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1. Introduction

Christian Schools Australia Ltd (CSA) is an association of over 155 schools, withover 60,000 students and more than 3,000 teaching staff. CSA’s commitment is to see Christian beliefs and values impact on all aspects of practice and community life in its member schools. With Biblically based beliefs as our foundation CSA provides leadership, services and resources for its members, and generally works to advance the cause of Christian schooling.

Our member schools have a goal to provide an educational environment in which children can be educated in a Christian learning community based on the beliefs and values of its supporting Christian community.

The schools provide for the education of families from a broad range of Christian denominations. Many CSA members are affiliated with a local church, others with

Christians from a number of churched in their local area.

Most CSA schools also attract significant enrolments from the wider community, from parents who, while not attending a Christian church, nonetheless want their children to receive an education that is based upon Christian beliefs and values.

The member schools have all signified agreement to a common statement of faith (see Appendix 2), which is based on an acceptance of the truth of the Bible. We have set out below our initial response to the Discussion Paper. In doing so we reserve the right to provide further analysis and comment either in response to other submissions or more generally. In particular we may wish to make a response to any proposed legislative change which may be recommended by the Project.

4. The nature of Christian Schools

Christian schools were established out of a desire by parents and others to see young people grow up in a Christian teaching/learning environment where they could be nurtured in their faith. The Christian faith is the foundation upon which all aspects of a Christian school are based. Structures and practices, both formal and informal, work together to provide a faith-based community within which learning takes place. In our schools religion is not simply taught as a stand-alone subject, it permeates all that takes place and is lived out in the daily lives of the community of the school.

Parents make a deliberate choice to place their children in a school which teaches, supports, nurtures and seeks to live out a value and belief system consistent with Christian faith of their home environment. Such an environment is a community in which faith is not only taught, but ‘caught’; where the informal curriculum of lived values is as important as the formal teaching of the various beliefs and tenets of the faith.

The conduct and character of individuals, and the nature of their relationships with others in the school community, are key concerns in establishing such a Christian learning community. This includes all manner of conduct - the use of appropriate language, the conduct of relationships, attitudes, values and expression of matters of sexuality, and many other aspects of conduct within the community in general.

Staff members, including both administrative and teaching staff, are role models and exemplars for the students whose educational, social and spiritual development is the school’s purpose. Their work is to do with teaching - by modelling and instruction – the doctrines and values of the faith. In this respect they are similar to a pastor or minister in a church setting.

Like other religious workers teachers in our schools are also called upon to be pastor/mentor to the students in their care. Likewise administrative staff are often called upon to pastorally care for school families in their many dealings with them. Parents have chosen Christian schools precisely for this reason – that the staff is known to have a pastoral concern from a distinctly Christian point of view.
Essential to the operation of such schools is therefore that they can make a deliberate determination that all staff members both adhere to and live by the beliefs and values of the Christian faith: in other words are practicing Christians. (The definition of Christian is that commonly used in legislation, including in the current legislation, as being that which would normally be recognised by the mainstream Christian denominations.)

Schools commonly require that staff are able to attest to a statement of faith (such as that contained in Appendix 2), can demonstrate they are active and participating members of the Christian community (usually demonstrated through membership of a church) and can bring evidence of their commitment to live according to the doctrines and teachings of their faith (often through a reference from a pastor or other senior member of a recognised church).
2. Foundational Principles

Without any firm proposals for change to comment on at this stage it is difficult to respond to the discussion paper in anything other than a broad discussion of principles. We have outlined below a number of foundational principles that we believe are of crucial importance in the development of any proposed legislation regarding religious freedom.
The importance of religious freedom should not be undervalued.

Freedom of religion is, as indicated by Acting Chief Justice Mason and Justice Brennan, ‘the essence of a free society’
. Legislation or other proposed changes to public policy in such an essential aspect of our society should only be undertaken after wide ranging and open consultation with both the general public and more specifically those groups likely to be affected by the proposals. Freedom of religion is far too important a right for action to be taken with undue haste and it is preferable to err on the side of caution when developing any proposals for change. CSA welcomes the willingness of the Australian Human Rights Commission on this matter and commends them for the comprehensive nature of the discussion paper. CSA looks forward to further opportunities to make comments on any reports or recommendations that may arise as a result of this discussion paper.

Equity and balance must be sought

CSA and its member schools strongly support the principles of equality and justice. We do not condone and indeed vehemently oppose inappropriate and unjust forms of discrimination and any form of vilification that incites harm towards other individuals or groups.

The need to balance rights must, however, be acknowledged. In so doing it must be remembered that freedom of religion is not a nice afterthought but is at the very heart of the essential human rights. Acknowledgement of the need to protect freedom of belief has a history longer than any other human right in both international instruments
 and domestic law of older European nations
.

The foundation of modern international human rights instruments is the Universal Declaration of Human Rights 1948. In the preamble to this document the centrality of freedom of religion (and also freedom of speech) is clearly established:
‘…the advent of a world in which human beings shall enjoy freedom of

speech and belief and freedom from fear and want has been proclaimed

as the highest aspiration of the common people’

Preamble to Universal Declaration on Human Rights

Any balancing of ‘rights’ must recognise and respect these fundamental rights. In incorporating recognition of these rights it is critical to ensure that both the right to hold beliefs and the right to act upon those beliefs, individually or corporately, are protected. Both are essential elements of religious freedom and both aspects are clearly recognised in international law.

Our Christian heritage must be acknowledged and respected

Subsequent to white settlement the foundational moral, ethical and cultural influence within Australia has been Christianity. This has resulted in a substantial legacy for our nation in many areas and has shaped the moral and ethical underpinning of our society. Christian beliefs themselves promote tolerance and understanding towards other faiths and views and this has been reflected in the general level of tolerance and acceptance within our society. The great Australian tradition of ‘a fair go’ itself owes much to our Christian heritage.
In the area of education the Christian church has played a leading role. The Christian church established the first school in Australia and it was not until nearly a century later that ‘secular instruction’ in the sense of non-sectarian instruction was introduced
. It was not until very much later that ‘secular instruction’ became more narrowly interpreted to mean ‘non-religious’ instruction, this being a product of the 1960’s and early 1970’s.

Similarly the development of the law within Australia owes much to Biblical principles. The Constitution was proclaimed ‘under Almighty God’. The common law our country inherited from Great Britain was based on Christian beliefs. Further, it has been said, at least in relation to the common law in New South Wales, that ‘Christianity is part and parcel of our general law’ and that, ‘all revealed or divine law, so far as enacted by the Holy Scriptures to be of universal obligation, is part of our colonial law’
. While it is acknowledged that the nature of Australian society has changed over the last century the immense contribution of Christianity to the development of the law should not be brushed aside. The comments of Samuel Taylor Coleridge are worth remembering ‘If men could learn from history, what lessons it might teach us! But passion and party blind our eyes and the light which experience gives is a lantern on the stern, which shines only on the waves behind us!’.

Due recognition of the contribution of Christianity to our society should not impinge upon the exercise of freedom of religion by other faiths or on the exercise of non-religion. To deny Australia’s Christian heritage, however, is not only a distortion of historical fact but also an affront to members of the Christian faith and the contribution made by Christians in the past. Recognition of the pre-eminent historical role of Christianity also does not preclude appropriate recognition of the contributions made by other religions groups to our society. The heritage and religious views of the indigenous peoples of Australia as well as those of the many other ethnic and cultural groups who have come as settlers to Australia should be recognised and respected. People should be encouraged to understand the differing beliefs and practices and to accept the right of people to hold these views.
Our Christian schools work within this very principle. Part of the learning experience in a Christian school is to recognise the important to national and community life of the values and tenets of faith, and hence learn respect for people of all faiths. This includes the important contribution of cross-cultural awareness for the sake of a rich and peaceful society.

Minority views must be protected

Over the years both the High Court and the United Nations Human Rights Committee have expressed the need to define the term religion broadly particularly in order to safeguard those holding minority views who ‘stand in need of special protection’
. It is vital that majority opinion should not be used coercively against minority views or their religious practices except in cases where there is demonstrable and serious physical or psychological harm and the individual was not in a position to protect himself or herself.

Further, ‘[u]nder our law, the State has no prophetic role in relation to religious belief; the State can neither declare supernatural truth nor determine the paths through which the human mind must search in a quest for supernatural truth’
 Religious beliefs and values are no less valid or worthy of protection merely because they are held by a minority religion or a minority denomination within a larger religious grouping. Within the Christian church, for example, there are a wide range of theological positions and interpretations. The validity of the views of one denomination should not be judged by reference to the views of another denomination.

The freedom to act on religious belief is essential

The so called ‘action-belief dichotomy’ which seeks to distinguish between holding to a belief and acting upon that belief is an inappropriate, arbitrary and contrived distinction that fails to recognise the implicit need to act arising from religious beliefs. This distinction which grants States the right to legislate over the actions arising from religious beliefs has the potential to undermine the whole principle of freedom of religion.

The United Nations Human Rights Committee, acknowledge this potential for harm. While Australian courts have tended to take this distinction as a ‘self evident principle’
 it is not without limitations, at least at the Commonwealth level. The test for determining the legitimacy of a law under section 116 proposed by Latham CJ in Adelaide Company of Jehovah’s Witnesses V Commonwealth was whether the law ‘can be fairly regarded as a law to protect the existence of the community’
. This would seem, on face value, to provide a very strict test regarding the Commonwealth’s right to legislation in relation to religious ‘actions’. No such constraints are, however, applicable to the State governments (with the exception of Tasmania) as demonstrated in Grace Bible Church v Reedman
.
The courts in the United States have gone further that the Australian High Court and have discarded the action/belief dichotomy in Wisconsin v Yoder
 where Chief Justice Burger determined that:-

‘Where fundamental claims of religious freedom are at stake … we must searchingly examine the interest that the State seeks to promote [ by its legislation] … and the impediment to those objectives that would flow from recognizing the claimed … exemption.’

This test would seem to implicitly acknowledge that there might be some situations where the right of the State to legislate regarding religious ‘actions’ is not absolute. CSA, its member schools, their affiliated churches and Christian communities, view Christian education as a fundamental part of the tenets of their faith. As indicated above the dichotomy between the sacred and the secular in education is explicitly rejected as false. The operation of the school, the educational and disciplinary practices within the school, and the relationships within the school community are based upon, and consequentially flow from, the religious beliefs held by the members of the church and school communities.

It is our strong submission that any legal constraints predicated upon this false dichotomy that may be placed upon the activities of the schools within the CSA membership would almost certainly impinge upon the religious beliefs held by those schools.

The limitations of the law must be recognised

While the law may be able to regulate behaviour to some degree it is impotent to change attitudes and beliefs. Elimination of intolerance will not eventuate as a result of the implementation of legislation but rather as the result of changes to social attitudes and values. We have grave concerns that the introduction of very individualistic, rights based legislation may lead to greater levels of intolerance rather than reductions. We are concerned that excessive emphasis on individual rights will be at the expense of genuine care and concern for the rights of others. This methodology is also extremely legalistic in its nature and is incompatible with the need to adapt to changing and individual circumstances and situations.

In synthesising the views of the U.N. Human Rights Committee, the High Court of Australia and the Supreme Court of the United States in the previous point it also becomes evident that there is a need to provide very strict constraints on the ability of the State to legislate on actions flowing from religious beliefs. This is, in many ways, the crucial element in ensuring freedom of religion. The greatest threat to freedom of religion comes not from other individuals or groups but from the State. The State has the greatest opportunity effectively to constrain the actions of those rightfully following their religious beliefs, and hence the greatest responsibility not to do so.

In view of these two concerns we believe that any proposals arising from this discussion paper should not neglect the need to appropriately limit or constrain the actions of the State rather than attempting to impose a certain set of static rights on individuals and groups within society. In this regard the comments of Mason ACJ and Brennan J in the Scientology case bear repeating, ‘[t]he law seeks to leave man as free as possible in conscience to respond to the abiding and fundamental problems of human existence’
.

It is also a mistaken view to consider that a person who is convinced about the correctness of his or her beliefs is necessarily intolerant of the views of others. Christians in general defend the rights of all people to hold religious views.

Practical Issues and Examples

Within the discussion paper a number of issues were raised for comment. Some of these of direct impact to Christian schools are addressed below.

Discrimination in employment

As indicated above schools affiliated with CSA operate out of expressly religious motives and often in an overtly religious manner. In order to safeguard the ability of these schools to freely exercise their religious beliefs it is essential that they be able to differentiate during the employment process on the basis of the religious beliefs and values of those seeking employment.

It is no secret that there is significant opposition by some groups to the exemptions in relation to employment currently enjoyed by religious organisations under various anti-discrimination laws. Arguments are promulgated that the mere receipt of government funding should preclude faith based organisations from operating in a manner consistent with their faith. While governments should, and do, ensure appropriate accountability for the expenditure of public funding, to use this as a mechanism by which to limit the exercise of free religion would be to commit exactly the sort of error we referred to above, namely that the state becomes a limiter of rather than a protector of the religious freedom of the individual. The outworking of a policy which provides a state contribution (albeit a partial one) towards the education of children in non-government schools should not be the imposition of any particular set of beliefs, or non-belief, upon those who provide such educational services. This would limit the right of all children to receive a state constribution towards their education, effectively punishing students from families who hold to a particular faith and desire to see this reflected in the education of their children.

It is worth recognising that this issue has been referred to legislative and other review processes in many other jurisdictions under both Labor and Coalition governments. No persuasive case has been made for the removal of near identical exemptions in state law and no major political party has accepted the need for change to the present arrangements, which are working well. CSA and its members believe there is no case for amending the Commonwealth legislation as it relates to exemptions for faith-based schools.

Great care should be taken in trying to codify or limit the general exemption. As an active or living faith, Christianity contains within it from time to time differences in interpretation of doctrine and practice. Provided the doctrine or practice is held for genuine religious reasons, and does not fall outside the ambit of the generally accepted tests of religious belief (as contained in the international law and the decisions of Australian Courts) there must be no attempt by the state to favour one argument over another. Potential employees may perceive that their views are ‘Christian’ and compatible with the beliefs held by the proponents of the school. This may not always be the case and this can lead to some obvious misunderstandings and tensions. While schools affiliated with CSA endeavour to make their employment expectations clear it is impossible to develop a statement of beliefs or values that is all encompassing. As commented above in relation to religious minorities it is critical for freedom of religion that courts or tribunals do not attempt to interfere in the interpretation of religious beliefs.
There will also be times when situations arise after an employment arrangement has been entered into where the values and beliefs of a staff member and the school are not as congruous as initially thought. In these circumstances while appreciating the rights of the individual teacher concerned the law should not stop the school terminating employment if that ultimately become necessary for the well being of the school provided that the school acted fairly and with due process.
Unfortunately while the existing exemptions have served their purpose well, we have become somewhat concerned as a result of a recent decision by the NSW Administrative Decisions Tribunal
 in relation to the Anti-Discrimination Act 1977
(NSW).

This decision provides a very clear example of the problem outlined above. The concerns arising from this case relate to the interpretation of what constitutes ‘a particular religion or creed’. After acknowledging that there are a number of ‘streams’ within Christianity the Tribunal reached the view that the “religion” referred to in the law was Christianity rather than any particular denomination or other grouping within Christianity – which theologically speaking is a very broad description, and not entirely adequate to the purposes at hand.
Despite there being no argument about the issue in the proceedings before it the Tribunal adopted as its standard a very general standard - the religious creeds of the Christian religion generally, rather than those of the agency before it, namely the Wesley Mission and its creeds and doctrines.

While there is ample common ground between Christians about the basis of the faith there are issues about which there is theological debate or discussion; such is the nature of religious adherence in the Christian tradition.

What standards then should the courts apply when judging a matter on which Christians may disagree along theological or doctrinal grounds? Courts are of course not established for this purpose, and we believe the Acts which rely on a formulation such as ‘in good faith in order to avoid injury to the religious susceptibilities of adherents of that religion or creed’ have been crafted deliberately to ensure that courts do not cross the secular/religious divide which is an important aspect of our rule of law.
In interpreting a matter before it a court should test what are the genuinely-held creeds or beliefs of the church, school, or other religious body involved and apply this as the relevant standard. Adopting a different standard, or a broader standard than that under contention, renders the exemption ineffectual and therefore defeats the purposes of the parliaments which enacted the provisions in order to protect religious freedom.

It is CSA’s contention that the decision of the NSW Tribunal is unsound and should not provide a precedent for future interpretation of similar exemptions. It does, however, provide a prescient example of the problem we describe.

Discrimination in the provision of education

Some CSA member schools are predominantly aimed at supporting the Christian family and church in the education of their children. In order to do so effectively it is necessary that the values and beliefs instilled by the school are consistent with those of the home and, where applicable, church. In these situations schools require the freedom to develop and implement enrolment and discipline policies to ensure that this consistency is possible.

Similar problems relating to the variety of ‘Christian’ values and beliefs as have been identified above in relation to discrimination in employment can also arise in the area of student welfare and pastoral care. Consequently schools must have the freedom to suspend or terminate the enrolment of a student when the values and beliefs of the home and school are not consistent and it is in the best interests of the student and the whole school to do so. In applying these policies schools should be expected to act fairly and give a reasonable hearing to the students and his or her parents or guardians.
Applicable legislative instruments within Australia provide broad definitions of ‘detriment’ which may give rise to a claim of unlawful discrimination. Given this breadth we hold concerns about the practical ability of schools to teach in accordance with their values and beliefs without being exposed to potential claims of discrimination. Detriment is often defined to include ‘humiliation or denigration’.

Christian schools provide instruction to students to support the Biblical view of relationships and promote traditional views of marriage, family and sexuality. Unless protected by a suitable exemption if such teaching causes, or is purported to cause, ‘humiliation or denigration’ to those who disagree with these views the school’s teaching may be vulnerable to a contruction that it is a breach of the applicable law. 
Christian schools certainly do not want to cause humiliation or degradation to any person. However churches, schools and other religious institutions must be able to provide sensitive yet clear instruction in accordance with the recognised tenets of their faith. Moral issues, by definition, can be contentious for individuals who disagree or hold to different views. Yet this should not by itself open the possibility of a complaint of unlawful discrimination.

Indigenous Beliefs

Within the CSA member schools there are three schools operated by Christian Aboriginal groups. Many other schools have a indigenous students. The religious beliefs of the indigenous population encompass a wider spectrum of beliefs than merely traditional spirituality. This does not detract from the claims for recognition of traditional beliefs as legitimate religious beliefs but does demonstrate that the indigenous population is not a homogeneous group in relation to beliefs. It is therefore important to distinguish protections based on race or other criteria from those based upon religious beliefs.
Anti-discrimination Legislation

As indicated above it is extremely difficult to respond specifically to the question of what processes should be put in place to ensure freedom of religion without specific proposals to consider. CSA would want to reserve the opportunity to provide further submissions on any proposals that follow this discussion paper.

The question of whether anti-discrimination legislation is warranted is an extremely vexed one. Firstly in our view it remains to be seen whether a problem exists to warrant a legislative response. Legislation is an extremely blunt instrument and a legislative response may create more problems than it solves. Secondly the underlying principle behind ‘anti-discrimination’ laws is a presumption that all persons are equal, yet, in order to achieve religious freedom religious bodies must be able to differentiate on the basis of religious beliefs. These two conflicting tensions would cause problems in drafting any legislative solution. From the points raised above it would seem that the most pressing necessity is not anti-discrimination legislation but legislative constraints upon the ability of the State to limit the expression of religious freedom.

We invite the Reviewers to recognise that in any democracy which upholds such freedoms as are contained in the various international instruments to which Australia is a party there are likely to be conflicting or overlapping rights. The success of a pluralist democracy sometimes depends on goodwill and may require a ‘light touch’ in the instruments of law. Accordingly any anti-discrimination legislation needs to be cognisant of and strike a workable balance between rights which may appear to overlap.

Appendix 1

Relevant International Declarations and Conventions

For present purposes the relevant provisions of the applicable international declarations and conventions are as follows.

1 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights 1948 (UDHR)

Article 18

Everyone has the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion; this right includes freedom to change his religion or belief, and freedom, either alone or in community with others and in public or private, to manifest his religion or belief in teaching, practice, worship and observance.
2 
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR)

Article 4 No derogation from articles 6, 7, 8 (paragraphs 1 and 2), 11, 15, 16 and 18 may be made under this provision.
Article 18

(a) Everyone shall have the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion. This right shall include freedom to have or to adopt a religion or belief of his choice, and freedom, either individually or in community with others and in public or private to manifest his religion or belief in worship, observance, practice and teaching.

(b) No one shall be subject to coercion, which would impair his freedom to have or to adopt a religion or belief of his choice.
(c) Freedom to manifest one's religion or beliefs may be subject only to such limitations as are prescribed by law and are necessary to protect public safety, order, health, or morals or the fundamental rights and freedoms of others.
(d) The States Parties to the present Covenant undertake to have respect for the liberty of parents and, when applicable, legal guardians to ensure the religious and moral education of their children in conformity with their own convictions.
Article 20

(a) Any propaganda for war shall be prohibited by law.

(b) Any advocacy of national, racial or religious hatred that constitutes incitement to discrimination, hostility or violence shall be prohibited by law

Article 27

In those States in which ethnic, religious or linguistic minorities exist, persons belonging to such minorities shall not be denied the right in community with the other members of their group, to enjoy their own culture, to profess and practise their own religion, or to use their own language.

3 
The ICCPR was ratified by Australia on 13 August 1980. Australia acceded to the First Optional Protocol to the ICCPR with effect from 25 December 1991.

4 
Declaration on the Elimination of all Forms of Intolerance and Discrimination based on Religion or Belief (Religion Declaration)

Articles 2 & 3

These provisions prohibit any act or practice of intolerance or discrimination on the grounds of religion or belief by any person in any capacity whatsoever.
Articles 4 & 7

These place obligations on States to take positive measures to counter intolerance and discrimination on the ground of religion and belief.
Article 5

Freedom to impart religion or belief to one's children - children have a right of access to a religious education that is consistent with the wishes of their parents.
Article 6

Religion and belief in practice - provides a list of minimum freedoms, including freedom to teach religion and belief and freedom to establish and maintain appropriate charitable institutions and freedom to assemble and worship.

This Declaration has been declared to be a 'relevant international instrument' for the purposes of the Commonwealth Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission Act 1986.

5 
Convention on the Rights of the Child

Article 28

Provides for education to develop the child to his or her fullest potential, but this article is not to be construed so as to "interfere with the liberty of individuals and bodies to establish and direct educational institutions..."

6 
Convention against Discrimination in Education

Article 5(b)

"it is essential to respect the liberty of parents ... firstly to choose for their children institutions other than those maintained by the public authorities but conforming to such minimum educational standards as ... approved by the competent authorities and secondly, to ensure ... the religious and moral education of the children in conformity with their own convictions..."
Appendix 2

Statement of Faith (from CSA Constitution)

The Statement of Faith of the Company is as follows:

God

There is one God and He is sovereign and eternal. He is revealed in the Bible as three equal divine Persons - Father, Son and Holy Spirit. God depends on nothing and no one; everything and everyone depends on Him. God is holy, just, wise, loving and good.

God created all things of His own sovereign will, and by His Word they are sustained and controlled.

God is the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ. He is also Father of all whom He has adopted as His children. Because of God’s faithfulness and His fatherly concern, nothing can separate His children from His love and care.
The Lord Jesus Christ is the eternally existing, only begotten Son of the Father. He is the Creator and Sustainer of all things. He was conceived by the Holy Spirit and born of a virgin, truly God and truly man. He lived a sinless life and died in our place. He was buried, rose from the dead in bodily form and ascended to heaven. Jesus is King of the universe and Head of the Church, His people whom He has redeemed. He will return to gather His people to Himself, to judge all people and bring in the consummation of God’s Kingdom.
The Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son. He convicts people of their sin, leads them to repentance, creates faith within them and regenerates them. He is the source of their new sanctified life bringing forth His fruit in the life of believers. He gifts believers according to His sovereign will, enabling them to serve the Lord.

The Bible

The Bible, which is comprised of the books of the Old and New Testament, is the inspired, inerrant and infallible Word of God, and the only absolute guide for all faith and conduct. It is indispensable and determinative for our knowledge of God, of ourselves and of the rest of creation.

God’s World

Adam and Eve, the parents of all humankind were created in the image of God to worship their Creator by loving and serving Him, and by exercising dominion under God’s rule by inhabiting, possessing, ruling, caring for and enjoying God’s creation. Consequently the purpose of human existence is to glorify God and enjoy Him forever.
Sin entered the world through Adam’s disobedience, because of which all people are alienated from God and each other and, as a result, they and all creation are under God’s judgement.
All people have sinned and, if outside of Christ, are in a fallen, sinful, lost condition, helpless to save themselves, under God’s condemnation and blind to life’s true meaning and purpose.
God holds each person responsible and accountable for choices made and actions pursued. Human responsibility and accountability do not limit God’s sovereignty. God’s sovereignty does not diminish human responsibility and accountability.
Salvation from the penalty of sin is found only through the substitutionary, atoning death and resurrection of the Lord Jesus Christ. As the sinless One, He took upon Himself the just punishment for our sins.

Through His death and resurrection, the Lord Jesus has destroyed the power of Satan, who is destined to be confined forever to hell along with all those who reject Jesus as Lord.
Out of gratitude for God’s grace and in dependence on the Holy Spirit, God’s people are called to live lives worthy of their calling in love and unity and in obedience to God in all spheres of life. They are responsible to ensure that the gospel is faithfully proclaimed. Christian parents are required to bring their children up in the discipline and instruction of the Lord and to diligently teach them the truth of God’s Word.
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