hag to continue its participation in the



()

Foumenical Movement so as to promote respectl,
dialogue, discussion and cooperation. This would
help all those involved to learn from each other with
the hope of enriching themselves so as to remove

ignaorance and arrogance they have about each other.

Furthermore the church has to include in its
Catechetics different religious view points of other
Christians, non Christians and secular view points.
In this way it would inculcate attitudes of
tolerance, respect and dislogue in its members.

3f course a great deal of hthoughlt and research has o

be done for this to be possible.

there is a clear distinction beltween the state and
the church. The church no longer enjoys the power
and contrel it had over the state. RBoth the church
and the state are autonomcous in their own spheres.
The government has been denied by the constitution
all competence in the field of religion (s 311},

It cannct legislate for its establishment nor
profabit the esercise of it. The area the state is
to concern iLtself with is secular or the genaeral
welfare of society. This is to ensure that the
freedoms of individuals are guaranteed and protected.
Even thouagh there is clear distinction between the
state and the church, the church has to see
aavernment as a partner rather than adversary on this
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iszue of tolerance, even if they differ on some
ethical issues like abortion. The church has to seek
what 1t has in common with the government rather than
what distinguishes and separates. 5Since there are

attempts hy the government to promote the need for

tolerance through the Rill of Rights and supporting
astructures such as the Human Rights Commission, the

Commission for the Fromotion and Frotection of the
Righte of Cultural, Religious and Linguistic
communities and Commission for Gender Equality, the
church should encourage, cooperate and support such
attempts., This cooperation does not me2an it has
completely identified with the South African agenda.
"In fact, the Church is able, indeed it is obliged iLf
times and circumstances require it, to initiate
action for the benefit of all men, especially of
those in need, like works of mercy and similar
undertakings" (Gaudium et Spes # 42, in Flannery

1281 :942) .

Gince there has been a history of intceolerance in South
Africa, the church has to provide education through its
achoals and catechetics on the meaning of tolerance and

in the new constitution of the country to its members and
society at large. It is important that the education of
the church keeps up with the development in the country if

religion is to be relevant to its members and be their way
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af life, Through its teaching., practice and worship, its
members would bhe fTamilarised and exposed to situations of
diversity. Furthermore, these would encourage them to
"take pleasure in their diversity within unity, each
emntbwvacing the other in mutual love" (Jdewett 1982:126). In
this way equality, respect, appreciation and tolerance
woulcd be inculcated in the minds of i1ts members and would
also be their way of life. Teaching or exposing tolerance
to its menbers would further lead them to understand that

talerance does nolt lead to reduction of themselves oar of

their faith but to better relations with others.

(¢ there have been transformation and advancement in
society. There have already been attempts to bring
about change in attitudes throuagh the changes in
structures and way things are done in society.

These changes also impact on the church to a certain
extent. They affect the way some of the things are
done . Yatican I suppeorts this view when it savs

the "Churoch has a visible structure, which is

A sign of its unity in Christ: as such 1t can be
enriched, and it is being enriched. by the eveolution
of social life - not as if something were missing in
the constitution which Christ gave the church,. but
in arder to understand this constitution more
deeply, edpress 1t better, and adapt it more

asuccessTtully to our times" (Gaudium et Spes # 44, in
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Flannery 1981:944). The church has therefore to
learn and benefit from the tolerance already found

here.

there is a secular society. There is power on the
part of the qgovernment and certain individuals.
i

Increase i1n power 16 not always accompanied by

contral of thalt power for the benefit of man”

(aciium et Spes # 4, in Flannery 1981:920%5).
Sometimes this has led to some values being

compromised, The church has structures dealing with
issuas of justice and peace. Through them, 1t has to
mornitor the intolerance that is practised by the
governmant. These would epable it to be prophetic
and speak out against intolerance and other ethical
issues that undermine tolerance. RBecause at "all
times the Church carries the responsibility of
reading the signs of the time and of interpreting
them in the light of the Gospel, it it i1e to carrvy
ot ites tashk" (Gaudium et Spes # 4, in Flannery
I981:205), This would further promote tolerance and

challenging the state to tread carefully on issue

i

dealing with public morality especially those that
affect severely or undermine the human dignity and
the welfare of society. This would alse highlight
the need for limits to be placed on tolerance.



If the church is able to carrvy owut the above, it would

indeed be a seed. sign and instrument of tolerance.

The government has its part to play as well in making sure
that the virtue of tolerance permeates the life of the
people of South Africa. This is necessary Recause there

has been & history of intolerance in South Africa.

Cognisance must be taken of the new social order.
PDemocracy as the structural foundation for tolerance has

Just been estabhlished.

There will always be different opinions and ways of 1life.
Even if there was no history of intolerance, conflict will
bhe inevitable because of different opinions and ways of

life peaple lead.

Fducation both formal and informal on tolerance has to be
A priority, The government should do all in i1ts power to
teach ite citizens about the new constitution which allows
and encourages diversity, This would help the Soubh
Africans to unlearn much of intolerance which was found in
the political, social, religious and cultural life of the
country., And furthermore democracy would be nurtured and

sustained by this education.

The overnment has power over the lives of many pecople. It

can use that power to disadvantage its people even though
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thevre are checks and bkalances in the constitution, The

aovernment would be tempted as it is right now to exclude
and discriminate against those who differ with ilts

policies easpecially in the whole area of abortion. Dr
Zuma who is the Minister of Health indicated to the
doctors who are pro life that they will not be emploved in
certain johs. I this was to happen, i1t would be &
viglation of the freedom of conscilience and abuse of power.
he Public Protector, the Human Rights Commission and the
courts are to ensure that such situations do not occur.,
They have to prevent this government from abusing its

power just like the previous government which did not

tolerate those who were oppeosed to its policies. These
hodies are there to make sure that the aovernment conducts

its administration in a fair manner .

Foo thie newly found democracy to work and reconciliation
to happen, tolerance has to permeate every aspecht of Souwlh
African life. The need for tolerance places an awesome
Ltask on the church and the state., This comnpley ilssus

chal lenges them bhoth to promote it
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