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13 May 2011

The Apostle: Administration
The Old Apostolie Church
Sonstraal Heights
Prlvate Bag X9
DURBANVILLE 7557

Dear Apostle,
THE OLD APOSTOUC CHURCH AND THE (SA) COUNC|T OF CHURCHES

It has come to the attention of The FORUM that, contrary to the often stated official Old Apostolic
Church (OAC) policy of being apolitical, the sanctity of the altar (divine service) is, seemingly, since
the recent annual conference of the Apostolate being abused to utter half-baked statements
regarding the OAC's position in respect of the Council of Churches (presumably the South African
Council of Churches, the SACC). The FORUM maintains that this development has serious
implications for the integrity of the leadership of the Church and wish to share the following
perspective with you:

It

has reliably learnt that on 2 April 2O11, at a post-conferen€e teaching session, and during a
subsequent service at the Colorado congregation, the Evangelist Esau, a salaried career Head Office

official, proceeded to inform officers and the congregation why the OAC was not affiliated to the
SACC and why it did not, and would not, subscribe to its policies and precepts. lt is not clear what
led him to resort to such action. However, given the standard "no comment" stance by Head Office
to any public enquiry about the Church's position on important issues, the aetion of the Evangelist is
highly questionable and therefore raises the spectre of whether his statements should be regarded
as the pronouncement of official OAC policy in this regard- And if that is the case, The FORUM
wishes to point out that the OAC might now be saddled with a very contentious issue which could
have profound implications for the Church as far as its administration is concerned.
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The FORUM is aware of the fact that the Evangelisl chief official of the church Burial Fund at the
Western Cape Regional Office, has recently been elevated to the prestige position of Head of
Department at Sonstraal Heights. Therefore, any statements made by him in public warrant close
scrutiny.
No threat

The FORUM views this development as totally uncalled

present.

for. There is no need for such statements at

far as could be ascertained, the OAC is not yet under threat on this issue. Not even The
FORUM deems it necessary at this stage to frustrate Head Office with references to the SACC. So,
why the apparent compunction on the part of the dear Evangelist to venture into this minefield?
There are so many other issues he could have addnessed; why disturb this skeleton? He should
guard against creating the impression that he is indebted to his superiors because of his recent
promotion. The OACs official position regarding membership of, or association with, the SACC,
resembles a tinder box that can ill-afford to be within striking distance of cinders such as the
careless statements by an officer who is clearly ill-equipped to represent Head Office at a public
forum. Should this be allowed to become a regular o€currence, then The FORUM would aceept it as
an open invitation to pursue it as another focal point in its quest for constitutional reform and
As

transformation of the administration of the Church.

It is no secret that the democratic nature of the operation of the

SACC represents everything

(human and basic constitutional rights) that the current regirne of the Apostolate arbitrarily denies
members of the OAC. Therefore, the reluctance by Head Office to align itself with the aims and
objectives of the SACC is self-evident. lt should also be recalled that the apartheid government of
the pre-1994 South Africa maintained the exact same stance regarding the SACC. Given the tacit
support the white leadership of the OAC lent to the apartheid regime, it is no surprise finding the

Apostolate in the year 2011 still caught up in that cobweb. Mere vindication of The FORUM's
position that the OAC still has to come to terms with its apartheid baggage.
lf the Evangelist was indeed articulating the official position of the Apostolate, The FORUM wishes
to caution that Head Office is pursuing an ill-advised line of communication. ln the absence of the

existence of a Department of Communication or lnformation at Head Office, a formal public
statement to this effect would be th€ preferred approaeh. The apparent stealth approach by using
the Evangelist to impart landmark statements about a contentious issue to unsuspecting and illinformed audiences is fraught with the danger of spreading on a grand scale a distorted view of the
OAC position on its association with the SACC. And as usual, officers and members who listened to
him, are left vulnerable to enquiries they may have to face in this respect from the public at large. lt
also opens up a new front for unwarranted attacks on the Chureh by public institutions sueh as the
news media.

Uncontested
Part of the charge against the Evangelist is the fact that he uttered these statements in a forum
where his views remained uncontested. His statements should be reiected as inappropriate, illconceived and irresponsible as it lacks intellectual honesty and proper context, as well the required

integrity expected of the communicator. Members of the OAC are constitutionally (Apostolate
constitution) barred from having any say in the development, formulation and adoption of poliry as
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far as the administration of their Church is concerned- And to have a Head Office staff member
abusing the privilege of sacred meetings to make unsolicited categorical statements of a political
nature to a habitually compliant audience is reprehensible.
The Evangelist apparently also categorically stated that Christ was the Head of the OAC and that the
Apostolate therefore did not have to heed advice emanating from any other constituency. This,
according

to the

Evangelist, was also

the reason why there was no need for

the

OAC

to

be

associated with the SACC. Now, it is common knowledge that such a statement made in unqualified

format, may not only amount to willful deception but also blasphemy. At best, the headship of
Christ only concerns the holy apostle doctrine, as reflected in the New Testament. The OAC was not
established by Christ. lt came into effect as a result of a Court dispute in L926 between Klibbe of the
New Apostolic Church in SA and Apostle Schlapphoff and Priest Kreunen of the New Apostolic
Church in Germany in the Supreme Court of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg. The dispute was
about shares of the New Apostolic Church and certain shareholders. Klibbe (already deposed by
Germany) was being sued and an Agreement was eventually reached whereby Klibbe adopted the
name Old Apostolic Church and his position as Apostle was affirmed as part of the Court Order.
Needless to say, the Apostle Klibbe and his Council left behind a golden goose laying golden eggs,
the same goose which was later taken over and ruled with an iron fist (like a family business) by a
few well-known families/dynasties who predominated in the power establishment in the Church
(OAC) for more than three decades. The OAC is now headed by the Apostolate, a man-made
structure that has no biblical foundation, heritage or relevance. Christ does not manage head
offices, control budgets, determine pay packages, regulate property transactions and asset
portfolios, dole out tenders to favourite clients or hire and fire Church officers; the Apostolate does.
Christ (God) is a spirit and consequently decreed that He be served and revered in spirit and in truth
only. The Evangelist (and his superiors) is therefore way out of line with his statements and should
be brought to book by the Conference ofApostles (not Apostolate) to ensure that the OAC stays on
the right track. This is a serious matter. The aspects highlighted above, merely confirm The FORUM's
concern about the direction in which the OAC is headed under the current leadership of the
Apostolate. To unnecessarily invoke the name of Christ in this dire set of circumstances, gives The
FORUM and its constituency of concerned Apostolics all the more reason to be perturbed about
developments in the Church.
This development also reinforces the considered view of The FORUM that by perpetuating such
actions and refusing to embark on a process of administrative reform, Head Office is not serving the

best interests of the OAC. The system that has obtained until now is not sustainable. And if left
unchanged, especially in today's climate of volatile public reaction to despotic regimes around the
world, it might lead to instability and social upheaval in the Church. The questionable manner in
which the relevant issue seems to be handled, also confirms the view held by The FORUM regarding
the long outstanding need for the appropriate grooming of officers. Since atl the power
(administrative) is concentrated in the hands of the Apostolate at the exclusion of every other
constituency in the Church, any strategic blunder committed in this regard should consequently be
laid at the door of the Apostolate. This is not only a reckless and irresponsible approaeh to sound
leadership and management , but also impacts negatively on the apostolic mission of the Church and
its public image. This situation clearly puts the Apostolate at odds with the efforts of true believers
(OAC) who are duty bound

to knock on doors on Monday and Thursday evenings to spread the good
tidings the Apostles have in store for the world. lt is self-destructive. lt should also be remembered
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that the testimony activities are not entirely about converting the uninitiated to the apostle
doctrine, but that the induction of new members also implies an increase in revenue (tithes) for a
financial empire (The Old Apostolic Church) ruled exclusively by the Apostolate, and not Christ.
Members are constitutionally barred from having any say about how their hard earned money is
spent. There is no biblical justification for this action by the Apostolate, which to a certain extent
must culminate in the unfettered self-enrichment of a priviteged few in the ChurchTiming
The FORUM is also intrigued by the timing of the statements by the Evangelist. Was it part of the
agenda items during the recent conference of the Apostolate? And if it was, then The FORUM
wishes to point out that the time is long overdue for members,/congregations to be treated to the
necessary reports and documents from conference, as is the practice with such events held in a

civilized society. Verbal feedback sessions are not becoming of a supposedly sophisticated
modern-day church the size of the OAC. After all, members are shareholders in this body and the
executive leadership all royally paid out of the coffers of the Church. lf the SACC was discussed at
the conference, then the issue should be appropriately placed in the public domain where it
belongs. And if the Evangelist, or any other official, continues with references regarding the SACC in
the current fashion, then The FORUM will have no alternative but to raise the issue to the required
levels of robust public discourse.
Although these statements have been made in what may be perceived by the Evangelist as friendly
territory, there is need for greater clarity regarding full content and context in this resp€ct. Head

Office owes it to all officers and members to ensure that they are properly equipped with the
necessary facts and armour, since members of the Apostolate have the dubious luxury of never ever
having to face the public in this regard. Contrary to the courage and fortitude displayed by their
biblical forbears under conditions of extreme political oppression, today's apostles (OAC), in a free
and democratic society, seem to prefer an obscure, secure and over protected envjronment from
where to conduct their apostolic mission. Consonant with the woes of Old Testament lsraelites
about their military capability, OAc members (and officers) also find themselves ill-equipped and
mentally not astute enough to contest the forces ranged against them on the battlefield. This
delicate situation is exacerbated by an exorbitant wage bill the Church has to fund for a brand of
leadership and rnanagernent that do not serve its best interests. Therefone, there can be no doubt
that profound administrative reform in the OAC is an unstoppable idea whose time has come.
Caution
The FORUM also wishes to caution against the apparent trend in current post-conference teaching
sessions by senior officers whereby any difference of opinion or the questioning of certain issues by
ordinary members (and officers) are summarily dismissed as disobedience toward The Father, and

therefore sinful. This is a warped sense of perception and interpretation on their part. The
masses/congregations are voiceless and powerless, while all the levers of power/authority in the
OAC, especially the administration, are exclusively and firmly wielded by senior anointed officers.
lnvariably, the relevant questions which the Chureh Management finds irritating, and pereeivably
threatening essentially relate to matters of an administrative nature. Matters which must be
addressed by man, and not God- Therefore, it is morally unacceptable and in fact blasphemous or
criminal for Management to abuse the sanctity of Holy Office to thwart questions and thereby
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perpetuating the subjugation of the aspirations of a sincere and godfearing membership. This
character trait and modus operandi of most OAC officers are indicative of immature leadership
qualities, born either of an inability or refusal to deal with the dynamics of healthy dialogue. This
can only be regarded as further proof that the best interests of the Church are not being served by

the current leadership. Under the prevailing management style of the current leadership of the
OAC, the hallmark of a victorious shepherd would be the proven ability to strike an ideat balance
between optimally tending to the spiritual needs of the flock and running a transparent, inclusive,
accountable and sustainable administration.
The request of The FORUM in this regard is clear. The specific action pursued by the Evangelist
Esau has to be clarified. Also, the masses (and officers) in the OAC need to know formally whether
reference to the SACC is the result of a resolution by Conference and therefore the official position

of the

its association with the SACC. The FORUM also wishes to caution against
apparent rash and poorly constructed initiatives for perceived short term gain. Refusal to
acknowledge the need for long overdue administrative reform, complemented by apparent
desperate stop-gap solutions, is a sure recipe for disaster. The FORUM remains convinced that in
the year 2011, nothing short of bold and visionary leadership is the key to a successful and
OAC regarding

prosperous growth path for the Old Apostolic Church.
As always, The FORUM wishes

W

Blouws-

CHAIRPERSON

to assure Head Office of its highest regard and consideration.

(Former Overseer)

