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PREFACE

H. Evan Runner:
An Assessment of His Mission

Introduction
It is too early to assess the full significance of the work of H.
Evan Runner. However, the contours of the significance of his mission can today be sketched in broad outline. In this preface I will present my personal sketch.
The heart of Runner's mission consists of an attempt to contribute to the spiritual reformation of evangelical Protestantism in the
United States and Canada in the conviction that wholehearted obedience to the Word of God on the part of a significant segment of
God's people is an indispensable condition not only for the continued
presence of Biblical religion in these lands but also for the renewal of
North American culture, which is disintegrating under the impact of
humanist materialism in its liberal, pragmatic form. Runner's work at
reformation—his reformational mission—was directed primarily
toward three major interrelated concerns.
In the first place, Evan Runner wanted to contribute to a new
consciousness of the relation between the revelation of the Scriptures
and the civilization of the West, specifically in the context of the
culture of the United States. In the second place, he pressed for a
distinctly new way in which Christians should attempt to help shape
the culture and the society which they share with humanists in the
modern age. This new way consists of organized communal witness
1
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and action on the part of Christians outside the realm of the institutional church. Finally, Runner attempted to develop a new Christian
mind which he considered essential for radical Christian leadership in
the culturally decisive spheres of modern society. I will comment
briefly on each facet of this mission. Then I will turn to the context
within which Runner attempted to realize his mission. In conclusion, I
will state what I think his work means for our common future. It
should be kept in mind that what I am writing here is based on my
close association with Runner since the early 1950s.

Biblical religion and the culture of the West
The overriding concern which Runner addressed is the relation
between Biblical religion and the civilization of the West. Human life,
he argued, in its individual, societal, cultural, and civilizational scope,
is obedient or disobedient response to God's revelation in creation, in
Christ, and in the Holy Scriptures. Obedience to that revelation leads
to blessing in human life; disobedience leads to disintegration. The
magnitude of this concern led Runner again and again to focus on
critical junctures in the history of the West: the introduction of the
Christian religion in the mediterranean basin at the beginning of our
era; the synthesis of Graeco-Roman culture and Christianity; the
arrested sixteenth-century Reformation; and the efforts at a new
reformation in the post-Enlightenment period, notably the efforts of
Guillaume Groen van Prinsterer, historian and political reformer,
Abraham Kuyper, church reformer and shaper of modern Dutch
society, and Herman Dooyeweerd, legal thinker and Christian
philosopher.
Runner viewed Christianity and Greek culture as the two main
spiritual forces in the birth and early development of western civilization. His interpretation here runs parallel to the views of neoclassical
philosophers like Eric Voegelin and George Grant, for whom the synthesis of Greek thought and the revelation of the Bible is the single
sustaining foundation for human life in the West. For Runner, this initial synthesis, intellectually shaped in the theology of the early
Church Fathers and societally embodied in the symbiosis of the
Roman Empire and the Roman Church, constitutes the fundamental
error in the history of early Christendom, the negative consequences
of which have never been overcome. In Runner's view this synthesis
was an attempt to fuse two incompatible elements—the worldview and
philosophy of the Greeks with the revelation of the Scriptures—which
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would inevitably lead to the destruction of the integral, allencompassing nature of Biblical religion. The disintegrating impact of
this synthesis evidenced itself quickly in the way human nature was
viewed in the early church and in the Middle Ages as a composite of a
material body and a spiritual soul; in the way human society was
structured in terms of a natural element organized by the temporal
state and a spiritual element embodied in the Roman Church; and in
the way human theoretical activity was allocated to two distinct domains, that of philosophy, where natural reason is the guide, and that
of theology, where divine revelation is the guide. Any effort at the
reformation of Christianity, in Runner's view, will have to come to
grips with this initial synthesis.
The dialectical synthesis of the major forms of Greek thought
with Biblical revelation ultimately led to the split in human existence
between "the natural life" and "the spiritual life" in the late Middle
Ages. This split gave birth to three new spiritual forces in the West:
the Renaissance, which declared the independence of natural life from
divine revelation; the Reformation, which was an attempt to return to
the radical and all-encompassing authority of divine revelation but
which quickly lost its cultural and societal impact because of the
revival of rationalism in Protestant scholasticism; and the Counterreformation, which was the answer of the Roman Church to both
Renaissance and Reformation and which contributed to the preeminence of the Roman Church in the new nation-states of southern
Europe and the colonial regimes in South and Central America. Runner interprets the history of the modern age as the history of the
gradual victory of the spirit of the Renaissance, which unveils itself as
the permanent revolution, that is, the revolt of autonomous man
against the divine order for human existence. For two centuries the
spiritual forces of the Reformation and the Counterreformation
contained the impact of the new Renaissance religion of the autonomy
of human personality upon the culture and the society of the West.
But after the eighteenth-century Enlightenment, the new religion
gradually began to shape both the cultural and material aspirations of
western man and the societal structures needed to realize those aspirations. The historical turning point here was the French Revolution. In
the nineteenth century the new religion of autonomous human personality persistently eroded the Christian ethic which had guided ordinary men and women in their concrete daily life. The Christian
churches increasingly lost their hold on the mass populations,
especially in the industrialized metropolitan centers of western Europe
and North America.

4
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Runner's interpretation of the history of the West led him to
struggle with a second major concern: is it possible to recover the integrality of the religion of the Bible in the modern age? Can western
Christianity experience a new reformation? Can we move from a new
consciousness of the spiritual predicament of the West to new forms
of authentically Biblical witness and cultural action in a society whose
structures reflect the autonomy of man and channel the acquisition of
material abundance? Or, is the West, once set upon a path determined
by Renaissance humanism, beyond responsible human intervention?
Are not Jacques Ellul and George Grant correct in their diagnosis that
the West is subject to a technological fate which we cannot change?
And even if one rejects the notion of fate, isn't Marx correct in his indictment that the Christian church cannot assume the role of historical
change in advanced capitalist societies because only the proletariat,
which operates the technological means of production, can effectuate
radical change?
Runner's answer to questions like these has always been simple.
The Word of the gospel is a power that can change the direction in the
lives of individual persons but also the direction in the existence of nations, cultures, societies, and civilizations. It is this belief in the power
of the Word of God to give shape to our individual and collective lives
that made Runner the kind of person he is. The Word of God, which
is the sword of the Spirit, transcends every human situation, subjects
every situation to the authority of the risen Lord, and thus can change
every situation. Subjection to the Word of God is thus the first
requisite for personal and communal reformation.
The fundamental weakness of Christianity in the modern age is,
according to Runner, its acceptance of the confinement of religion to
the so-called spiritual domains of the church, family, and private
morality. This acceptance implies an acquiescence in the religious
neutrality of the remaining spheres of life, notably the public realm.
Concretely, however, it means that Christians accept the dominance
of humanism in these realms and their accommodation to one of the
above-mentioned ideologies, the particular choice often being dependent upon their place in the socioeconomic constellation. But Christians have largely surrendered the agenda—the set of priorities of
things to be done—in politics, culture, the media, production, and the
schools to the secular modernizers, hurrying along at one speed or
another.
Runner's model for a new strategy was based on an analysis of
the turnabout in Holland since the 1870s, when the concerted political
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action of the Calvinists and the Roman Catholics led to the demise of
the conservative political party, the diminution of the impact of the
liberal party, the stemming of the tide of radical socialism, and the
constructive reordering of the public realm so that both humanists and
Christians were accorded an equal opportunity in the shaping of
Dutch society subject to the rules of the democratic process. This
turnabout led to the establishment of Christian political parties, national Christian school systems, and social welfare institutions paid
out of public funds, Christian trade union movements, vigorous involvements of Christians in journalism, etc.
The third facet of Runner's mission flows immediately out of the
foregoing. Integral Christian cultural witness and action requires the
formation of new leadership cadres on the basis of a Biblically based
woridview and philosophy. Runner knew that at this point the conflict
with the dominant mind in the West would probably be the most acute
since the dogma of the religious neutrality of philosophy and science
lies at the foundation of the whole of western civilization. On this
point traditional Christianity, in both its Roman Catholic and Protestant forms, and humanism had achieved agreement. The early synthesis between Greek thought and Christian theology had accorded
philosophy a relative autonomy with respect to revelation. The
dissolution of this synthesis gave birth to modern philosophy and
science, in which any connection with the authority of revelation was
viewed as a remnant of the dark ages. In the Enlightenment such connections were entirely severed, and the very progress of the human
race was considered dependent upon the radical secularization of the
scientific enterprise and its application in technological innovation
and industrial modernization.
The relation of faith and reason, Biblical worldview and modern
science, theology and philosophy, occupied Runner's attention from
the first year of his undergraduate studies at Wheaton College in the
early thirties. His pursuit of a more adequate account of the relation
between revelation and the academic enterprise led him to study with
Cornelius Van Til at Westminster Theological Seminary in
Philadelphia, Klaas Schilder at the Reformed Theological School in
Kampen, and finally, after a stint with Werner Jaeger at Harvard, to
Vollenhoven and Dooyeweerd at the Free University in Amsterdam.
The five years of study under Vollenhoven's tutelage leading to
the completion in 1951 of a dissertation on the development of Aristotle's thought were decisive in Runner's life. This period of study
forced him not only to surrender the dogma of the religious neutrality
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of philosophy and science, but also to come to grips with the two prior
issues which I have discussed: the much broader question of the relation between Biblical religion and the civilization of the West, and the
possibility of a recovery of integrally Biblical witness and action in a
culture dominated by humanism. Runner had gradually come to the
realization that the efforts of Vollenhoven and Dooyeweerd to bring
the Word of God to bear upon the philosophic enterprise itself was
part of a much more encompassing endeavor at reformation. He
began to see that the theoretical problems which had occupied his attention for nearly two decades could only be resolved satisfactorily in
terms of a greater drama: the salvation which the gospel brings about
in the lives of ordinary men and women, caught up in the concrete
struggle for meaningful existence in the cultures and societies on both
sides of the Atlantic Ocean.

The strategy of Christian organizations
It is one thing to establish goals aimed at reforming a segment of
the Christian church. It is quite another to accomplish them.
Numerous factors play a role here, such as the willingness of God's
people to listen to His Word, the clarity of the message preached, the
abilities and personality of the reformer, his base of operation, and
the possibilities for change in the culture and the society within which
the church lives.
Runner's base of operation for thirty years has been the department of philosophy at Calvin College and Seminary in Grand Rapids,
Michigan, which, in 1951, was the only post-secondary educational institution in the Christian Reformed Church. I believe that this was
probably the only base which Runner could have used to accomplish
what he did achieve. But I am also of the conviction that this base was
far too narrow for his mission to contribute to the spiritual reformation of evangelical Protestantism in the United States and Canada.
In order to understand the potentials as well as the limits of Runner's base of operation, it is necessary to have a look at the Christian
Reformed Church. This denomination has its origin in the second major migration of Dutch Calvinists to North America. The first migration took place in the seventeenth century; this wave resulted in what
today is called the Reformed Church of America. The second one
began in the 1840s, as a result of both religious and economic factors.
The Dutch government had taken repressive measures against the
Secession from the State Church in 1834, and many Seceders, under
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the leadership of pastors Van Raalte and Scholte, settled in western
Michigan and Iowa to seek religious freedom. Upon arrival, they first
joined the older Reformed Church but, finding this denomination
spiritually lax, a number of them went on their own in 1857 to form
the Christian Reformed Church. The third major migration of Dutch
Calvinists took place between 1947 and 1960, primarily to Canada,
but also to the United States, Australia and New Zealand. It is important to take note of the fact that the Christian Reformed Church
became the home of three distinct groups: the Seceders of 1834, whose
spirituality was largely pietist; the emigrants who entered the United
States (and, in small numbers, Canada) between 1880 and 1930, and
whose worldview was highly influenced by the reformed vision of
Abraham Kuyper; and the thousands who settled in Canada after the
Second World War, and who were also still mainly Kuyperian in
outlook.
The migration of Calvinists from Holland to the United States
finds its cultural and societal parallels in the migration of Scandinavian Lutherans, German Anabaptists, Polish and Russian Jews,
Italian and Irish Catholics, etc. Most of these groups were able to
maintain a kind of identity, but nonetheless an identity shaped and
delimited by the overarching liberal humanism that dominated
American culture.
America has always had its own version of the left-center-right
dialectic of humanism, but the extremes of Edmund Burke's conservatism and Rousseau's radicalism never found many adherents. The
centrist option of a "middling" liberalism, first in its laissez-faire
Lockean sense and later in its welfare-state Keynesian sense, gave the
United States an ideological cohesion that helps explain its remarkable
political stability for two centuries.
But it should be clearly kept in mind that the various immigrant
groups that entered the United States in ever increasing numbers between 1820 and 1920—nearly thirty-five million—had to make a fundamental adjustment. After initial recalcitrance, they were forced to
accept liberalism—or "conservatism" in today's terminology—as the
source of their public values. This was true of both Christians and
socialists. The two major political parties, the public schools, the
labor unions, the newspapers, and later radio and television, were the
instruments for the "Americanization" of the new arrivals.
This meant that the distinct forms of spirituality which had
shaped the cultural and societal experience of the various religious
groups in Europe underwent a fundamental transformation. These
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forms of spirituality could no longer serve as a source for the norms
and values in the public realm; their impact was limited to the private
lifestyles of their adherents in home and church. This process of
Americanization—"modernization"—is poignantly described in the
novels of Bashevis Singer with reference to Polish Jews who had to
find their way in New York. Authentic Jewish spirituality cannot exist
in America except in the limits of ethnicity.
The same can be said of the Dutch Calvinists who settled in the
United States. The best example of their Americanization can be
found in the adjustment of the Kuyperians who came around the turn
of the century. They introduced the issues which Kuyper had raised in
Holland: the relation between Christianity and modern culture, the
relation between church and state, and the channels of Christian
witness outside the realm of the church. Kuyper's Stone Lectures,
presented at Princeton University in 1898, gave them a clear statement
of the issues. Their influence was not negligible. Partly because of
their presence, the members of the Christian Reformed Church
became the most active supporters of Christian schools in the United
States outside of the Roman Catholic Church. And again, partly
because of them, Calvin College developed into one of the most
significant intellectual centers of evangelical Protestantism.
But in the long run the Kuyperians were forced to accept the
public ideology of liberalism. By and large, the Christian schools, still
avidly supported by members of the Christian Reformed Church, are
not viewed as a repudiation of the monopoly of liberal humanism in
the public realm but as a spiritually and morally protective rampart
against the evils of the outside world. Instead of being an expression
of Calvinian pluralist democracy in the public realm, they reinforce
the ethnic cohesion of Dutch reformed people in the American melting
pot.
This adjustment to the dominant cultural milieu has had another
impact on the Christian Reformed Church. The more outstanding
theological leaders were quickly alienated from the denomination
itself. This is evident not only in the continued tension between the
grassroots membership and the intellectuals in the denomination, but
also in the fact that several of its outstanding thinkers made their
mark outside of the denomination: Geerhardus Vos left for Princeton
in the 1890s; Herman Hoeksema was expelled in 1924; and Cornelius
Van Til taught at Westminster since its founding in 1929.
The interpreter of Runner's work is clearly confronted with a
number of interesting questions. Runner is of Irish Presbyterian

A
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stock, whose forebears from Ulster settled in rural Pennsylvania just
outside of Philadelphia. Runner grew up in the mainline northern
Presbyterian church until the secession of the Orthodox Presbyterian
Church in the 1930s. How could he ever maintain himself as an "outsider" in the intellectual center of the Christian Reformed Church? It
is one of the paradoxes of the Christian Reformed Church that it provided Runner with a platform for his work while it had no room for
the scholars mentioned above, who grew up within its own bosom.
At the same time, the question must be asked whether the
paradox is present on Runner's side as well? Was he able to transcend
the limits of the Christian Reformed Church in realizing his goals?
What kind of strategies were available to him within this basis of
operation: a professorship in philosophy in a small evangelical college
owned and operated by a largely ethnically introvert denomination
with then just over a hundred thousand members?
The question of a viable strategy was complicated by additional
problems. Runner's professorship at Calvin was the first regular position he had held in his life. Though he was already thirty-five years old
when he assumed this position, he had spent about half of those years
in college and university as a student in classics, theology, and
philosophy. He had little organizational experience. Though he later
proved to be a good strategist and a keen tactician, he was not particularly tactful, able to handle delicate situations with studied care.
And tact was necessary, as is illustrated by the simple fact that his colleagues in the philosophy department had not recommended his appointment. That he was nonetheless given the post was due to a quite
courageous and unusual decision on the part of the Calvin Board of
Trustees, which felt that someone from the Vollenhoven-Dooyeweerd
school of thought should join the faculty. And then there was
something distinctly un-American about Runner. He was not adept at
things at which Americans are adept, like driving a car. (Ellen, his
Dutch wife, served as a helpmeet in this and many other matters!)
In spite of these obstacles, Runner pursued a clear strategy from
the outset. I have argued above that Runner, in his attempt to contribute to the spiritual reformation of evangelical Protestantism, considered these matters essential: a new understanding of the relation
between Christianity and western civilization; a new way in which
Christians should attempt to shape American culture; and the
development of a new Christian mind. His strategy was an attempt to
meet these essentials within the severe restrictions of his base of operation.
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In order to contribute to a new understanding of Christianity and
culture, Runner did two things. At carefully chosen moments during
his entire career he presented a series of lectures to audiences outside
of his classroom where he dealt with the meaning of current issues in
the light of the underlying movement of spirits in our culture. The first
of these was "Het roer om!"—"Rudder Hard Over!"—in 1953; the
last one "On Being Anti-Revolutionary and Christian-Historical at
the Cutting Edge of History," presented in 1979 at the centennial of
the Antirevolutionary Party in Holland, a year before its fusion with
the other major Christian political parties into the Christian
Democratic Party. Taken together, these speeches constitute Runner's
manifesto to orthodox Christianity.
However, these speeches were isolated clarion calls to reformation which Runner was not able to follow through since he lacked a
power base in the church, in politics, or in the media. The only power
base he had was his professorship at Calvin. This he used to do
something else. He organized the Groen van Prinsterer Society
—popularly known as the Groen Club—at Calvin in 1953. Formally,
it was simply a student club. Substantively, it was Runner's instrument in molding students into a new consciousness of their task in
American and Canadian society. He needed a place where he could
systematically introduce students to issues outside of philosophy, such
as:
the question of who the Puritans were, the meaning of the Enlightenment, its influence in America, the basic ideas of the Declaration of
Independence and the Constitution, the nature of Scholasticism,
particularly as manifested in Reformed theology, the concept of
natural law, the religious ground-motives that have successively given
order to the experience of Western man, the origins of capitalism, the
rise of the labor movement, and so on and so forth. (Hearing and
Doing: Philosophical Essays Dedicated to H. Evan Runner [Toronto:
Wedge, 1979], p. 351.)

The fluctuating membership of the Groen Club consisted largely of
the sons—very few daughters!—of immigrant families that had settled
in Canada after the last world war. Some represented the earlier Dutch
settlements in Canada, like Jim Olthuis who was a link with later
social action movements in Edmonton. Most of the Americans were
also sons of immigrants, like myself. But there was always a handful
of others, indigenous Americans who did not join the club for mainly
social reasons but principial ones as well.
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The high percentage of Canadian students in his philosophy
classes and in the Groen Club was Runner's first significant link with
Canada. The controversial reaction to his public pronouncements
made him realize quite quickly that a spiritual turnabout in the Christian Reformed Church in the United States, though certainly not out
of the question, would take a longtime. This led to a change in tactics
with a specific focus on Canada. He began to view the settlement of
approximately forty thousand Dutch Calvinists in Canada, from
Halifax to Vancouver Island, as the base for a reformational effort.
This change in tactics also brought to the fore the second facet of
his mission: the advocacy of organized Christian action in society.
Runner sensed that if this small but nonetheless substantial group of
Christians with a common heritage could maintain its spiritual identity long enough, it might in the future constitute a base for wider
cultural witness and action. But this would require that from the
outset these Christians not get absorbed into the mainline Protestant
denominations, into the public schools, and into the labor unions and
political parties.
A number of factors coalesced here. The Christian Reformed
Church in the United States had established a very efficient system of
absorbing the Canadian immigrants into its denominational structure.
Christian schools were established. The Christian Labour Association
of Canada was organized in the early fifties and the Christian Action
Foundation was set up in Edmonton in the early sixties (later it joined
with the Ontario-based Committee for Justice and Liberty). In 1956
the Association for Reformed Scientific Studies was founded in the
Toronto area with nothing less as its aim than the founding of a Christian university. Runner saw an opportunity and seized it. In the midst
of intense personal and cultural dislocations which immigrations bring
with them, Runner took it upon himself to give spiritual direction to
the postwar Dutch reformed settlers in Canada.

Radically Christian leadership and a new Christian mind
The third facet of Runner's mission concerned the development
of a Christian mind and the formation of a group of students educated
to give leadership in a wide range of cultural sectors. The avenues were
his classroom at Calvin College; the ARSS student conferences in
Canada; the publication of the lectures presented there under the titles
The Relation of the Bible to Learning (1960, 1961) and Biblical
Religion and Political Task (1962); and the founding of the Institute
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for Christian Studies in Toronto in 1967. Runner's contribution to the
development of a Christian mind was distinctly shaped by the
philosophical school of Vollenhoven and Dooyeweerd. He in effect introduced this philosophy in an existentially relevant way to hundreds
of students in the United States and Canada. In the fifties and the sixties he sent these students who wanted to pursue an academic career to
the Free University. In recent years the students who have become part
of this intellectual movement tend to complete their studies on this
side of the ocean. Dozens of them occupy teaching posts, at colleges
within the Christian Reformed orbit and elsewhere, in the wider
evangelical world, and, occasionally, at public universities.
Runner's mission was the reformation of evangelical Protestantism. Reformation must be distinguished from conversion and revival.
A conversion is the work of the Holy Spirit in the heart of a person so
that he submits himself to the claims of Christ, the Savior and Lord. A
revival is the renewal of faith on the part of a significant number of
persons within a particular part of the church at a particular time in
history. A reformation is a revival so radical and widespread that it affects the direction of the culture and the structuration of society.
The great sixteenth-century Reformation occurred in the first
place because Luther and Calvin heard again the radical message of
the Word of the gospel revealed in the Scriptures. This Word they
preached, in season and out of season. And this Word proclaimed
brought new life in a decadent church in such proportions that its exuberance spilled over in the culture and society of northern Europe.
To be sure, there are numerous other "causes" that contributed to the
Reformation. But at its heart there was the power of the Word of the
gospel preached by men who, with a keen sense of the crisis of the
times, made such decisions and established such alliances and institutions that the Word of the Lord could "speed on and triumph" (II
Thess. 3:1). Without now commenting on their "theologies," I believe
that John and Charles Wesley were reformers in eighteenth-century
Great Britain and that Abraham Kuyper was a reformer in nineteenthcentury Holland.
In the history of Christianity in North America there have been
several revivals—conversions and renewals of faith in large segments
of the various denominations. The outstanding leaders of American
Christianity have indeed been revivalists, from Jonathan Edwards to
Billy Graham. The impact of these revivals has indeed not been confined to the private lives of persons and the churches of which they
were members. There was a spillover to the larger context of culture
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and society, but never to the extent that one can speak of a reformation. The main reason for this absence of a reformation in North
America is the fact that the revivalists did not so preach the Word of
the gospel that its redeeming power was brought to bear on the entire
life of the people of God. This meant that the liberal-conservative
ideology of humanism was never challenged at its roots and continued
to guide both Christians and non-Christians alike in their cultural and
societal life.
Runner was fully aware of this from the beginning of his mission.
He came from the heart of typical American culture and received his
spiritual nurture precisely in the interplay between evangelical
revivalism and the modernism of the mainline churches. But Runner's
base of operation within the Christian Reformed Church was outside
of the mainstream of American Christendom, in its liberal Protestant,
evangelical Protestant, or Roman Catholic forms. His base of operation was located at the periphery of American society.
Moreover, Runner's office was that of professor of philosophy.
He used this office as much to preach as to philosophize. But his
message was directed to students, not to the church in its grassroots
existence. In the fifties and the sixties he spent a great deal of time and
energy articulating the raison d'être for distinct Christian communal
action among the Calvinist immigrants in Canada. Together these two
activities on his part led to "the reformational movement," which is
significant in its intellectual potential as a prime paradigm in Christian
thought today. But this potential is not taken seriously by Christian
theologians and philosophers, not even within the resurgent
evangelical world, as is evident from the benign indifference of Christianity Today. And the Christian action organizations? The Christian
Labour Association in Canada? The Committee for Justice and Liberty in Toronto? The Association for Public Justice in the United
States? They are signposts to which few pay attention.
Did Runner then fail in his mission? In a very specific sense he
did. His efforts did not contribute to a reformation, not even within
the limits of the Christian Reformed Church, whose average member
does not know who H. Evan Runner is. I think that during the last
decade of his career Runner became more and more aware of the
limits of his potential accomplishments. This awareness did not affect
the direction of his mission, but it did change its embodiment. In
1970, he disbanded the Groen Club, which, at the height of the
counterculture, apparently no longer served the reformational purposes for which it was founded. A few years later he declined an ap-

14

Bernard Zylstra

pointment to the Institute for Christian Studies in Toronto because he
felt that the kind of contribution he wanted to make there would not
be wholeheartedly supported by its staff. This meant that the shift in
the base of operation from Grand Rapids to Toronto did not occur.
From the vantage point of the reformational movement in Canada the
loss of Runner's immediate leadership cannot as yet be measured.
That it was substantial is without question. But there is another angle
to this. The United States is the heartland of Anglo-Saxon civilization.
And Calvin College is today the most significant undergraduate institution within the evangelical orbit. Runner's decision to stay at
Calvin not only meant that he continued to reach its students but also
that a much more positive attitude toward his work developed within
the institution as a whole.
But Runner also decided to do something else. With his wife, he
prepared a translation, not of any of Vollenhoven's or Dooyeweerd's
writings, as one might have expected, but of S.G. De Graaf's Promise
and Deliverance. This is a four-volume book written to help Sunday
school teachers and evangelists explain the Word of the Scriptures to
anyone who wants to listen. It is significant to note that Runner, in the
light of his intense concern for the future of non-Western cultures, has
been highly interested in getting precisely this book translated not only
into Spanish but also into Chinese and Japanese. Philosophy does not
lead to reformation; hearing and doing the Word does.
We cannot today speak of a reformation in North America. Runner is not a reformer. Nonetheless, he did not fail in his mission. He is
a pre-reformational figure in the Christian church, somewhat like
John Huss was in Bohemia and John Wycliffe in England towards the
end of the Middle Ages. They were precursers of Luther and Calvin
and Zwingli. As a pre-reformational figure, Runner's spiritual legacy
is phenomenal. The final significance of such precursers depends upon
what following generations do with their legacy.
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INTRODUCTION

The Christian Philosophy
of H. Evan Runner

I
The teaching of H. Evan Runner' can best be grasped as an expression of two central themes which take on their full meaning only
in relation to each other. The first is the idea of the Law or the creation order as the inescapable context and condition for all human action and thought. Because of God's all-encompassing creation order,
human life in its totality is to be understood as response. Life is
religion—Runner never tired of stressing this point.
This notion of response to the divine creation order might be confused with a nineteenth-century pantheism or idealism if it were not
linked with the second major theme in Runner's thinking—that of the
antithesis. Human life as response to God and his creation order is not
to be conceived of simply as a groping for truth, a pilgrimage in which
some people get farther than others, with all of them traveling toward
the same destination. No, Runner always stressed the necessity and
unavoidability of choosing a direction. Either man worships the
Creator and turns to Jesus Christ, or he turns his back on the Creator
by abasing himself before the creature and worshiping a vain idol.
There is no third alternative. Despite all the efforts undertaken in the
name of ecumenism and inter-faith dialogue, the gulf between these
two religious directions can never be overcome.
15
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It has been Runner's fate to be much misunderstood—by his own
students as well as by his critics. Generally speaking, those who have
misunderstood him have tended to work with one of the two central
themes mentioned above (i.e. the creation order and the antithesis)
without the other. In this essay I shall endeavor to lay some of the
misconceptions to rest by distinguishing Runner's position from a certain other position (or family of positions) contrary to his own. More
specifically, I will argue that the current tendency to defend the notion
of a religious input or impulse in science on the basis of an
epistemological pluralism or pluralism of viewpoints departs from
Runner's thinking in that it proceeds from a conception of religion as
unnormed subjectivity, a conception that owes its inspiration to
historicism and the German intellectual tradition in particular.
Later in the essay I will tackle the much more difficult question of
the creation order as the neglected theme for Christian philosophical
inquiry. This will involve some reflection on the relation between
history and truth. To bring out Runner's own stand on this matter,
which has often been misunderstood and even confused with the very
historicism he combatted, I will make a detour through the thinking of
Nietzsche, Dilthey and Heidegger. Runner's concerns as a critic of the
Western intellectual tradition parallel Heidegger's in an interesting
respect—and also draw criticisms much like the ones aimed at
Heidegger.

II
In recent discussions about the relevance of faith and commitment to science and scholarship, we find more and more recognition
that there is indeed a link between one's worldview and one's scientific
and philosophical work. To the extent that ground has truly been
gained here, those who are committed to integrally Christian scholarship will rejoice. Still, a word of caution may be in order. Could it be
that the relativism and subjectivism developed especially within the
German philosophical tradition is responsible for many of the changes
underway? If the new openness to the notion of a link between faith
and science is indeed a result of the influence of historicism and subjectivism, Christian thinkers would do well to pause before embracing
it as a higher wisdom. Just what does all the emphasis on "viewpoint"
and "worldview" considerations mean?
It may well be that some earlier ideals of objectivity are being
given up, but the suggestion that no scientific formulation can rise
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above the stream of history and subjectivity surely does not advance
the cause of Christian theorizing. A pluralist emphasis in the sense of
a diversity of philosophical outlooks that stand unreconciled over
against each other is not what the philosophical tradition of which
Runner, Dooyeweerd and Vollenhoven are spokesmen has been
pleading for. The pluralism which the Philosophy of the Law-Idea exemplifies is first of all a recognition that the basic institutions in
human society enjoy a sovereignty within certain bounds and
therefore may not dictate to one another, and secondly an ontological
thesis that expands the mind/matter distinction into a series of irreducible levels of being, law and functioning which together enjoy a
unity and interrelatedness that seem to elude mind and matter conceived of as entirely separate modes of reality.
Pluralism in the subjectivist sense is really not a defense of Christian theorizing at all; it represents rather a trivialization and relativization of any effort to appeal to the Word of God as the foundation for
an adequate understanding of reality. In recent pluralist accounts of
Christian theorizing, the appeal to the Word of God (the norm for our
theorizing) has all too often been replaced by an appeal to Christian
faith (which is really a subjective response to the norm for our believing). When such an approach is taken, we do indeed wind up with
a connection between faith and science, but our theorizing is then
rooted in and based upon the subjectivity of man rather than the
everywhere-valid Word of God.
We see, then, that the contemporary "pluralism" that allows
faith to inspire science is inadequate. This "pluralism" leaves
"religion" too much as an undefined, unnormed concept. Runner's
thesis that religion takes in all of life and does not simply represent a
certain domain of feeling or intuition or moral sense leaves no room
for the uncritical acceptance of human subjectivity and creativity in
the "pluralist" outlook. Religion does indeed come to expression in
feeling and in ethical awareness, but never in a manner that allows of
no application of normative critieria by which it is judged. Human
religiosity, as response to God's all-encompassing Word for his creation and creatures, is never a law unto itself. Therefore the detection
of a religious impulse at work in theoretical thought is never enough to
qualify the thought in question as Christian, that is, as a faithful
response to the Word of the God who made the heavens and the earth.
The Philosophy of the Law-Idea has traditionally sought to circumvent such a subjectivistic misunderstanding of the link between
faith and science by emphasizing the necessity of developing a full-
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fledged systematic philosophy as a foundation for integral Christian
theorizing, a philosophy in which the nature of saving faith in Jesus
Christ could also be dealt with. This emphasis on the importance of a
systematic Christian philosophy was fully shared by Runner. A mere
"inspirational" link between religious sentiment and a set of
phllosophical and theoretical ideas does not establish much either for
or against those ideas. The motives in the heart of a thinker—however
laudable—are not uppermost in our judgment of his thought. Hence it
is sometimes necessary to take a markedly negative stance over against
the theoretical work of someone known to be a dedicated Christian.
Thinkers in the tradition of the Philosophy of the Law-Idea are
sometimes accused of teaching a lifeless system, a set of categories to
be applied in wooden fashion. The charge of "scholasticism" is occasionally raised, and people ask what all those categories and distinctions are good for.
Whatever one might say of other philosophers who use the LawIdea, Runner has always worked with the systematic components of
his philosophical position in a vibrant way. Moreover, he has never
suggested to his students that one ought to concentrate on the
Philosophy of the Law-Idea to the exclusion of other systems of
thought or to the neglect of experientially-oriented investigation. On
the contrary, Runner has constantly pointed his students to intellectual and cultural developments in the present and the past that seemed
worthy of careful consideration. He made it clear in his teaching that
genuine progress in Christian philosophizing and theorizing was possible only for those who were willing to go far afield in their search for
fresh insights, refinements and applications of the central themes of
Christian philosophy.
Runner himself exemplified this enthusiasm for broad-ranging
study. His own interests were dazzlingly broad, and he demonstrated
an ability to fmd significance in all sorts of far-flung scholarly discussions. In his own work he liked to trace the history of the thinking
about the topic under discussion, and his students were often curious
to see just how far back he would go in his approach to the subject.
This commitment to a historical approach gave rise to an interesting misunderstanding. How could a thinker who proceeded from
the Philosophy of the Law-Idea concern himself so deeply with
historical developments in culture and thought? Perhaps he was not
really what he claimed to be. I well remember attending a conference
years ago at which Runner presented some material against the
customary historical background, only to be accused of "historicism"!
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This charge represented a serious misunderstanding of what Runner was trying to say. Yet it is worth reflecting on, for the link between
history and truth in Runner's teaching has been misconstrued by
various of his critics. Although he was keenly aware of the threat of
historicism, Runner did not maintain that the Christian thinker can
somehow step outside the historical process in his effort to grasp
theoretical truth: the truth with which Christian philosophy and
science are concerned is intimately connected with the realm of history
and culture. To get the nature of the link between history and truth
before us, then, let us make a brief excursion into the thinking of
Nietzsche.

III
The historicism charge was formulated eloquently by Nietzsche
more than a hundred years ago in an "untimely essay" which he entitled "Vom Nutzen and Nachteil der Historie fur das Leben" (On the
Usefulness and Disadvantages of History for Life). One might conceivably wonder whether Nietzsche was actually addressing
historicism, for he did not make use of the term, which only came into
general circulation some time later. But whatever one might say about
the broad and narrow varieties of historicism, it is clear that what
Nietzsche had in mind as he wrote was the widespread notion that
history is somehow the main pathway to wisdom and truth.
It is significant that he issued his warning in the name of "life."
Nietzsche's essay is no academic discussion of historical method. He
opens by quoting Goethe: "I hate everything that merely instructs me
without increasing or directly quickening my activity." Complaining
about "jaded idlers in the garden of knowledge," he goes on to argue
that the study of history "beyond a certain point mutilates and
degrades life." Hence there is a sense in which history must not just be
ignored but "hated," as a "costly and superfluous luxury." 2 Nietzsche tells us that life is a higher power than knowledge. Ever the
classicist, he contrasts "esse" with " vivere," and man the "cogital"
with man the "animal."' European man, all but buried under a
mountain of superfluous, useless learning, culture and knowledge,
struggles to rise to his feet. If only he can shake off the "malady"
which Nietzsche describes as an "excess of history,'" there will be
room for new life to take root, and from the new life can arise a new
culture.
Nietzsche does not paint a flattering picture of the German and
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European of his day. Mercilessly he exposes the superficiality of the
quest for truth in history and culture. In his eagerness to possess what
everyone else possesses, modern man "runs through art galleries."5
Nietzsche scorns such an approach to history and culture and brands it
"historical education." He complains that
. . . knowledge of culture is forced into the young mind [of the student]
in the form of historical knowledge; which means that his head is filled
with an enormous mass of ideas, taken secondhand from past times
and peoples, not from immediate contact with life . . . . It is the same
mad method that carries our young artists off to picture galleries instead of the studio of a master, and above all the one studio of the only
master, Nature. As if one could discover by a hasty rush through
history the ideas and techniques of past times and their individual outlook on life! For life itself is a kind of handicraft that must be learned
thoroughly and industriously, and diligently practiced, if we are not to
have mere botchers and babblers as the issue of it all! 6

The way to remain faithful to Nature and the earth and to recover
life is to learn to feel "unhistorically," which is only another way of
saying that the power of "forgetting" is very much needed. "Life" is
"absolutely impossible without forgetfulness." The preoccupation
with history "injures and finally destroys the living thing, be it a man
or a people or a system of culture.'" The power of forgetting is the art
of "drawing a limited horizon about oneself."' The great "fighters
against history" know how this is done, for they
. . . troubled themselves very little about the "thus it is," in order that
they might follow a "thus it must be" with greater joy and greater
pride. Not to drag their generation to the grave, but to found a. new
one—that is the motive that ever drives them onward; and even if they
are born late, there is a way of living by which they can forget it—and
future generations will know them only as the first-comers . 9
Nietzsche was concerned about cultural revitalization — and rightly so. Hence he compared historical culture to the "grayness" of old
age,10 ° calling upon his fellows to set aside "secondhand thought,
secondhand learning, secondhand action" and reminding them that
they could not have the "flower" of genuine culture without the root
or the stalk. 12 Life, knowledge and culture are nourished by Nature
and the earth, and not solely by preserved products of previous
lives—subjectivity objectified and cut off from its ground. History
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and culture are useful only to the extent that they serve to bring us into
living contact with the source of culture. Because of the excess of
history, man must "dig himself out," as it were, in order to breathe
freely again.
Among the contemporaries of Nietzsche who felt the sting of his
criticism was Wilhelm Dilthey, who perhaps epitomized the reverential attitude toward history that Nietzsche made light of. Dilthey commented on Nietzsche at various points, arguing that Nietzsche failed
to circumvent or get behind history in his effort to establish a direct
relation with the soil from which culture springs: "In vain did Nietzsche seek his original nature, his a-historical essence, in solitary selfobservation. He peeled off one skin after another. And what was left?
Still only something historically conditioned: the features of the
Renaissance man of power."''
The question that must be raised in connection with Dilthey and
his tradition is how, and under what circumstances, we are able to
transcend or rise above the stream of human subjectivity which finds
expression in a history or culture. Because Dilthey was at bottom a
pantheist, the line of criticism involved in this question did not pose a
serious problem for him.' Yet, for those who cannot follow Dilthey in
his pantheism, there is the very real danger of becoming lost or
swallowed up in history. Like Nietzsche, Dilthey professed to be a
philosopher of "life," but his concept of "life" was thoroughly
historical and cultural (geistig). Thus he perceived no genuine opposition between history and culture on the one hand and life on the other.
Life presents itself to us as history and culture and then draws us into
its sweep.
The standpoints of Nietzsche and Dilthey confront each other
unreconciled. The debate has been carried further in the twentieth century, of course, by such figures as Heidegger and Gadamer. Must
Christian philosophy associate itself with Nietzsche in his call for a
judicious forgetting? This might seem an attractive route to follow,
given the widespread Christian rejection of the excesses of our secular
culture. Or should Christian philosophy follow the lead of Dilthey by
always seeking to advance by drawing strength from the power of the
past? Such an approach would surely appeal to the Christian respect
for tradition.
These two alternatives deserve careful consideration. But we must
not forget to ask whether there is perhaps a way between them.
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For twentieth-century Christians, then, the choice between Nietzsche's appeal to forget the past and Dilthey's effort to retain it might
seem attractive. Whereas earlier Christian thinkers might have been
inclined to adopt an attitude like Dilthey's, many more recent Christians take a largely negative stance toward the philosophical tradition.
Don't modern Thomists sometimes leave us with the impression that
they regard the entire modern era in philosophy as a wandering in a
trackless wasteland?
Before drawing the conclusion that the choice between Nietzsche
and Dilthey is an unavoidable fork in the road, we would do well to
pause and look at another rebel against the philosophical tradition—Martin Heidegger, whose thinking does not fit the pattern of
Nietzsche's "forgetting." It seems to me that Heidegger's approach to
the tradition has considerable relevance for the question of history
and truth and thus can help us understand the teaching of H. Evan
Runner and the philosophical agenda which the Philosophy of the
Law-Idea has set for itself.
Heidegger is often perceived as a philosopher who likes to make
things needlessly difficult. Like Nietzsche, he sees history and the
tradition as a serious obstacle to genuine thought and culture. Yet he
does not draw Nietzsche's conclusion that a judicious forgetting is
called for. On the other hand, he does not side with Dilthey either and
appeal for a treasuring of the great tradition of German and European
culture. In fact, he is markedly critical especially of the technological
impulse in European (and North American) civilization. Heidegger's
thinking has helped to give birth to a new approach in hermeneutics
articulated mainly by H. G. Gadamer, and in this new approach
Dilthey comes in for some telling criticism.15 Dilthey, it seems, ran
aground in history and never managed to get beyond it or transcend it.
Heidegger steers a route of his own between Nietzsche and
Dilthey. And in the process he incurs the ire of many a professional
philosopher accustomed to a more conventional approach. Richard
Rorty notes:
Philosophers who envy scientists think that philosophy should deal
only with problems formulatable in neutral terms—terms satisfactory
to all those who argue for competing solutions. Without common problems and without argument, it would seem, we have no professional
discipline, nor even a method for disciplining our own thoughts. Without discipline, we presumably have mysticism, or poetry, or inspiration
—at any rate, something that permits an escape from our intellectual
responsibilities. Heidegger is frequently criticized for having avoided
these responsibilities.I6

Runner: His Philosophy 23
Heidegger, it appears, will neither explain himself in terms that others
can understand nor come out and fight for his position. Rorty comments:
. . . Heidegger has done as good a job of putting potential critics on the
defensive as any philosopher in history. There is no standard by which
one can measure him without begging the question against him. His
remarks about the tradition, and his remarks about the limitations the
tradition has imposed on the vocabulary and imagination of his contemporaries, are beautifully designed to make one feel foolish when
one tries to find a bit of common ground on which to start an argument.

°

Yet Heidegger does not just stay in his own corner, minding his
own business, oblivious to what others think. Despite his rejection of
the philosophical (or metaphysical) tradition, he has spent an inordinate amount of time commenting on it. And his comments have provoked great controversy. Many philosophers, operating on the widely
accepted premise that a thinker must be explained in terms of his own
intentions and in such a manner that he would recognize that he has
been dealt with fairly, have chided Heidegger for his treatment of the
history of philosophy. The most famous quarrel revolves around the
book on Kant, entitled Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics.
Heidg-rhmslfaetovidfhsbk:"Itmaynoegd
Kant, but it's excellent Heidegger." There may be something to this
rather cavalier explanation, but in actual fact there is much more that
Heidegger can—and does—say in his own defense. When a
philosopher deals with a philosophical text, he explains, it is
sometimes necessary to "do violence" to the text. One must probe
deeper to determine what the philosopher in question really intended
to say:
It is true that in order to wrest from the actual words that which these
words "intend to say," every interpretation must necessarily resort to
violence. This violence, however, should not be confused with an
action that is wholly arbitrary. The interpretation must be animated
and guided by the power of an illuminative idea. Only through the
power of this idea can an interpretation risk that which is always audacious, namely, entrusting itself to the secret élan of a work, in order by
this élan to get through to the unsaid and to attempt to find an expression for it. The directive idea itself is confirmed by its own power
of illumination.°
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This approach to Kant drew from Ernst Cassirer the complaint that
Heidegger was functioning not as a "commentator" but as a
"usurper," using Kant for his own purposes."
Heidegger has not gone out of his way to defend his treatment of
the history of philosophy. But those who are well acquainted with his
thought have stressed that there is more to his seemingly highhanded
treatment of past philosophers than meets the eye. It is not just a question of accurate interpretation, of finding out what the thinker in
question was struggling to say. In the words of William J. Richardson,
Heidegger was trying ". . . to comprehend and express not what
another thinker thought/ said, but what he did not think / say, could
not think/say, and why he could not think/ say it." Richardson
observes: "It is the unsaid in a thinker which is his true 'doctrine,' his
`supreme gift' . ." 21
Heidegger is reminiscent of Hegel in a number of respects. Both
are suspicious of refutation as ordinarily understood. Hegel hoped to
include apparent error in an aufgehoben version of the truth as formulated from a higher standpoint, whereas for Heidegger refutation
simply does not come into the picture in any essential way. It is often
the case that when a philosopher is deeply, profoundly, off the track,
his error requires careful consideration.
Hegel and Heidegger are also alike in linking truth and history.
Despite his critique of the tradition, then, Heidegger cannot join
Nietzsche in appealing for a forgetting, a casting off of history. Crisis
and conflict in history make room for revelation—a revelation
through which Being may perhaps emerge from its hiddenness.
Despite the emphasis on "waiting" and "Gelassenheit" as the posture
to be taken, we never seek to simply "start over," as though through
an act of will we could become youthful, Nietzschean Greeks.
The conclusion suggested by the Heideggerian enterprise is that
the question of Being is not to be posed apart from the tradition. The
"overcoming" of metaphysics and the "destruction" of ontology are
apparently needed to prepare for what Heidegger hopes is to come.
How was the question of Being lost from view? It appears that we can
find out only if we examine the twists and turns taken by the concept
of truth. Hence we are obliged to trace the route that leads from the
Greeks to the modern interpretation of Being as will, with its destructive consequences in technology. To ignore the tradition is to run the
risk of perpetuating it.
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V
I have dealt with Heidegger's approach to the history of
philosophy because it parallels some key themes in Runner's teaching
and may help shed light on them. Many of the criticisms directed
against Runner are similar to the critiques of Heidegger by disgruntled
"outsiders" unable to get their bearings in Heidegger's works. As we
saw earlier, some philosophers complain that Heidegger does not
allow for "common ground," for a "neutral" formulation of the problems with which philosophy deals, a formulation which would allow
different philosophical schools to simply compete in seeking the best
solutions. Likewise, Runner has always stressed that the formulation
of a philosophical question cannot be separated from one's basic
philosophical stance, just as in apologetics the believer and the
unbeliever do not jointly set out to answer the (neutral) question
whether the evidence presented by reason and the senses entitles us to
believe in the God of the Scriptures . 22
If the problems of philosophy cannot be formulated in neutral
terms, surely the material or Gegenstand with which the philosopher
concerns himself is common to all. This, at least, was the conviction
of Dilthey, who also devoted considerable attention to what might be
called the "philosophy of the history of philosophy." 23 Dilthey
assures us that all philosophers
. . . have before them one and the same world, the reality that appears
in consciousness. The sun of Homer shines forever. Plato beheld the
same reality as Thales. From this it follows that the unity of all philosophies is grounded ultimately in the identity (Selbigkeit) of the outer
and inner world. Because of this identity, the same basic relationships
are seen again and again?'

There is some truth to Dilthey's claim, of course: God's sun has shone
on the just and the unjust, on ancient Greeks and contemporary North
Americans. But Runner does not regard it as helpful or accurate to
declare that all thinkers philosophize about the very same world. As a
historical thinker, Runner emphasizes that cultural and historical unfolding must always be taken into account. Hence Plato did not
behold the very same reality as Thales two centuries before him, and
we do not philosophize about the very same world that Hegel surveyed
when he was a professor in Berlin early in the nineteenth century. The
historical dimension of reality may never be left out of the picture.
Like Heidegger, Runner emphasizes that a meaningful encounter
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with the philosophy of the past requires a grasp of the fundamental
issue in philosophy—and not just a grasp of what the thinker in question happened to regard as the fundamental issue. For Heidegger the
main question is Being itself—how it has been forgotten and
obscured. Hence Heidegger is interested not just in what a thinker said
but also what he left unsaid—or could not say. For Runner the key
philosophical issue is that of the Law. When approaching a
philosopher in the past, one must always ask what he does about the
Law—how he seeks to account for it, or perhaps even tries to ignore it
by identifying normativity with subjectivity or objectivity.
The use of such an approach entails that in some cases we will
reach conclusions about a certain thinker that will be called into question by proponents of the traditional approach according to which the
historian of philosophy must understand and explain past
philosophers first and foremost in terms of their own themes and emphases. Runner, well aware of these considerations, has therefore
devoted extensive attention to the question of methodology in his own
teaching in the area of history of philosophy. His intention, he made it
known to the students, was not to somehow "do violence" to the text
or to claim past philosophers as grist for his own philosophical mill
but to discover what was really going on back there in the mental
struggles in which thinkers engaged. Every past philosopher bumped
up against the normativity of the creation order, however he might
choose to describe it or account for it. How did he respond to the creation order? What room did he leave for the Law in his philosophical
system? These were the questions which Runner sought to answer in
his own work in history of philosophy.
Runner's recipe for genuine philosophical progress in the twentieth century, then, is neither to put the past behind us by deliberately
forgetting much of it (Nietzsche) nor to absorb and preserve a great
deal of it by accepting it on its own terms (Dilthey). The direction
pointed out by Runner was rather that we are to pursue the truth by
thinking historically in a double sense. We first watch to see how the
creation order or Law of God does or does not receive proper recognition in the historical and cultural unfolding process. Then we observe
how the creation order—whether generally recognized or not—makes
itself felt in theoretical and philosophical reflection on reality, a
reflection that cannot help but take cultural and historical unfolding
into account.
The Law of God as it impinges on man in all his doings must be
the central theme of our philosophizing, Runner stressed. Yet it never
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presents itself to us in an isolated way for direct inspection; we never
study it by itself. It is to be known mainly in its effects. In short, it is
like the wind: we never catch sight of it, but we certainly feel its operation.
Here again the parallel with Heidegger comes to mind. Just as Being remains hidden for Heidegger, curiously unaccounted for and conspicuous by its absence, Runner maintains that the creation order is
suppressed, distorted and concealed in the thinking of many
philosophers. We must recover the (normative) truth of God's Word
by bringing the creation order to light again and giving it a central
place in our theoretical reflection. This we do by adopting a historical
approach to culture and thinking. Such (historical) reflection is an indispensable part of the basis of Christian philosophy and also of
Christian theoretical reflection in other disciplines.
Once these philosophical and historical lessons sink in, we see
why Runner, as a Christian philosopher, has sent his students out to
study a stunning array of cultural phenomena and historical topics.
The (normative) truth of reality, he stressed, must be understood in
terms of God's creation order. And that creation order becomes
familiar especially through the history of its effects on man, thought
and culture. It is this recognition that makes the entire realm of
culture and history intensely relevant to Christian scholarship. What is
called for, then, is an open approach to Christian philosophizing, an
approach that does not allow for a narrow scholasticism or a preoccupation with the categories of a certain system of thought embraced
as superior to all others. Such is the legacy of Runner's teaching.
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PART ONE

Philosophy

"By a scriptural philosophy, then, we do
not mean a philosophy which is satisfied
with Bible study. That would in no sense
be philosophy. For we have already said
that the field of the philosopher is not the
Scripture, but the totality of the cosmos.
We mean by a philosophizing in accordance with Scripture a study of the cosmos
in the fight of Scripture, a philosophical
view that in its fundamental aspects continually takes Scripture into consideration
by asking, What do the Scriptures have to
say about the cosmos as a whole?"
H. Evan Runner, The History of Ancient
Philosophy, p. 16.
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Descartes' Reformation

Nor is it likewise that the whole body of the
sciences . . . should be reformed. But as regards
all the opinions which up to this time I had embraced, I thought I could do no better than endeavour once for all to sweep them completely
away, so that they might later on be replaced,
either by others which were better, or by the same,
when I had made them conform to the uniformity
of a rational scheme . . . . My design has never
extended beyond trying to reform my own opinion and to build on a foundation which is entirely
my own (Rene Descartes, Discourse on the

Method).
I cannot forgive Descartes. In all his philosophy
he would have been quite willing to dispense with
God. But he could not help granting him a flick of
the forefinger to start the world in motion; beyond this, he has no further need of God (Blaise
Pascal, Pensées).
. . . declaring ourselves free from the law of God
as the Law-structure of the creation . . . would be
Revolution, pure and simple (H. Evan Runner,

Christian Perspectives, 1960).
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Descartes saw the need for what he called a "reformation" of the
sciences. Not that he expected himself to be able fully to bring about
such a reformation, but he did expect to be able to make a beginning, for he believed that in his method he had available the instrument necessary to begin to bring it about.
Although he speaks of the necessity of bringing about a reformation and thus, by implication, of himself as a reformer, it seems to me
that Descartes should be seen as one bringing about a revolution and
should therefore be spoken of as a revolutionary—a revolutionary in
anything but a narrow application of that term, for he brought about
a totally new outlook in potentially all areas of life. The term reformation does not cover so radical an activity. For although reformation
may be thought to consist of doing away with the old and replacing it
with what is new, it is an activity which takes place within an accepted
framework of which at least key aspects are by the reformer himself
considered inviolate. Reformation may therefore be thought to consist
of improving the old by removing imperfections or faults or errors, in
amendment or transformation. And revolution may be taken as
radical substitution, as removal of a framework itself and therefore of
everything within it. If the term reformation is restricted to the activity
of amending or transforming and the term revolution to that of
radical substitution, then Descartes' reformation ought to be seen as a
revolution, and Descartes himself should be characterized as a revolutionary rather than as a reformer. For he had no sympathy with a
reformation which set out merely to transform. Indeed, the only instrument which he considered adequate for the task of bringing about
a reformation in the sciences precluded mere transformation. This instrument, the method of the Rules for the Direction of the Mind and
the Discourse on the Method, called for substitution rather than
transformation. If revolution consists of two parts, the first being to
do away with the old, the second to present the new, then Descartes
was sometimes modest with respect to his achievements in the second
area but never with respect to his achievements in the first. His doing
away with the old he considered fully completed once he had rejected
the trustworthiness of both everyday and scientific knowledge; once
he had declared suspect and therefore unacceptable as sources of
knowledge both the senses and the mind; once he had pronounced to
be non-existent that about which knowledge used to be: things in the
world and the relations between and among themselves as well as their
relation to their creator; the world itself; and the creator himself.
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In the Discourse on the Method,' which is one place in which he
constantly speaks of the need for reformer le cors des sciences, 2
Descartes makes it quite clear that he considers himself to have succeeded fully in the task not simply of doing away with much of the old
in the realm of science but of altogether rejecting what was taken to be
science itself. For he writes that "as regards all the opinions which up
to this time I had embraced, I thought I could not do better than
endeavour once for all to sweep them completely away . . . ." 3 Well
before the end of the Discourse, he is confident that this endeavor has
been successful. Doing away with the old does not, he here indicates,
prevent one from later on accepting some of it again, or something
much like it. Old opinions are to be swept "completely away, so that
they might later on be replaced, either by others which were better, or
by the same, when I had made them conform to the uniformity of a
rational scheme." Thus what is new may appear similar to, even identical with, the old. Crucial is that nothing old may be retained unless it
"conforms to the uniformity of a rational scheme." As he puts it later
on in the Discourse with respect to doctrines and discoveries to be
presented in the Dioptrics and the Meteors, "I do not even boast of
being the first discoverer of any of them, but only state that I have
adopted them, not because they have been held by others . . . but only
because Reason has persuaded me of their truth." 4 But before one can
be persuaded by reason, the old, regardless of whether it is to reappear
as the new, is to be "swept completely away"; that, indeed, is the only
condition under which it may legitimately find a place in the new.
Descartes, of course, did not believe that much, if any, of the old
would in fact find a place in the new. This is apparent from what he
says about the Principles of Philosophy. In the final paragraph of the
"Author's Letter," which serves as preface to the French edition of
the Principles, we read "that many centuries may pass until all the
truths which may be deduced from these principles are so deduced";
thus, although the new is being presented, it is very far from complete.
But we also read that the new is genuinely new rather than the old
transformed, for the principles upon which the new are to be founded
are themselves new, a "difference which is observable between these
principles and those of all other men."' The same is clear as well from
The Passions of the Soul, the last work which Descartes prepared for
publication. In the first article of the Passions he sounds what might
at first be taken as the typically thorough reformer's note: "There is
nothing in which the defective nature of the sciences which we have
received from the ancients appears more clearly than in what they
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have written on the passions," for "that which the ancients have
taught regarding them is . . . for the most part so far from credible,
that I am unable to entertain any hope of approximating to the truth
excepting by shunning the paths which they have followed." Thus a
strategy naturally presents itself: "I shall be . . . obliged to write just
as though I were treating of a matter which no one had ever touched
on before me."' Again, the new is clearly presented as new. Speaking
of the Passions' content as new was, of course, no idle boast, for there
existed no precedent of a consistent attempt at an explanation of mental and physiological phenomena entirely by means of simple
mechanical processes. What was presented as new did indeed look new
and was in fact different from what had gone before. But its newness
in appearance should not obscure an important point, which is that
whether or not it looked new it would, in Descartes' view, be new
simply because it could have been presented only after the old had
been completely swept away. Thus what had the appearance of reformation again turns out to be revolution. That which arises in, as it
were, a vacuum or entirely contextlessly cannot fail to be new. If we
take seriously Descartes' metaphor that all previous opinions must be
swept completely away, then use of the phrases "in a vacuum" and
"entirely contextlessly" is legitimate.
Sometimes Descartes speaks as if the hubris or, perhaps, the
cultural solipsism implicit in the statements of the preceding
paragraph is meant to be taken as quite innocent because it is entirely
idiosyncratic. In the Discourse, for example, we read that "My design
has never extended beyond trying to reform my own opinion and to
build on a foundation which is entirely my own."' In the sentences immediately following this statement, Descartes even seems to warn
against following his example. These warnings, however, are
stipulated to be for two groups of people. They hold for those who are
"precipitate in judgment" and thus simply cannot follow Descartes'
example even if they would, for they do not have "sufficient patience
to arrange their thoughts in proper order" and therefore cannot reach
valid new results. Not paying attention to "order" is attempting to
gain truth unmethodically, and the only outcome of that exercise will
be opinion and belief, not certainty and knowledge. This outcome
comes to be shared by the second group. For the warnings hold as well
for those who believe "that they are less capable of distinguishing
truth from falsehood than some others from whom instruction might
be obtained." Such people "are right in contenting themselves with
following the opinions of these others rather than in searching better
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ones for themselves." These warnings amount to saying that attempts
at reformation are for neither the foolish nor the timid. That leaves
the wise and the courageous; and as Descartes well knew, men are
more apt to classify themselves as wise and courageous than as foolish
or timid. Thus, for anyone not satisfied with mere opinion, completely sweeping away all beliefs is a necessary condition for obtaining
truth.
Apart from all this Descartes must, of course, say that his design
does not extend beyond trying to reform his own opinion and to build
on a foundation which is entirely his own. He is forced to say this not
out of modesty, or because of political circumspection, or even
primarily because he believes many or most of his contemporaries to
be either too precipitous or too timid to do scientific work. Instead, he
must say this because his position of radical epistemic autonomy
forces it upon him: everyone has to do it for himself, can only do it for
himself. No one, therefore, can build upon anything which might be
called a "primary given," on something given through the senses, or
from one's tradition, from education, or from one's contemporaries'
thoughts. None of these can provide a solid foundation on which to
build a system of knowledge. As the first of the Principles puts it,
" . in order to examine into the truth it is necessary once in one's life
to doubt of all things . . . ." Modest though Descartes' reformation
may seem, it is really a thoroughly radical revolution.
It may seem an exaggeration to speak of the radicality of
Descartes' revolution if the basic principle of the revolution's
manifesto merely forbids the acceptance of a primary given as a foundation on which to build science. It will seem less of an exaggeration
once it is remembered that, for Descartes, no action ought to be called
truly human unless it can be called rational, and it cannot be called rational unless it is (part of) science or is dictated by (part of) science.
Therefore, when it is said that no primary given may be accepted as a
foundation on which to build science, this implies that no primary
given may be accepted on which to order the practice of any aspect of
life, if that practice is to qualify as truly human. That is one reason
why in my second paragraph I wrote about Descartes as one who
brought about a totally new outlook in potentially all areas of life.
The thorough radicality of Descartes' revolution is closely related
to his epistemology and methodology. In terms of epistemology this
may be put as follows. The solid foundation must consist of items
which are known not in terms of something else, not per aliud; instead, it must consist of items which are underived, self-evident,
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known per se. Moreover, such items must be characterized by clarity
and distinctness.
In the Rules for the Direction of the Mind Descartes refers to the
power through which we are to "grasp" such foundational items as
"intuition." As a definition of intuition he gives:
By intuition I understand, not the fluctuating testimony of the senses,
nor the misleading judgment that proceeds from the blundering constructions of imagination, but the conception which an unclouded and
attentive mind gives us so readily and distinctly that we are wholly
freed from doubt about that which we understand. 8

The mind is there said to consist of the understanding (which is explicated as comprising both "intuition" and "deduction"), imagination, sense, and memory. Memory is nevet taken to be a source of
knowledge, for it can only present that which it has first received from
the understanding, imagination, or sense. But if knowledge is to be
characterized as certain or indubitable, then, as the definition of intuition states clearly enough through its polemical juxtaposition of
"fluctuating," "misleading," and "blundering" to "unclouded,"
"attentive," and "wholly freed from doubt," we cannot expect to
gain knowledge (at least not knowledge which may be called "foundational") from the senses or the imagination, but must depend on the
understanding alone. What Descartes wants to bring into dispute for
his contemporaries is whether any "givens" ought to be accepted, irrespective of whether their source is sensation or education. For
Descartes himself it is beyond dispute that nothing we sense and
nothing we learn from others can be accepted as a "given." To put
this more precisely: what is thus given may be used as a point of departure for analysis or reduction but must be rejected as a suitable
starting point for synthesis, for the construction of systematic
knowledge. Those who immediately accept as truth the testimony of
their senses may come to believe that cherries are red and sweet or that
the sun revolves around the earth. Those who immediately accept as
truth the opinions of their teachers may find themselves accepting the
dogmas of Aristotle or Aquinas as tenable philosophical positions.
This acceptance places such people in the ranks of those who
"throughout all their lives perceive nothing so correctly as to be
capable of judging of it properly." They have never had anything
before their minds with clarity and distinctness. For whereas "I term
that clear which is present and apparent to an attentive mind . . . the
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distinct is that which is so precise and different from all other objects
that it contains within itself nothing but what is clear." 9 In other
words, in order to be capable of judging properly of anything, it is not
sufficient to be merely fully aware of all of that "thing," for such
awareness may leave the "thing" intricately enmeshed with many
other "things," none of which need themselves be before the mind
clearly. In order to be able to judge properly, that of which we judge
must be before the mind fully, and we must have before the mind
nothing but what necessarily pertains to having all of it before the
mind
Items to be known per se, if they can be known at all, can only be
known clearly and distinctly. Anything known per aliud can be known
only if that from which it is derived is also before the mind (or, at the
least, is remembered as having been before the mind). Thus, anything
known per aliud ultimately can be known only if it can be seen as
following with necessity from the relevant foundation or first principles, from what is known per se. Therefore that which the senses
give us cannot, as given, be known immediately by the understanding.
For what is thus given is concrete, enmeshed in its context, possibly affected as to its "appearance" by the very way in which it is given. For
Descartes, its "nature" can be understood only once it has been fitted
into the "rational scheme" of a mechanics, medicine, or morals—rational schemes which themselves cannot be developed prior to the
development of the "rational schemes" called physics and
metaphysics, schemes which in turn rest on the prior knowledge of
certain principles known per se. Neither can we know immediately
that which our education or culture places before us. For neither
Euclid's Elements nor Aristotle's Ethics nor Aquinas's Summa
Theologica nor Galileo's Two New Sciences clearly derives its conclusions from indubitable principles which are known per se. None of
them, in fact, even went so far as to attempt to state these principles.
But even had they stated them, and had they derived their conclusions
from them by uninterrupted chains of arguments, I myself cannot
begin at the end, with conclusions. If I am to understand, I must start
where they began, with first principles.
If I am to understand, I must understand for myself, radically so.
To adopt words from the opening paragraph of the First Meditation,
someone else's "firm and permanent structure in the sciences" is of
little use to me, for I will not be able to understand it unless I myself
"commence to build anew from the foundation." And no foundation
is given; the foundation is to be established. Whoever wants to under-
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stand will first have to establish his own foundation. Thus Descartes
speaks for himself and, he believes, for whoever comes to understand,
when he writes that "My design has never extended beyond trying to
reform my own opinion and to build on a foundation which is entirely
my own." The need for radical revolution is dictated by a doctrine of
radical epistemic individualism.
That is one way of putting it, looked at primarily in terms of the
"object of knowledge." We come to the same conclusion when we
consider it from the side of the knower or the "subject." For only if
he proceeds methodically can the knower come to establish his foundation and can he develop systematic knowledge upon it. And, as I
said before, Descartes' method is one which calls for substitution
rather than transformation.
Use of the method entails radical revolution. Its very first principle enjoins me "to accept nothing as true which I did not clearly
recognize to be so: that is to say, carefully to avoid precipitation and
prejudice in judgments, and to accept in them nothing more than what
was presented to my mind so clearly and distinctly that I could have no
occasion to doubt it.s 10 Avoidance of precipitation calls for suspension of judgment. That with respect to which judgment has been
suspended then needs to be "divided up . . . into as many parts as
possible" (as the second methodological precept has it) so that we may
come to see whether it rests on a foundation of items which are selfevident. Both the suspension of judgment and the reduction to
simplicity are acts in which the individual asserts his freedom, acts
which in turn are to lead to the individual's greater autonomy or selfrealization. Through suspension of judgment I am to stay free from
prejudice (where a "prejudice" is any belief or item of supposed
knowledge which I have not myself constructed upon a foundation of
clear and distinct, self-evident knowledge); through reduction I am to
reach clear and distinct, self-evident knowledge. Suspension of judgment is motivated by doubt, and reduction of what is experienced as
complex is pushed by doubt to its extreme, which is found in utter
simplicity or self-evidence. Methodic doubt is a prime manifestation
of the individual's autonomy or freedom.
Doubt, therefore, is not a defect. When at the beginning of the
Fourth Meditation Descartes writes that ". . . I doubt, that is to
say . . . I am an incomplete and dependent being . . . ," this presence
of doubt or of method (for the doubt referred to is methodic doubt)
does show imcompleteness but does not indicate the presence of a
"negative quality" like, for example, evil or error. Doubt is to be
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used, to be pursued; error and evil are to be shunned. Doubt plays a
positive role in that it is the road to avoid precipitation and prejudice
in judgment, the way in which we stay free from evil and error. Only
when doubt is confused with irresolution does it become a defect. For
as the Passions tell us, irresolution is "a species of 'fear" which proceeds "from a feebleness of understanding, which, having no clear
and distinct conceptions, simply has many confused ones." Doubt,
rather than being fear, is firmness of purpose. It proceeds from the
state of mind determined not to accept at face value whatever may be
given to it, but to resolve such givens into a multiplicity of items which
are clear and distinct. The practice of doubt is to free reason from prejudice by expelling from the mind all "knowledge" which I have not
myself constructed upon my own unshakable foundation.
In his Introduction to Descartes, Philosophical Writings,' Alexandre Koyré aptly contrasts Descartes and Montaigne. Montaigne
• • • abandons the external world—uncertain object of uncertain opinion—and tries to fall back upon himself in order to find in himself the
foundation of certainty, the firm principles of judgment—that is, of a
discriminating discernment between the true and the false." Montaigne ". . . looks for a firm foundation" and "finds nothing but
perpetual change, instability, void." He "acknowledges his failure"
and "fearlessly" faces up to the fact that "We have to accept things as
they are," that "we have to renounce the hope with which we
started," the hope to find in oneself the foundation of certainty. And
so Montaigne's Essais are "a treatise of .renunciation," a statement
that "the last word of wisdom is: We have to abide by doubt."'
Descartes would align Montaigne's doubt with irresolution, would see
it as fear. For Descartes, doubt becomes the first word of wisdom.
Doubt, as methodic doubt, becomes the key to the passage beyond
renunciation, the passage of hope and self-affirmation, of progress
and freedom. Koyré nicely catches this contrast: " . . whereas Montaigne stopped the finitude of the human soul, Descartes discovered
the fullness of spiritual freedom, the certainty of intellectual truth."
And so Koyré labels the Discourse on the Method "the Cartesian Confessions" or Descartes' "Itinerarium Mentis in Veritatem," the story
of Descartes' "successful break-through," the reply "to the Essais."
"To the sad story told by Montaigne, the story of a defeat, Descartes
opposes his own, the story of a decisive victory." 14 Whereas Montaigne "submits to doubt as its slave, through weakness . . . Descartes employs doubt as his tool, or, if one prefers, as his
weapon.""
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Thus in his juxtaposition of Descartes to Montaigne, Koyré articulates the position I just now presented: doubt and freedom work
together for Descartes. Unfortunately, Koyré's analysis stops short of
the final truth about both Descartes' doubt and freedom. He does call
Descartes a revolutionary 16 but, though a revolutionary, one who accepted the Christian gospels and allowed himself to be taught by St.
Augustine." Of course Descartes often professed his adherence to
Christianity, but his philosophy was nevertheless quite opposed to it.
Koyré has rightly connected method, doubt, and freedom. As he says,
Descartes sets himself "the task of re-ordering all our mental activities
on a new plan . . . and it is through freedom that we shall reach the
truth, i.e., those clear and distinct ideas which our reason is unable to
doubt." That, surely, is the reverse of the gospel's statement that
"the truth will make you free." At least in practice, Descartes' revolution in the sciences was accompanied by a revolt against the gospel
through a revolt against the Christian view of the place of man. It
seems to me that the spirit of Descartes' philosophy is caught better by
Vrooman than by Koyré: "Descartes' faith in human reason gave him
a non-Christian . . . conception of man"; "the fundamental principles
and method of Descartes" he invokes "in order to restore faith in the
human condition and in the possibility of man's being able to govern . . . his own destiny."1 9
Doubt, this prime manifestation of an individual's freedom, is to
liberate reason from the bondage of prejudice and in the process is to
lead the individual to his fundamental absolute certainty, to the
cogito. This relation between freedom and the cogito has been discussed by many critics. I should like to quote one of these, Hiram Caton,
first, to put some of my contentions in somewhat different and
perhaps more colorful language, and, second, to indicate some
measure of disagreement with Caton on one of the points he makes—a
disagreement which leads immediately into my concluding comments.
In The Origin of Subjectivity Caton writes:
The Cogito brings thought to consciousness of its nature . . . . In that
moment the mind apprehends an objective limit upon deception, for
the Cogito exhibits to thought a limit upon omnipotence circumscribed
by thought itself, indeed, my thought.
By bringing reason to consciousness of its inner nature, and embracing that nature . . . the Cogito emancipates reason from all restraints of piety: it empowers a self-consciously secular reason . . . . An
unshakable and immutable will is the basis of the autonomy of rea-
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son . . . ."Self-consciousness constitutes itself in defiance of all
omnipotence .. . here begins in philosophy as such the rebellion
against Christianity that we call Enlightenment. s 20

My one misgiving about Caton's statement concerns the word begins
in the final sentence. For when a "rebellion" "begins," its beginning
may be half-hearted, weak, confused, and therefore easily suppressed.
Such a beginning is not Descartes'.
Descartes' beginning is unequivocally reason's unilateral declaration of independence. Descartes, the man, may say—and may possibly
mean—what we read in the final paragraph of the Third Meditation:
. . . it seems to me right to pause for a while in order to contemplate
God Himself, to ponder at leisure His marvellous attributes, to consider, and admire, and adore, the beauty of this light so resplendent, at
least as far as the strength of my mind, which is in some measure
dazzled by the sight, will allow me to do so.

Nevertheless, there is no doubt whatsoever that Descartes, the
philosopher, means it when, recasting the argument of his Meditations, he writes:
But meanwhile whoever turns out to have created us, and even should
he be all-powerful and deceitful, we still experience a freedom through
which we may abstain from accepting as true and indisputable those
things of which we have not certain knowledge, and thus obviate our
ever being deceived. 21

And (if I may continue my use of this artificial distinction for a moment) it is not Descartes the man but Descartes the philosopher who
helped shape the modern mind. Pascal's complaint was well-taken: "I
cannot forgive Descartes. In all his philosophy he would have been
quite willing to dispense with God."22
The Third Meditation closes with a statement which invokes the
medieval attitude of contemplation. But it opens with a statement to
the effect that the only ground for doubt of the absolute trustworthiness of reason in all affairs of life is the supposed existence of an
Evil Genius.' Rejection of that ground for doubt entails the removal
of God from philosophy and makes contemplation a matter for the
man, not the philosopher. The only ground for doubting reason is the
supposed existence of the Evil Genius. For (says Descartes) if God exists, God cannot be a deceiver, for it is contradictory to hold that

42

Peter A. Schouls

deception and perfection can coexist in the same being. 24 Therefore, if
God exists, there cannot be such doubt, and reason can be taken as
trustworthy. But, similarly, if God does not exist, there cannot be an
Evil Genius, for the Evil Genius is stipulated to be supremely powerful, that is, must be God, who has been said not to exist. And since the
Evil Genius's supposed existence is said to be the only ground for
distrusting reason, we can trust reason. Thus, whether God exists or
not, we can trust reason.
For all practical purposes, Descartes the Christian gentleman
made God irrelevant. Christian gentlemen sometimes have the tendency to do that. But not all of them do. Evan Runner certainly did not.
On the contrary, in all his lecturing and writing he constantly stressed
the totalitarian nature of "absolute trustworthiness" and the consequences thereof. He always stressed the impossibility of the peaceful
coexistence of different faiths in one and the same person, or in one
and the same community. With respect to Descartes he would, I am
confident, agree that the new faith—the faith of placing total trust in
reason as a first and last resort—was robbing the possessors of it from
whatever power remained to them as adorers of the Light Resplendent. For as he said:
If in our search for truth we put our confidence in our "Reason" and
the subjection of all things to the rational inquiry of men, we have
changed entirely, as men. At first we may for a time be able to hold on
to some division of our life into what historically have been called the
areas of faith and of reason. But life is integral; it's all one piece . . . .
But all faith is totalitarian. And sooner or later the one will destroy the
other.25

Notes
1. Whenever possible my references to Descartes' works will be to the edition of
Elizabeth S. Haldane and G. R. T. Ross, The Philosophical Works of Descartes, Vols. I
and H, Cambridge University Press (first edition 1911; reprinted with corrections 1934;
my references are to the corrected edition). Passages from the Principles of Philosophy
and the Passions of the Soul will be identified by the number of the principle or article
quoted.
2. Descartes, Philosophical Works, I, 89.
3. Descartes, Philosophical Works, I, 89.
4. Descartes, Philosophical Works, I, 129.
5. Descartes, Philosophical Works, I, 215.
6. Descartes, Philosophical Works, I, 331.
7. Descartes, Philosophical Works, I, 90.

Descartes' Reformation

43

8. Descartes, Philosophical Works, I, 7.
9. Descartes, Principles 1, 45.
10. Descartes, Philosophical Works, I, 92.
11. Descartes, Passions, article CLXX.
12. Alexandre Koyré, "Introduction," Descartes, Philosophical Writings, edited
by Elizabeth Anscombe and Peter Thomas Geach (London, 1954).
13. Koyré, p. x.
14. Koyré, p. xiv.
15. Koyré, pp. xxii-xxiii.
16. Koyré, p. xiii.
17. Koyré, pp. xxiv-xxv.
18. Koyré, p. xxiii.
19.Jack R. Vrooman, Rene Descartes: A Biography (New York, 1970). pp. 260-61.
20. Hiram Caton, The Origin of Subjectivity: An Essay on Descartes (New Haven
and London, 1973), pp. 124-25. The last two sentences in this quotation Caton takes
from Gerhard Kruger, "Die Herkunft des philosophischen selbstbewusstseins," Logos,
22 (1933), 225-72, 246.
21. Descartes, Principles 1, 6.
22. Pascal, Pensées, Section 2, p. 77.
23. Descartes, Philosophical Works, I, 159.
24. Conversation with Burman, edited by John Cottingham (Oxford, 1976),
pp. 2, 6.
25. H. E. Runner, Christian Perspectives, 1960 (Pella, Iowa, 1960), p. 92.

M. HOWARD RIENSTRA

The Religious Problem
of the Renaissance

That a consideration of the Renaissance is an appropriate part of

a collection of essays dedicated to H. Evan Runner should be evident
to anyone acquainted with his writing and teaching. The Renaissance
figures prominently in both. Central to Runner's view of life and
thought, to his view of history, is the understanding that the Word of
God is the driving force (dynamis) in the entire order of creation.
Everything in life, culture, and history is properly to be seen as a
response to this driving force, and all such response is essentially
religious. Thus all of human culture, all of history, is religious.
Almost a generation of students has encountered this thesis in his lecture on "Christianity and Humanism."' Humanism, as Runner
presents it, is that typically modern religion which celebrates the
freedom and autonomy of man. It is a religion centered on the
humanum, man. Humanism originated in the Renaissance. In Runner's view, therefore, the Renaissance is a period of radical religious
change that has given direction to all of modern Western civilization.
And the secular humanism which is the religion of the Renaissance is
theoretically and religiously antithetical to Christianity.
Runner's interpretation of the Renaissance, however, is a product
not only of this distinctively Christian vision of the centrality of
religion to all of life and thought, but also of a certain stage of
scholarship on the concept of the Renaissance. His view of the
45
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Renaissance stands in the tradition of Jacob Burckhardt and is
sometimes simply called the traditional view. This traditional view
sees the Renaissance as a radical break with the Middle Ages and as
that movement in history out of which the modern world has emerged.
The traditional view emphasizes the pagan and anti-Christian
character of Renaissance humanism. The trend of recent studies is to
repudiate this traditional view. The trend of recent studies is to emphasize not only the religious, but the essentially Christian, character
of Renaissance humanism. This development in scholarship about the
Renaissance will be presented as a congenial critique of Runner's interpretation and as an enrichment of his central thesis about the essentially religious character of historical change.
With the appearance of Wallace K. Ferguson's The Renaissance
in Historical Thought,' the historiography of the Renaissance came of
age. Ferguson analyzed the varying concepts of the Renaissance that
have been held by philosophers and historians from Petrarch down to
the mid-twentieth century. Such interpretations have clearly been
more a product of the intellectual commitments of their proponents
than of the state of scholarship on the period. There have been
humanist, rationalist, and romantic views of the Renaissance, and
there were, and are, distinctively Protestant and Catholic views! The
watershed of modern Renaissance scholarship, however, was reached
with the publication of Jacob Burckhardt's The Civilization of the
Renaissance in Italy.' The Renaissance is the beginning of the modern
world. It is the era of the discovery of man and nature. Although not
everything that is called Burckhardtian can be found in his treatise,
there is a clear sense that culture had become not only secular, but actually pagan and anti-Christian. A man-centered world had come to
be which, at least by anticipation, was intellectually and spiritually
akin to the Enlightenment and nineteenth-century humanism. This
Burckhardtian view has been held both by those who deplore and
those who rejoice in this radical break with the Christian past. One
anti-Burckhardtian view, characterized by Ferguson as
"Medievalist," has argued that there was no such radical
break—rather, there was continuity. These "Medievalists" generally
deplored the secularizing and paganizing tendency Burckhardt saw in
the Renaissance, while others of the same school found the origins of
some of the supposed positive innovations of the Renaissance to lie
deep within the Middle Ages. 6
Four years after the appearance of Ferguson's study an Italian
scholar, Carlo Angeleri, published a similar historiographical study

The Religious Problem of the Renaissance 47
under the title The Religious Problem of the Renaissance.' Angeleri
correctly saw that the polemic among conflicting interpretations of the
Renaissance was a polemic about religion in the Renaissance and that
it typically arose out of the religious commitments of the historians.
He anticipated both that the polemic would continue to be focused on
religion and that research on the period would continue to be concerned with religion. He noted the scant attention which Burckhardt had
paid to religion in the sense of ecclesia, cult, or piety, but at the same
time he noted how crucially religious was the theme of the "discovery
of man and nature." In the following we shall be concerned with the religious problem of the Renaissance in both these
senses of religion.
One note of caution is necessary. Attempting to consider the
Renaissance in its entirety requires a level of generalization that only
rarely will correspond with the generalizations emerging out of works
of detailed scholarship. Scholarship tends to focus on more discrete
segments of time and place than the Renaissance as a whole. And this
is true also of humanism. At one time it was common to think of
humanism as a stage in the development of the Renaissance.' For our
present purposes the Renaissance is that period in European history
that runs from the fourteenth century through the sixteenth century,
and humanism is a particular movement within that period. Whereas
it was once common to speak of a sequence from humanism to
Renaissance to Reformation, it is now common to speak of earlier and
later Renaissance, with the Reformation incorporated in the later
Renaissance.' We are thus considering the religious problem of the
period from Petrarch to Galileo.
One of the best known clichés about the Renaissance is that of the
Catholic medievalist Etienne Gilson: "The Renaissance is not the
Middle Ages plus man, but minus God."' Gilson thus simultaneously
affirmed and deplored the Renaissance as a break in the continuity of
Christian civilization. True, integral, Christian humanism in this contemporary Scholastic view of the matter is thus the humanism of the
Middle Ages." A recent example of this perspective is Father Louis
Bouyer's contribution to A History of Christian Spirituality:
In the fifteenth century and at the beginning of the sixteenth, the inhabitants of a certain world of letters were living on a hollow Christianity,
from which the core had been removed. They fed upon the illusion that
pagan wisdom in its highest forms . . . is one with Christian wisdom,
provided that the latter silences the demands of dogma and of the
Gospel. Ultimately, such wisdom has no use for God or for Christ.
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Only man remains—whence the term "humanist" that has come to be
attached to that Renaissance.1 2

Curiously, however, an almost identical view of the Renaissance
is held by modern humanists. Their view is based on diametrically opposed principles. The following is typical:
The cultural revolution in the West occurred during the Renaissance: it
is represented by the movement that is called Humanism . . . . Against
authority and dogma, and for man, is the Humanist position. Since the
Renaissance, Humanism has become identified with the attitude
emphasizing man's natural powers as against the claims of a supernatural religion."

Contemporary humanists thus affirm and rejoice in the presumed
Renaissance break with its Christian antecedents. Such enthusiasm for
the Burckhardtian tradition, which, incidently, would have been offensive to Burckhardt himself, is hardly to be found among
Renaissance scholars today. One notable exception is the recent work
of H. A. E. Van Gelder. Van Gelder's thesis is that there were two
"reformations" in that century, but the Reformation, in both its Protestant and Catholic phases, was actually the minor and less significant "reformation." The major "reformation" as he sees it is that of
a new religious movement.
I shall call it humanistic religion, because it was principally held by
those whom we have long been accustomed to call "Humanists," and
because by shifting attention from God to man, it signified the beginning of the evolution which, via the Enlightenment, finds its most
consistent continuation in what in recent years has been called
1Engla4d.
"Humanism"
on the continent and "Ethical Culturalism" in

This self-confessed "personal appraisal" is generally regarded as an
oddity of modern Renaissance scholarship. There are others. For example, the work of Giuseppe Toffanin proposed that Renaissance
humanism was in fact a Catholic reaction to late medieval paganism
and atheism, especially as represented by the Paduan Aristotelians.1 5
The one piece of careful recent scholarship which affirms a
Burckhardtian view of Renaissance humanism is that of George
Holmes. Holmes notes that there was a certain "indifference or
hostility to traditional religion" 16 among early Quattrocento
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humanists which is very similar to that which occurred again in the
Enlightenment of the eighteenth century. He shows, however, the caution of a disciplined historian.
The available evidence will probably not allow us to define the humanists' attitude to Christianity much more clearly. They were not atheists
or anti-Christians. They were skeptical of some aspects of modern
ecclesiastical organization, and about the value of scholasticism. Their
philosophical and religious instincts, such as they were, tended towards
a simple moral system."

His affirmation of Renaissance discontinuity is much more restrained
than those Catholic or humanist historians who are looking to the
Renaissance for confirmation or disconfirmation of their own
religious commitments.
In the same year that Carlo Angeleri's book appeared, 1952, an
international conference on the Renaissance was held in Florence. In a
paper on "Religion in the Renaissance," Alberto Pincherle asserted,
perhaps somewhat prematurely, that the concept of a pagan or irreligious Renaissance could now be considered eliminated. 18 Paul
Oscar Kristeller, whose own contributions to an understanding of the
Renaissance will be considered subsequently, seemed to agree. In a
paper given in 1954 he stated: " . . since the religious convictions of
Christianity were either retained or transformed, but never really
challenged, it seems more appropriate to call the Renaissance a fundamentally Christian age." He further held that " . . . practically all
Renaissance humanists, before and after the Reformation, were
Christian humanists, since the alleged cases of openly pagan or
atheistic convictions are rare and dubious."" However, returning to
the question in 1959, Kristeller seemed to modify this conclusion:
I strongly disagree with a number of recent attempts to counter the
traditional view of pagan humanism by insisting that humanism was
basically a Christian and religious movement . . . . A large body of
humanistic literature is neither Christian nor anti-Christian, but simply
secular in character?'

While still accepting that in a broad sense nearly all humanists were
Christian, he importantly acknowledges that "It all depends on how
we define religion."22 To Kristeller, as the context of that almost
casual observation reveals, religion is either metaphysical speculation
or theological belief. His narrowly circumscribed idea of religion is
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revealed in another 1959 lecture. In the context of describing the
secularism of the Renaissance, he observes: " . . it makes as much
sense to speak of Christian humanism as of Christian logic or
mathematics or physics.' His presumption is that such things are in
themselves neither Christian nor anti-Christian. Nevertheless, he does
concede that it is appropriate to call such Renaissance figures as
Erasmus and More "Christian humanists," since they consciously put
their humanism to the service of their Christian faith.
The most recent contribution to the historiography of the
religious problem of the Renaissance has been made by Charles
Trinkaus. Once again, Trinkaus's own major contribution to a new
understanding of the relationship between humanism and religion will
be considered subsequently. Trinkaus decries what he calls "geneticmodernizing" kinds of history?' Historians have too frequently looked to the Renaissance for the roots and ancestors of their own cultural
commitments or made it a battleground on which contending forces or
spirits raged. He calls for a study of the dynamic relationships, not
taxonomic, that subsist between "ideas, purposes, feelings, behavior,
beliefs, hopes, and fears." 25 His paper surveys how the study of
religion in the Renaissance, in terms of these dynamic relationships,
has been unfolding during the past twenty years. He speaks of
"transformations . . . of modes of consciousness" and suggests that
such critical change that may have occurred between the Middle Ages
and the seventeenth century, occurred only gradually, and later rather
than earlier in that period. He does see the Renaissance as central to
that process by which religion has come to be displaced in the modern
world. Secularization of European culture did occur during the
Renaissance, but secularization needs careful definition.
For the secularization of culture and the "deification" of man grew
directly out of the movements and attitudes that were present within
medieval-Renaissance-Reformation Christianity itself rather than being
the program of a secularist opposition movement to "medieval" Christianity.26
A religious transformation took place during the Renaissance, but it is
a transformation from some kind of non-secular Christianity to a

secular Christianity. Trinkaus's own encapsulating phrase is:
". . . what was going on was a tendency to secularize the sacred while
simultaneously sacralizing the secular."" This is no longer the
Burckhardtian tradition's paganizing break with the Middle Ages.
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Christianity was secularized, and that in the long run led to the
displacement of religion in the modern world. But Renaissance
religion was still essentially and radically Christian.
There are many nuances to this theme of secularization. One of
the best known is the Weber-Troeltsch thesis about the secular
asceticism of the reformers, particularly John Calvin." The idea that
one's religious obligation (vocatio) is to be exercised in the activities of
one's daily occupation, in business or law, politics or medicine, stands
in sharp contrast to the contemplative asceticism of an earlier time.
Thomas A. Brady, Jr., has discovered a circumstance in Germany for
which the secularizing-sacralizing theme is fitting." But it has been the
work of Hans Baron and Eugenio Garin that has most clearly articulated the meaning of secularization in the context of Renaissance
humanism." Humanists such as Salutati, Bruni, and even Valla
celebrated the vita civile and the vita activa. Civic humanism is the call
to put learning to the service of man as a citizen of a particular secular
community, the Renaissance city. This humanist celebration of the
vita civile locates man's religious responsibility among the laity and
within the context of the political and moral circumstances of daily
life. It is not, for that, any less religious than life in the cloister, the
contemplative life. It is not, for being active, less Christian. William J.
Bouwsma has succinctly summarized this point:
Renaissance culture, and notably humanism, were important in the
history of Christianity, but in a positive rather than negative sense.
Humanists were allied with other men of the age in seeking a reformulation of Christian belief to meet the immediate needs and experience
of the individual believer 3 1

Bouwsma's sensitivity to the Christian character of civic humanism is
clear when he notes that religious conviction, ". . . when it properly
functions, is not after all a compartmentalized set of beliefs separable
from other concerns, but a means of ordering and comprehending
every dimension of experience.'
Paul Oscar Kristeller's careful studies of Renaissance thought
have deeply influenced all current scholarship. His definition of what
humanism was, and who the humanists were, in the Renaissance is
now almost universally accepted." His is a formal definition, and it is
very carefully rooted in the sources. Humanists were essentially those
who immersed themselves in the study of grammar and rhetoric. They
were poets or, alternatively, rhetoricians. In curricular terms they
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were committed to the studia humanitatis, or the studia humaniora.
This consisted of grammar, rhetoric, history, poetry, and moral
philosophy. Humanists were professionals in these studies who served
society by putting these studies into the service of man in both his
secular and ecclesiastical institutions and circumstances. Humanism
was thus a product of that complex of activities in which humanists
participated. 34 It was not a philosophy. The humanist polemic against
scholasticism was a polemic between enthusiasts for grammar and
rhetoric, on the one hand, and enthusiasts for logic and natural
philosophy, on the other. Some humanists were philosophers, and
some were lawyers and teachers. Some were Platonists, but some also
were Aristotelians. Their polemic with philosophers, with
Aristotelians, and with Scholastics in general was an argument about
utility.' Grammar and rhetoric spoke to man in his concrete
wholeness, to his heart. Logic and natural philosophy spoke only to
his intellect. There may be philosophical and religious commitments
which follow from this more modest reconstruction of the terms
"humanism" and "humanist" of Kristeller, but he holds them to be
characteristics of individual humanists rather than of humanism as
such.
For the particular concerns of this paper, however, the work of
Charles Trinkaus marks a turning point. While accepting the general
thesis of Kristeller, Trinkaus has profoundly enriched our understanding of the religious dimensions of humanist thought.' No one,
having read Trinkaus's monograph, could ever again think that
humanists were indifferent to religion, irreligious, or anti-Christian. It
is difficult to summarize a work of this magnitude fairly, but a few
lines from the chapter on Lorenzo Valla may illustrate the thesis:
His [Valla's] was also one of the most powerful assertions of the reality
of human experience within a Christian framework in his own age or in
any age . . . . It would be hazardous to suggest that St. Augustine
would recognize all the developments out of his ideas, but certainly
Valla produced a version of Christianity solidly based on a rephrasing
and transformation of Augustine's own voluntarism, eudemonism and
theology of grace . . . . The precedents for Valla's extraordinary elevation of man (and subordination of the non-human universe to man as
the agent and end of divine providence) lay in the humanism of Petrarch and Salutati, in the eroding of the metaphysical and hieratic theology of the thirteenth-century scholastics by their nominalist successors, in the passional life and theology of St. Augustine.37
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And in a comment on his own work in the previously cited
historiographical survey, Trinkaus says:
The discovery of the religious potentialities of rhetoric by the humanists, which I have labeled theologia rhetorica, seemed to derive from a
dissatisfaction, shared by many of their contemporaries, with abstractness and the metaphysical character of scholastic and canonistic Christian thought, which, for a Petrarch or a Salutati, seemed remote from
the Christian feelings and spirituality of the men of their time. Thus
humanist religious thought seemed to be an effort to relate in a new
way to the social context. 38

The moral and the spiritual needs of man were now pre-eminent, and
humanist thought addressed itself to those needs in all their concreteness and complexity. The response of the Renaissance humanists
was both religious and Christian. Trinkaus returned to this theme of a
theologia rhetorica in 1972 at a conference he convoked at the University of Michigan." In that paper he traces the continuity of the
rhetorical tradition in theology from Petrarch to Calvin.' Humanist
religion may have been incoherent at times, and unsystematic, but it
was Christian.
The papers presented at that 1972 conference are themselves both
products of the changes that had already occurred in the study of
Renaissance religion and indicators of current trends of research and
interpretation.° One is almost led to conclude that everything in the
life and thought of Europe from the fourteenth century to the sixteenth century was religious. It was. Since space prohibits even onesentence summaries of each paper, the paper of William J. Courtenay
will be taken as an example of the others. This paper reviews the
changes that have taken place in the interpretation of Nominalism
since 1930. 2 According to Courtenay, Heiko Oberman's work has
been decisive. 43 Nominalism is no longer seen as a moment in the
demoralization and disintegration of medieval thought. It is no longer
seen as primarily a matter of philosophy. Nominalism is a theological
stance taken in the context of the synchronic movements of
humanism, mysticism, and reform. Nominalism is thus one of several
concurrent efforts during the Renaissance to find religious coherence.
Heiko Oberman, in an introductory essay to these conference
papers, restated the theme of the Renaissance as a period of changing
relationships between the sacred and the secular, especially in its view
of man.
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Before the dignity of man went to seed on the European cultural scene
and became mere civility of manners, this dignity was based on the
awareness that man himself stands on the demarcation line of both
worlds, forming the trait d'union, the link between the sacred and the
secular.

°

The consensus that emerges from these studies is that the Christian
religion of Renaissance humanism was not primarily an anticipation
of the Reformation and certainly not an anticipation of the Enlightenment. It was an autonomous moment in the history of Christianity in
which the perceived and experienced disjunction between the secular
and the sacred was being transformed in the direction of unity.
In 1975 a Kristeller Festschrift, on the occasion of his seventieth
birthday, was published." It is a truly significant contribution to
Renaissance scholarship, far from the usual collection of snippets of
research done by one's students. Each essay is a major contribution by
an established scholar. The theme is the European "transformations"
of the Italian Renaissance, and thus it provides us with an opportunity
for a brief glance at Renaissance religion outside Italy. Religion is a
central concern to all the papers. Space permits comment only on two
of these six discussions. Sem Dresden, in writing about the humanism
and the religion of Lefevre d'Etaples, Margaret of Navarre, Rabelais,
and Montaigne, noted that the search for humanitas ties them to each
other and to the rest of European humanism.' He does also carefully
avoid the older polemics of the Burckhardtian tradition when relating
the theme of humanitas to the Renaissance discussions of the dignity
of man.' And Jozef Ijsewijn, in a masterful essay which rehabilitates
Albert Hyma's interpretation of the role of the devotio moderna from
the criticism of R. R. Post," reflects very carefully on the customary
distinction between northern and southern humanism:
It is better perhaps to speak of humanist Christians than of Christian
humanism . . . . In their eyes [the northern], the fundamental value was
not so much a renascence of ancient literature as a renewal of Christian
pietas, and here lies an abyss betwecn them and the leading Italian
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Although the work of Trinkaus on the Christian religious commitments of Italian humanism refutes the traditional pagan / Christian
disjunction between north and south, there is still a difference.
The question which now confronts us is whether a new consensus
on the religious problem of the Renaissance has been sufficiently ar-
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ticulated so as to be able to replace the traditional Burckhardtian
view. I think the answer is "almost," and that "almost" is best found
in the work of William J. Bouwsma. Given the need to understand the
unity in the diversity of such elements of Renaissance life and thought
as professional humanism, civic humanism, sacral corporatism,
nominalism, scholasticism, mysticism, evangelism, dissent, reform,
and secularism; and to see all of these as expressive of an unquestionably religious ethos in a society whose practice of personal piety
was but dubiously related to either ecclesiastical organization or traditional theology and liturgy; what can be invoked to colligate, classify,
or explain such complexity? Bouwsma's maturing studies of Augustinianism may be the key." In his masterful study of Venice, Augustinianism emerged as the key to understanding the unity of thought,
politics, and religion in the Renaissance.
The correspondence between the Renaissance vision and certain tendencies in Augustine helps to explain the growing attraction, from the
14th century, of a Pauline-Augustinian spirituality. The Renaissance
perception of reality was not merely compatible with positive religious
values; to men of pious inclinations . . . it required a restatement of
Christianity, a shift of concern within the historic faith.'

This Pauline-Augustinian spirituality leads directly to some of the
commonplaces of Renaissance life and thought we have previously
considered.
. . . salvation itself, on the basis of the Renaissance understanding of
essential human nature, had to be conceived as the transformation of a
total personality through love, not as intellectual union with eternal
wisdom. Thus the Christian life, like civic life, was interpreted as basically active rather than contemplative. 52
And these religious transformations, these restatements of Christian
faith, are not only compatible with, but a force in, the development of
Venetian and Florentine republicanism.
Bouwsma returns brilliantly to this theme in his contribution to
the Kristeller Festschrift . 5' He discerns two motive forces within
Renaissance humanism—Stoicism and Augustinianism. These two
forces are in radical opposition to each other; they are antithetical
forces or motives.
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The Stoic view of man attributed to him a divine spark or seed, identified with reason, which gave man access to the divine order of the universe, from which the existence, the nature, and the will of God could
be known. Stoicism therefore pointed to natural theology, and .. .
virtually required a religious syncretism. 54

In absolute contrast,
Augustinianism . . . did not regard his reason . . . as divine and thus
naturally capable of knowing God. The primary organ in Augustinian
anthropology is not so much that which is highest as that which is
central; it is literally the heart (cor). 55

Bouwsma, in concert with Trinkaus, traces the tension between these
two religious positions in the Renaissance and the pre-eminence
gained by Augustinianism in the thought of not only Petrarch and
Calvin, but also Machiavelli and Galileo.' The significance of
Bouwsma's attempts to find unity in Renaissance life and thought lies
not only in his perception of the Stoic-Augustinian tension within
humanism which is so helpful to understanding how and why Christianity was secularized, but also in his uncommon sensitivity to
nuances of religious distinctiveness. When discussing the proper use of
the term evangelical in the context of the Renaissance, he proposes to
limit the term " . . . to those who approached Scripture on the basis of
an absolute distinction between the Gospel of Salvation and all secular
culture." 57 Christian Augustinianism was the driving force in the
secular transformation of Christianity during the Renaissance, but the
secular can never be normative. Only the Word of God, the driving
force of history and culture, as Evan Runner has so correctly
presented the matter, can be normative. Bouwsma is in the process of
articulating a new and comprehensive view of life and thought from
the fourteenth century through the sixteenth century in Europe which
builds upon the work of Baron, Garin, Kristeller, Oberman, and
Trinkaus. Most importantly, however, it is built on the insight that
religious conviction is "a means of ordering and comprehending every
dimension of Experience.'" 8
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JOHAN VAN DER HOEVEN

History and Truth
in
Nietzsche and Heidegger

Introduction'
In the first part of this essay I want to show briefly the
significance of the theme "history and truth" in our time. In the second part I will deal with Nietzsche and Heidegger as exponents of
that significance. Finally, the essay concludes with a few suggestions
for a Christian "alternative," highlighting some Biblical key words
and directives relevant to the theme.
Significance of the theme
One observation that can be made regarding the influential currents of Marxism and Neomarxism in our time is that they appear to
be preoccupied with "history." Most of their questions and problematics converge in that concern? The concern is not altogether
new. One can show that it was already announced in Kant, especially
in his elaboration of the "basic question" "What may I hope for?"
and in his attention to the notion of "teleology" as connected with the
idea of man as an end-in-himself (Selbstzweck). 3 It is only in Hegel,
however, that for the first time we see the real breakthrough of that
preoccupation. Ever since he defined "the true" as "the whole, s 4
"history" and "truth" have been intertwined in Western thought.
To be sure, the specific way in which Hegel attempted to connect
the two elicited several reactions, and new problems appeared through
these reactions. But the interconnectedness of the two themes re61
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mained. This holds true for Dilthey and his hermeneutic-historical
validation of the "humanities" and of cultures and world views as
such. Moreover, it also holds true for the whole development of
hermeneutical philosophy which Dilthey started and which in our time
resulted in the well-known work of Gadamer (Truth and Method).
Furthermore, it holds for Nietzsche, who, in a sense, played off the
preoccupation with "history" against "truth." Also, it most evidently
holds for Heidegger, who in his philosophy of Being as Time and of
Truth as aletheia probably represents the most striking effort to
rethink both notions thoroughly and in such a way that they become
completely interdependent. Finally, notwithstanding the difference in
context, it seems relevant to mention here as well the Kuhnian emphasis on history and its connection with the truth of scientific
method.
I shall have to come back to this at greater length. Now I am just
pointing to the general significance of the theme in our time. The
variations and difference of currents should not be overlooked, but,
negatively speaking, there seems to be the following minimal consensus. The new and close connection between "history" and "truth" is
felt to be a safeguard against, and a definitive liberation from, (remnants of) metaphysics, a metaphysics exemplified in the medieval conception of the verum (together with unum and bonum) as essentially
belonging to, even "transcendentally" constitutive of, "Being" as
such; or as exemplified in a more modern fashion in Leibniz's Writes
&miles, truths entirely necessary and without any trace of contingency because of their complete logical transparency. But this
metaphysics is also felt to be exemplified in talk of "transcendent
norms" or "the supratemporal truth of Christianity."
Remarkably, our time also gives evidence of the experience of
"history" as a burden and of diverse attempts to escape from it (if only by way of finding islands in the stream). Generally speaking, such
attempts are weak, hesitant, and rather elitist. Yet they deserve attention.
Some try to become remotivated by an allegedly premetaphysical, even pre-systematic, more reverent and more open sort
of thinking like that of the pre-Socratics, who were still at home in the
mysteries of language (as "the house of Being"). Another possibility
would be the endeavor to come to terms with the burden and with the
concomitant feeling of powerlessness by proclaiming the "end of
man" as a center of initiatives and transformations and by explaining
that he should be content to see himself as just a "nodal point" in cer-
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tain "structures" which in some form or other have always been there
and which as to their basic set-up are presented to us in "myths."
Anyhow, for a timely reflection on the concern with "history"
and "truth," it is important to notice too a certain fatigue, a certain
resignation and certain efforts to make the best of it. As George Grant
puts it: "We have been taught to recognize as illusion the old belief
that our purposes are ingrained and sustained in the nature of things.
Mastery comes at the same time as the recognition that horizons are
only horizons. Most men, when they face that their purposes are not
cosmically sustained, find that a darkness falls upon their wills . . . .
What is wisdom when we have been taught by the historical sense the
finality of becoming?"5 Regarding the significance of Nietzsche for
this, he says: "In his twenties Nietzsche saw the crisis with which the
conception of time as history presented men. The great writings of his
maturity were his attempt to overcome it." 6

Nietzsche and Heidegger as exponents
In the setting of this essay both thinkers belong together. One
need only witness the intense and elaborate "dialogue" of the latter
with the former in his two-volume work entitled Nietzsche.' It is convenient, however, to divide the discussion into two parts.

Nietzsche's view
In the following I shall follow closely George Grant's analysis in
the book to which I already referred. This may be justified by the need
for brevity as well as by a common focus.
The crisis, says Grant, is "authentic, because there is no necessity
about its outcome." 8 He then makes a comparison with Marx:
For Marx, as for Nietzsche, this is a situation which produces
widespread and terrible human suffering. But according to Marx, if we
have knowledge of the forces now at work, we can know that the crisis
will inevitably be transcended. In the midst of the suffering we have
that enormous consolation and spur to effort. A net of inevitable success is put under the performers, so that their actions are guaranteed
from ultimate anguish. For Nietzsche there is no such net. 9

This may indeed account for the fact that so many different
thinkers nowadays, after having recognized the shallowness and
dipalidation of newly erected shelters against the overpowering force
of "history," return to Nietzsche once more, to his radicalness,
frankness, and disillusioned attitude.
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Most features and motives of modern radical historicism are indeed brought out clearly and admirably by him. Grant sums up:
. . the mastery of human and non-human nature in experimental
science and technique, the primacy of the will, man as the creator of
his own values, the finality of becoming, the assertion that potentiality
is higher than actuality, that motion is nobler than rest, that
dynamism rather than peace is the height.''''
Nietzsche also managed to unite all this with the idea of amor
fati, that is, radically and joyfully to accept time as a unity of past,
present, and future that we could not and should not wish to change
or "overcome." And on this score he can once again be compared to
Marx."
Let us take a somewhat closer look at Nietzsche's train of
thought. First, then, it is important to notice that Nietzsche took over
"the inheritance of modern Western man." He made it "explicit."1 2
To be sure, the emphasis remains on the radicalization of what "had
been implicit," on the full and consistent implementation of the
tendency of modern times, on doing away with the remaining hampering inconsistencies. It is precisely these inconsistencies that cause the
aforementioned crisis. It is worth noting that in this perspective the
term crisis itself takes on a medical overtone. It is a grave illness that
has reached its crucial stage. Although Nietzsche is merciless in his
diagnosis and even repeatedly uses the language of blame, the point is
that basically the problems are formulated not in terms of what man
does or has done but in terms of a process that has affected him.
This viewpoint also determines the picture of man as he should
become. Here again, for all of Nietzsche's apodictic, hammering
statements, it is not so much a question of conversion, not even of
trans- or re-formation, but of recovery. The prevailing image for
Nietzsche is that of the convalescent, recovering step by step.
Recovery from what, and to what? Briefly stated, in Nietzsche's
own language, from the "spirit of revenge," revenge against the past,
against the "it was" of time. This past is seen as something that was
not (so) good, not yet perfect. But perfection, then, was itself located
in the transcendence of a timeless eternity. This "pretended to be a
redemption of time, but it was in fact an expression of revenge against
time.'''' Those, however, who are moving "beyond good and evil"
learn joyfully to accept history as a whole. According to Nietzsche,
they are overcoming the inclination to measure history against
something suprahistorical, even if that would occur in the diluted
form of playing off the present or the future against the past. In other

History and Truth

65

words, they learn joyfully to accept the "eternal recurrence of the
same."
But in that process they also display the full will-to-power. For
this will cannot fully unfold as long as it manifests itself only, or mainly, in the mastery of nature through the instrument of reason or in the
pure resoluteness of the will to mastery for its own sake. The first
possibility is exemplified in "the last men," the heirs of willful rationalism "in its last and decadent form."' The second category is
called "the nihilists." Though both types are inevitable products of
history and there is no real criterion by which to call them wrong or
even anti-historical, their appearance provides sufficient reason to
talk about a crisis. The nihilists "are unable to use their mastery for
joy." It is still too much the negative that prevails in their will-tothe-will: a violent denial of transcendent, suprahistorical truth and
values and of an established past. As for "the last men," they "simply
use the fruits of technique for the bored pursuit of their trivial vision
of happiness."' And that is enough for Nietzsche at least to raise the
question "whether there can be men who transcend the alternatives of
being nihilists or last men; who know that they are the creators of their
own values, but bring forth from that creation in the face of chaos a
joy in their willing which will make them deserving of being masters of
the earth.' ' 16
Now, as we saw, these men are the ones who are recovering from
the spirit of revenge and are learning to love history as fate—reminiscent of the Greek tragedies and their "ecstasy of a noble encounter
with chaos," though not without indication of the influence of
modern voluntaristic rationalism. These people would be the culmination of history. Says Nietzsche: "To transform every 'it was' into 'this
is what I wanted'—that alone I could call redemption."17
I take it that the above suffices to bring out the significance of
Nietzsche for our theme. Now the question must be raised as to what
is so instructive about this.
First, it is clear how far we have moved beyond Hegel here. Instead of Absolute Spirit unfolding itself through history and ultimately triumphing over it, it is now Time, Becoming, History as such
that is held on to as consistently as possible. The polemic point is
definitively to overcome false, delusive, will-blocking optimism, an
optimism founded on the idea of the "Good" and on the idea of rationality as tuned in to the realm of the "Good." Plato and Christianity ("the Platonism of the people") are the scapegoats, and they survive even in the growing awareness of history as a horizontal sequence
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of horizons, "manmade perspectives by which the charismatic impose
their will to power." They are overcome only in the transition to the
group of "real masters" of the earth.
To be sure, this latter group will be a minority, an elite. We may
even say that this indicates a certain retreatism on Nietzsche's part, a
background of resignation. Nonetheless, this elite is put forward as
representing and preserving the real truth about history, though it is
also emphasized that these men can be what they are in a process of
becoming as well, namely, in the process of recovery and convalescence.
This brings us to the second point. Nietzsche's own explicit
discussion of the notion of truth is by and large in negative terms. We
can almost speak of a willful suppression of this notion.° "Truth" is
mostly dismissed as something that is directly connected with the attempt to overcome becoming, a sign of weakness. According to Nietzsche, "The very language centering around the word 'truth'
dominated previous western history because it was the most disciplined attempt to sedate consciousness against the terror and pain of
becoming." In other words, the real truth about truth is that it is a
semblance. As such it is not to be simply disqualified; the historical
sense allows for a relative right of this semblance. History moving
through shifting horizons and via "man-made perspectives" does
have a place for truth in a relative and functional sense. Nietzsche
stresses, however, that once the will-to-power, the essential
characteristic of history, has become manifest, we can do away with
"truth" as an ultimate notion in its own right.
Actually, as we saw in our previous discussion, Nietzsche cannot
leave the matter at this. In spite of his largely derogatory account, his
own thinking appears to remain haunted by a traditional notion of
truth. How else could one explain his preoccupation with the constancy of the will-to-power, culminating in the idea of the "eternal
recurrence of the same" (his "greatest discovery," according to
himself)? This concern and idea betray, after all, his basic orientation
to some sort of permanence which encompasses "becoming." As he
himself once put it: "To give the stamp (Charakter) of Being to Becoming that would be the highest will-to-power." 21
—

Heidegger's thought
Heidegger's thought is vast, subtle, and complicated. What I
want to do in this section is to reproduce his critical reaction to a few
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key terms that we came across in the brief discussion of Nietzsche, in
order to point out how Heidegger wants to move even beyond Nietzsche.
The issue of metaphysics

In Heidegger's confrontation with Nietzsche, the issue of
metaphysics is central. His claim is that Nietzsche, instead of being
successful in overcoming metaphysics, represents its consummation;
that this, at the same time, is the consummation of nihilism; and that
this double consummation indicates a real turning point in the sense of
a radical reversal as the only historical possibility.
What are "the implications latent" in previous metaphysics that
Nietzsche's philosophy "evolves to their ultimate consequences"? 22
First of all, it is the metaphysics of modernity, though, as we will see,
this is one special manifestation of a broader and older commitment
and tradition. According to Heidegger, the will-to-power as the
essence or principle of reality-as-becoming can be traced back already
to Descartes. In Descartes we meet with an ontology in which being is
conceived primarily as the being of a self-positing subject, that is, a
subject that is present and presents itself and that grasps other beings
primarily as represented by and in that subject. This self-presentation
and representation is already a willful process. (Indeed, Descartes is as
much a voluntarist as a rationalist.) In addition, the idea of "truth" is
basically determined as certitude. Self-presentation is selfcertification, and the representation of other beings is true, only if
there is an accommodation of these "objects" to a standard "imposed
by the pro-posing subject itself, a standard dictated by the nature of
the subject, namely, its exigency for clear and distinct ideas." 23
Heidegger, then, traces this fundamental tendency through Leibniz, Kant, Fichte, Schelling (Wollen ist Ursein) and Hegel. If we briefly label this metaphysics as "subject-ism," then we can say: "When at
last subject-ism in Neitzsche becomes a philosophy of will simply considered as will, sc. of Will-unto-Power, the last possibility of
metaphysical subject-ism has been exploited. This is the sense in which
Heidegger claims that Nietzsche's thought is the 'consummation'
(Vollendung) of metaphysics in the West."'
But how can this consummation at the same time be a consummation of nihilism? To see this, we have to understand that the whole of
modern metaphysics remains embedded in a much older metaphysical
tradition. That tradition is already nihilistic inasmuch as it is
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characterized by its forgetfulness of Being, by its having been
oblivious to Being-as-Time.
Surely, from the outset metaphysics has been concerned with the
"Being of beings." But in what sense and in what manner? What does
it mean for that tradition that "there are beings"? According to
Heidegger, first and foremost it means that they are present, or
presented. The "Being of beings," then, is basically experienced as
presence. Of course, an experience of "absence," of disappearing, of
change, transition, and death was not lacking. However, the exposure
of beings-in-their-presence (and of Being as presence) was predominant.
What this means, according to Heidegger, can be elucidated in
three points. First, "Being" itself, in order to be saved from any
"contamination" with "finiteness" and "becoming" and to be
preserved in its ever-presence, is disconnected from its intrinsic relationship to "beings" ("Being of beings") and elevated to an allegedly
"transcendent" realm where, supposedly, it could retain its "high"
presence. Second, time itself is understood primarily as a succession of
"now" points, a sequence of present-ations. Aristotle already testifies
to this conception, but it is reinforced in modern times, when the selfpositing subject comes to the fore not only as re-presenting the objects
present, but also as the re-presentative, at a higher and more comprehensive level, of a preceding "history." Finally, "Truth," then, is
basically conceived of as a conformity or cor respondence between
entities that are co-present.
In Nietzsche all of this is brought to its consummation and to its
end. (God, the "highest Being," is dead; Truth is "semblance," etc.)
Nietzsche deserves, says Heidegger, to be corrected on all these points;
only then can we overcome nihilism and re-integrate History and
Truth.
-

The "Being of beings"
As we observed, Heidegger denounces a certain interpretation of
this expression which amounts to a forgetfulness of Being-itself.
However, he too wants to take the word of seriously. Being is always
manifested in and through "beings." Thus, negatively speaking, any
attempt to comprehend Being in a straightforward manner is bound to
be meaningless and at best illusory. Heidegger even goes so far as to
acknowledge that it is "first of all and for the most part (zunächst and
zumeist) beings that are present in an impressive plurality. In addition,
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these beings are characterized by a certain availability and a certain
urgency. But Heidegger keeps stressing another meaning of of—one
that in grammar is usually designated the "separative genitive." Being
is also different from "beings," even when taken in their collectivity;
Being is itself always moving-away from beings, is always withdrawal.
This withdrawal on the one hand allows beings to be present, but
on the other hand accounts for their passing away. Being as such
maintains itself in its very withdrawal. Its "essence" is its absence, so
to speak. This way of putting it may serve to emphasize that Heidegger wants not only radically to think Being itself as thoroughly temporal (without any haunting reminiscence of something supratemporal), but also fully to reintegrate in that temporal conception the
past and the future as dimensions not to be measured against an overexposed present, but as co-constitutive of Being-as-time (coconstitutive in the "negativity" of the "no-more" and "not-yet"). In
other words, Heidegger's intention is to rethink Being in such a way
that it becomes understandable (and acceptable) as finite, and that
without the depreciative undertones of that term.
It follows, for Heidegger, that once we learn to understand this,
the need to reintroduce an idea like "the eternal recurrence of the
same" is overcome. Furthermore, instead of the quasi-openness of the
will-to-power, we may regain a genuine openness of "thought." This
is a thought, then, no longer pushed forward by the will to mastery,
but a thought open to "Being," a recognition of Being as allowing a
plurality of beings to come to be (and to pass) and a recollection of Being in its very withdrawal. In short, by learning this we may eventually
indeed overcome nihilism.
We are also dealing with a thought which has overcome the need
and urge for a center around which historical movement revolves, for
it leaves everything as it is, that is, lets Being be as it has emitted itself
in intermittent fashion in different epochs. Yet it is thought, all the
same, having the key role of understanding everything in principle.
What does this mean in terms of Heidegger's own "thought"? It
is the difference between "Being" and "beings" that is for genuine
thought itself fundamental, more so than any pretended and presented
"foundation." We may also say that the "ground" itself is an
"abyss." But this difference, ground-and-abyss at once, is precisely
what makes possible the temporal differentiation that we come across
in history. The difference remains a peculiar one, though. Referring
once more to the twofold sense of of (Being of beings), we can indicate
that peculiarity as follows. At one and the same time there is the fact
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that Being cannot be disconnected from (and, then, elevated above)
beings, because it is manifest only in these, and there is the fact that
Being is what it is in "absenting itself," in withdrawal.
Here it appears how thoroughly dialectical Heidegger's
"historicism" is. Instead of groping somehow to surmount the interplay in the "difference," Heidegger deliberately and ultimately
leaves the matter by accepting that interplay as such. This should not
prevent us from acknowledging that he shows great philosophical and
historical skills in a subtle, sometimes brilliant and instructive, exploration of that historical interplay. It is also to be admitted that in
the development of his own thought the term dialectical is virtually
lacking. However, neither this nor his preference for terms like interplay should lead us astray.
The factual situation can be sketched as follows. On the one
hand, there is a primacy of beings, in their positivity and presence.
With respect to this primacy, "Being" is designated in negative terms
(withdrawal, concealment, etc.). On the other hand, at the very same
time this negativity of "Being" is turned around into a most positive
event which makes possible, and therefore relativizes, the presence of
beings. This is where we are after Hegel's "identity of identity and
non-identity" and Nietzsche's "eternal recurrence of the same." At
the end of his career this concealment and its negative sign are
sometimes interpreted as "inexhaustibility," "wealth," "treasure,"
"hidden fullness." Still, even then the hiddenness, the ineffability of
this "fullness," overshadows the fullness as such.

"Truth"
What does the notion of "truth" have to do with what has been
said above? After the preceding exposition, we can make a long story
short. Heidegger's idea of "truth" turns out to be taken up in the
above-mentioned dialectics. It is almost another expression of it. According to Heidegger, truth in the traditional view is considered to be
a relation of correspondence between present, or presentable, things.
In modern times, Nietzsche, in his confrontation with traditional
metaphysics, openly no longer has use for that notion, but implicitly
remains bound to is. According to Heidegger, his shortcomings can be
put like this: "He has ignored the fact that Being is the process by
which things emerge into non-concealment; that this non-concealment
is the genuine meaning of truth (a-tetheia)."
Indeed, Heidegger wants to revalidate "truth" by returning to
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that allegedly original Greek meaning and by tying it up intrinsically
with the Being-process as just outlined. As to returning to the Greek
meaning, this interpretation is widely and strongly contested by
philologists. But a possible meaning of the term serves Heidegger's
purposes nicely anyway. Notice that the term contains a twofold negation: "-lëtheia," meaning concealment, and "a-, " a negative, or, as
Heidegger sometimes puts it, a privative prefix. However, it is not the
negation of negation, which we encounter in Hegel and which results
in a new, superseding positivity; rather, it is an expression and
manifestation of the polarity between Being and beings, in which the
one can be itself only at the expense of the near-disappearance of the
other, and conversely. There is, again, only a hint of a final center of
gravity in that Heidegger, parallel to what we noted about "treasure"
and "fullness," sometimes refers to "Lethe" as a source of truth. But
once again this is overshadowed by the intrinsic negativity of the
background of concealment, even to such an extent that the thinker
does not hesitate to say that the full essence of truth contains within
itself its own non-essence. In other words, Being in its negativity includes errance as well. It is this errance—within the "mystery"—
that holds a mastery over ex-sistent freedom and thereby leads it
astray.

The role of man in history
Small wonder that Heidegger does not pay much attention any
more to this role of man. Whereas Nietzsche was still concerned with
that role and even with the features of the new man (the new elite),
Heidegger declares: "Being-as-history is neither the history of men
and of humanity, nor the history of man's relationship to beings and
Being. Being-as-history is Being itself and nothing else." 25 Heidegger's
thinking is an awaiting a new turn, a reversal, for after having exhausted a certain possibility (in casu, present-ation) and all the things
attendant upon it, Being may be expected to turn to another as yet hidden possibility.
In conclusion, I should say that it is easy to dismiss most of this
"thought," if only for its abstruseness. But this might be too easy.
For one thing, it seems to be that Heidegger's is the last full-scale exploration and articulation in that important development of Western
philosophy that came increasingly to focus upon history and somehow
had to save "truth." Despite its abstruseness, Heidegger's thought
seems to appeal to many, even outside of Europe. It is also highly in-
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structive in that its very negativity and the thorough dialecticity of its
outcome preclude attempts at correction or accommodation.
Just as remarkable is his effort to avoid a closure in some circular
model. In other words, Heidegger wishes to keep the movement open.
However, it is kept open as a movement between Being and beings,
mutually "negating" each other, with man in his existence as the locus
where the two meet, only to be related as "different." Finally, the
basic attitude with respect to the "mystery" appears to be one of
resignation and esoteric retreat, hardly one of real engagement and
appeal.

Suggestions for a Christian alternative
Elsewhere I have argued that history can hardly be taken
seriously enough, but also that this is different from taking it as an incomprehensible, all-embracing power. The preoccupation with history
mentioned in the beginning of this essay can almost become an obsession. Nietzsche and especially Heidegger give evidence of that.
Perhaps we should speak here of "idolization." An idol is misleading
in that, on the one hand, it seeks its force in overdoing and, on the
other hand, is bound to show its inner emptiness. It seems to me that
precisely this ambivalence has become depressingly clear in
Heidegger's thought. I know of no other historicism which is more
radical and drastic than his. But in the final analysis a saddening emptiness remains. To be sure, even Heidegger cannot do without at least
some structure and meaning in history, but they are outlined in
thoroughly dialectical terms. Even then, I think, we have to agree with
the Dutch philosopher Mekkes, who with regard to Heidegger once
concluded that history and thought echo each other?'
Now, if this evaluation is correct, how do we react? By playing
down history in the face of idolization? This would not be appropriate, I believe. Precisely from a Christian standpoint, history can
hardly be taken seriously enough. A certain anti-metaphysical tenor
should be characteristic of a Christian philosophy. What does deserve
our special attention is the remarkable and increasing vacillation between an experience of final liberation and an attitude of resignation
and various attempts to escape the burden of history. Could it be that
the views we have discussed, despite basic intentions, fall short of real
openness, dynamic character, and integrality and therefore run stuck
in the end? Critically speaking, I am inclined to defend the thesis that
historicism is to be opposed not primarily for its relativistic tenden-
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cies, but rather for its closedness. But this thesis presupposes a new,
authentic openness to revelation. Nothing less will do in view of the
appearance and influence of such radicals as Nietzsche and Heidegger.
Making that turn, a Christian may learn that both history and truth
can and should be taken as all-comprehensive terms, that the range of
both terms is nothing less than reality as a whole. The overall relationship of the two means that there is neither an a-historical truth nor an
occurrence unrelated to truth. The following is an attempt to begin
with a revitalization of our Biblical heritage, in order suggestively to
point out its relevance and liberating powers with respect to the problem.
First, when we hear God speaking of himself, telling us about his
"being," it is obvious that he does so in a variety of ways. In the last
book of the Bible he does this pre-eminently by saying that he is the
Alpha and the Omega, "the One who is and was and comes." This is
different from saying that he overarches or transcends history. The
linking together of is, was, and comes (as well as the use of comes instead of will be) says that he is involved in history. We shouldn't miss
the sound of thrill and tension. Moreover, this concept also indicates
that he himself takes time (past, present, and future) to reveal himself.
Let's not lose sensitivity to the striking expression "the coming
Kingdom" either. All such expressions and phrases underscore the
significance of history, even though the word is lacking.
Second, revelation itself is basically a story told "in varied
fashion." 28 This is quite different from the shining of a supratemporal
idea in its diverse ramifications. We believe the story to be concluded,
to have become a "complete collection of canonical books." But we
should not forget, then, that at the very closing of this collection
things are recollected and held open: "Do not seal up the words of
prophecy in this book, for the hour of fulfillment is near . . . . Yes, I
am coming soon. I am the first and the last . . . ."
Understanding this also makes it possible to acknowledge "concealment," even fully so, and not in a dialectical manner. There is
much yet to come. In one breath we are told about "the (as yet) hidden things of the Lord our God" and about the revealed things upon
which we should act. Thus an attitude of fundamental respect and of
expectation is the only possibility, together with living by the Word
that is very near, in our mouths and in our hearts."
The full awareness of the fact that God himself takes time and
history very seriously, to the point of involving himself in it, and that,
simultaneously and ultimately, it remains his history which has been
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set in motion in the primal force of his creation and which has gotten
its final destination from him, should liberate us from an obsession
with history. Positively speaking, the wisdom of amor fati (Nietzsche)
and of the "abyss" or inner "controversiality" (Strittigkeit) of "Being" (Heidegger) can be replaced by the perspective of a disclosure of
meaning. Let me try to point out what I see as some consequences of
this liberating openness to history.
Third, one thing that is brought about by openness to history is a
wholehearted recognition of history as a process of the increasing interdependence of people. This can be done without getting lost in the
problem of the differences between cultures and periods. This means,
for example, that we not only need the past but also that the past
needs us, the present generation. The witnesses of the past are still
with us, but cannot reach the goal without us.
Fourth, no doubt history is a forward movement, involving speed
and tension. But the God of history also proves himself to be the God
of rest and rhythm, of regular feasts and of celebration. History can
be meaningful only if we learn to live by days, day after day, not to
mention the important regular complement of night and sleep."
Philosophers and others who think about history hardly pay attention
to this dailiness. Notably, Heidegger is an exception as he introduces
and emphasizes the notion of "everydayness" (Alltaglichkeit). But the
depreciative tone in his use of that notion at the same time indicates a
distortion. In order to enter the gate of wisdom, we have to learn to
number our days (Ps. 90). Isn't this also a most significant aspect of
the creation story? God himself did not simply create the world; he did
it day by day. Moreover, the culmination is a day of rest. Even he who
is not tempted to rush needed that. Of the patriarchs it is said literally
that they died "full of days," and that message is more than a
biographical detail. Jesus, too, points to the salutary institution of
days when he says that in seeking the coming Kingdom we should not
worry about tomorrow, because tomorrow will look after itself.
It is clear enough how important the day of rest, the sabbath, is
throughout the Old Testament. It is important precisely in connection
with and in opposition to the rush and the lust for a hurried expansion
of power that so easily affects history and man's experience of it. The
exodus was well-nigh an exodus from bondage to technocratic expansion in Egypt. The subsequent emphatic commandment to remember
and observe the sabbath was an eloquent sign against that and a clear
indication for wholesome historical life. The same applies to the
stressing of that sabbath in the later prophecies of Isaiah, though this
time it is done to counter the hurriedly expanding power of Babel.
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We learn from this that the dynamic of history is not to be
transcended, superseded, or checked by an idea of perfection or unchanging meaning, which is untouched by potentiality or change?'
Rather, the dynamic of history is to be regulated by highlighting certain days, thereby recognizing a rhythm in the course of history itself.
When God calls himself the Holy One, this does not so much indicate
perfection as his uniqueness with respect to other possible or real
powers. Likewise, in the institution of regular holy days, we are called
to celebrate what is given and, more specifically, to take time to
highlight the ordinary as something very worthwhile.
At this point the question might be raised whether it is all that
relevant to mention these things in the context of an essay on history
and truth. Or, more pointedly, is that regular alternation and succession of days not simply, or primarily, a matter of "nature," or of the
"natural side" of creation? My answer, then, would be that, as
already indicated, the thoroughgoing and at the same time emptying
preoccupation with history in contemporary thought requires a
serious reorientation to the powerfulness and colorfulness of Biblical
revelation. I would agree with the reference to "nature" and to our
more or less scientific knowledge of the relationship between the rotation of the earth and the sun (and the practical application of that
knowledge in our calendar). However, we must acknowledge as well
the functioning of nature within history, as co-constitutive of history's
full meaning and as wholesome for a full experience of that history.
Making its own contribution to that full meaning, nature, far from being a neutral, impersonal, or independent substratum, is itself taken
up into and opened up by history.
Fifth, the foregoing can be elaborated a little if we focus upon
"remembering." In contemporary thought, especially among those
who have lost belief in progress, this notion has become conspicuous.
Already for Hegel, for example, it plays an important role.' But in
the Scriptures this key word, rather than connoting the deepening of
an "inner life" and/or a return-in-thought to the past, let alone the
comparison of the present with the past in favor of the present,
designates the cooperation of man with God, through prayer and
celebration, in the fulfillment and consummation of what has begun.
("Do this in remembrance of me" is certainly not the same as "in
memory of me.") Put more philosophically, "remembering" is an activity of men by which the past is brought out in its openness to the
present, such that (negatively speaking) the present is prevented from
simply "passing (slipping) away" and such that (positively speaking)
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the present is made to pass over into the future. This does indicate,
n 'en deplaise Heidegger, a pivotal function of the present: remembering as an act is actual, present actuality; still it differs from a representation motivated either by a will to mastery or by nostalgia.
Its act-character points to the significance of human activity in
history, as opposed to an attitude of passive resignation or something
similar. Remembering is, however, a kind of activity that does not fit
in very well with our traditional and current notions of action and
praxis. These are, by and large, oriented to the idea of self-realization
and self-expression in an individualistic or a collectivistic fashion. But
it is surely a basic act according to the Scriptures. Its import comes out
in the fact that it is to be performed regularly and in a communal and
official manner, preferably in the form of a celebration.
Such celebrations in the sign of remembrance may be called
"pauses," but then very concentrated pauses—not what we usually
call "relaxation" nowadays. It is not a matter of taking a leave from
history, of stepping outside of it for a while. The very first feast of
Israel, the Passover, was precisely characterized by the vivid
awareness of speed, the speed of the liberation from the "old." That
is also how Paul picks it up in I Corinthians 5. The final great Feast of
the Tabernacles indeed underscores the joy of liberation from the selfenslavement of rushing. How inclusive that is appears from the required openness to the abundance of nature: ". . . you shall take the
fruit of citrus trees, palm fronds, and leafy branches, and willows
from the riverside, and you shall rejoice before the Lord your God for
seven days" (Lev. 23:40). This openness to nature's abundance in the
new land is not something separate or merely additional; it is not to be
understood in terms of veneration or even contemplation of nature in
itself. Fronds and branches had to be cut, and from these the arbors
had to be made or built by men. The festival as a whole is significantly
named a pilgrim feast ("tabernacles"), a "remembrance" of the
journey into which even the dwelling in the new land and its abundance are taken up. Still, that does not in the least detract from the
tremendous joy characteristic of the celebration. This becomes amazingly clear when, after the return from the exile, in a situation of utter
distress, Nehemiah and Ezra rediscover the Feast of the Tabernacles
and venture to tell the mourning and weeping people: "You may go
now; refresh yourselves with rich food and sweet drinks, and send a
share to all who cannot provide for themselves . . . . Let there be no
sadness, for joy in the Lord is your strength . . . ." And also: "Go out
into the hills and fetch branches . . . to make arbors . . . . And there
was very great rejoicing" (Neh. 8).
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The upshot, I suggest, is that it is precisely in the pilgrimage that
the creation is opened up in its fullness and richness, not "behind" or
"above" it. Didn't that teaching reach its height in the words of him
who said: "Foxes have their holes, the birds their roosts; but the Son
of Man has nowhere to lay his head"? Certainly this applies to Jesus
in a unique manner, but it is in a context where the issue is following
him, and that not gloomily either, because such a mood would again
fall short of what is said in the same context, namely, that ". . . Jesus
exulted in the Holy Spirit and said: I thank Thee, Father, Lord of
heaven and earth, for hiding these things from the learned and wise,
and revealing them to the simple." And also: ". . . turning to his
disciples: Everything is entrusted to me." This utterance concludes
with the beatitude: "Happy the eyes that see what you are seeing"
(Luke 9, 10; italics mine).
"Remembering" is not a turn-away from the present and/or the
future, but relating oneself, consciously and concentratedly, to the
God who was and is and comes, who has been (and still is) on the way
with his creation all the time.
Sixth, another word worth rediscovering is generation. In Psalm
146 it even serves to designate the mode of God's presence in history.
Right after the words "The Lord shall reign for ever," we hear: "thy
God, 0 Zion, from generation to generation." Here the "biotic" is
included and taken up into the "historical." We came to exist,
through procreation, within a family, in a certain line, and with a certain name, and this is co-constitutive of our identity and of our role in
history. Moreover, it is precisely as a testator, in the transmission of
the heritage, that a person who is going to die may preserve his name
in and through the heirs. The dead are not left out of history. This is
also why, in dealing with and writing on history, we cannot simply
deal with products and achievements and problem situations. We cannot do without names.
Our predecessors are around us as witnesses and testators, says
the Hebrews, while naming a good number of them. As to us
ourselves, everyone has to continue the race. The final destination, the
full manifestation of the heritage, is not yet laid out before us in
detail. We are seekers of the city that is to come (Heb. 13:14). And the
course of our race is outside the camp, a course on which Christ suffered. But that is the course along which creation attains its destination. We are not even allowed to save something permanent in an idea
of "creation," because the same writer tells us: ". . . now he has promised, 'Once more I will shake not only the earth but also the
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heavens.' The words 'once more' indicate the removal of what can be
shaken, namely created things, so that what cannot be shaken may remain" (Heb. 12:26-27). Yes, this is history in full dynamics and tension, most impressive evidence of the "open-endedness" of created
reality throughout.
Seventh, what about the "things"? I think they are taken up and
along into history as well, for the sake of men. But how?
We are familiar with the tension or dialectic between "being"
and "having," in diverse variations. It is striking in Marx when he
talks about production in terms of human self-realization and of the
appropriation of nature. Marx speaks as if of an incorporation into
one's selfhood of something that is somehow originally alien. Behind
this there is a Gnosticism that we have not escaped even when we have
"desacralized" things and made them into objects. Gnosticism still
shines through in the classic versions of the subject / object scheme.
But it is not really overcome either when "things" are taken up as
means in a primarily historical process of self-production or as
"media" in a historical process of self-expression. (Capitalism and
socialism have a common root here.)
I am hoping for a breakthrough that will surmount this basic
outlook and attitude. One of the key words, then, seems to be enjoyment." It may sound unrealistic, in view of the need for exertion,
labor, organization, etc. The primary attribute of the created things as
described in the Genesis 1 account is that they were "very good." That
is not a synonym of "in order"; rather, the whole story is indicative of
divine pleasure. Things were made "enjoyable" constitutionally. This
is both their nature and destiny.
Moreover, I am struck by the fact that the primary image used in
the Bible to depict the relation between things and man involves
clothing. After the message that "Adam named his wife Eve, the
mother of all the living," it is said that God made garments of skin for
him and his wife and clothed them. This is more than just an emergency measure because of nakedness and shame. At the end of Scripture
the metaphor reappears: the Bride wears fine linen and is dressed up
for her husband. But also Babylon, "the great prostitute," is said to
be dressed in fine linen. I am not concerned with a detailed exegesis of
these texts. What interests me is that they appear to strike a note different from the one that is dominant in the familiar subject / object
scheme as in the means / end scheme.
Surely, man needs clothing, and for the preparation of the
"bridal dress" a process of production, even of division of labor, is
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necessary. But that need is not a need for something external which,
then, would require "appropriation." It is a need for something that
fits man and is also in the great context of the feast a manifestation of
himself, though not to himself but to the bridegroom. The process of
production should itself be festive.
One additional observation seems to be in order. In our culture
and tradition, enjoyment is easily associated with "privacy." But in
the Bible it is evident that it is not primarily a matter of privacy, not
even of family privacy. Enjoyment as such requires sharing and is
reinforced by it. It is to be feared that the full meaning of "sharing" is
really no longer understood in our Western society, neither in its individualistic nor in its socialist-communist ideas and practices. There
is more at stake here than a proper, efficient functioning of society, let
alone a purely external obligation. The point is that sharing is a condition of the enjoyment of the things themselves. John the Baptist lets us
know how basic that is when he says to the crowd (not just to the
privileged and well-to-do): "The man with two tunics should share
with him who has none, and the one who has food should do the
same" (Luke 3:11). "Sharing" differs from "giving away"; it is not a
matter of concession, nor of scaling down possessions. Economic differences need not simply be done away with, but they have to be made
functional in an unusual manner. The best example I can think of is
the description of the first Christian community as given in the book
of Acts.
Eighth, after this relatively long exposition—sketchy as it remains—of what history involves, it is high time finally to pay attention to truth. As I remarked, truth is to be considered as comprehensive a term as history.
I can't help repeating first of all the most pregnant sentence on
truth ever spoken in history: "I am the Truth." That was said by one
who came to confer upon history both focus and goal, and it was also
said in history. This means that, since that word was spoken, there is
no way left somehow to disconnect history and truth or to subsume
one under the other, or to play one off against the other.
On the positive side, it is clear that this last word on truth
qualifies it at the same time as an announcement of what is yet to
come and what now can come. It is paralleled by "the Way" and "the
Life" so that "the Truth" is connected with the process of carrying
creation through death into a new and abundant life. The truth is
ahead in the sense in which a first-born or a first-fruit is ahead. But as
such it is also truly comprehensive: it concerns everything in creation,
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because "through him God chose to reconcile all things, whether in
earth or in heaven, through him alone" (Col. 1:20).
Is this statement about truth understandable? Not if we mean
"understandable in terms of some other notion." As the last word on
what Truth is, it is intended to relativize and disclose the meaning of
all our terms. Basically, it is not a matter of understanding, but of surrender. And "the learned and wise" have a hard time doing that. But
if we do learn it, however, we come to perceive something of the full
disclosure of meaning. To put it differently, we then perceive
something of the "responsiveness" of all things to the Word through
which those things came to be and were given a destiny. In this relationship of "responsiveness," things also find their correspondence,
their cohesiveness, and their integration, the opposite of which is error
(missing the mark) and disintegration (originating in the diabolos, the
father of disruption and of lies).
It seems to me that in this light, truth should not be primarily
related to premises leading up to a conclusion. Rather, in the first
place it is the truth of a promise, which is to be fulfilled. That's why in
Biblical usage a tree can be said to lie when it does not bear and deliver
the expected fruits. A tree is "true" when it does fulfill the promise
contained in its branches and sustained by its rootedness in the soil. In
this dynamic sense "truth" also applies to things and events, and not
just to statements. There is a special relationship to human persons,
though. That is indicated already in the word expected. It is indeed
through man, through his acts (his statements included), that things
and events reach their full truth, their full responsiveness and correspondence or fall short of that.
This brings up the question about truth as a criterion by which to
judge between right and wrong. Moreover, what about the status of
falsity in this connection?
Here again, I believe, we have to hold on to the central place of
the Son of Man. With regard to the consummation of history, the
ultimate judgment of creatures has been given to him who fulfilled the
law. In fact, he himself is the judgment. He has come not to condemn
but to redeem and reconcile. But in that very coming and continuation
by his Spirit, he is the judgment.
This leaves no room, I think, for an independent existence or
power of "untruth," of falsity, nor for an equivalence of any kind
between truth and falsity. The latter remains characterized as distortion or, as Paul calls it in Romans 1, a stifling of the truth. Falsity is a
parasite of the truth. Inevitably such strifling results in error: "Hence
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all their thinking has ended in futility, and their misguided minds are
plunged in darkness," says Paul. Stressing this dependence on the
truth does not in the least detract from the distortion, from the
perverse character of falsity. Both features—the permanent
dependence on truth and the incompatibility of truth and
falsity—come together in God's retribution in giving men up to their
desires, passions, and depraved reason. It is precisely history that
gives full evidence of that: things which as such seem to be normal,
such as power or rivalry, almost immediately become entirely
distorted.
Did not these two features come most strikingly together in God's
own accommodation of himself to the burden of untruth, in order
thereby to reopen the way? Henceforth we know about, and are urged
to, the most serious battle against the Lie, in ourselves first of all. This
battle is entirely worthwhile and full of hope now that the burden has
been borne.

Notes
1. Much of the material in the essay was first presented during the final lectures of a
course on some key notions of Marxism and Neomarxism, given at the Institute for
Christian Studies in Toronto, 1978. It seems appropriate to present it now as a contribution to this Festschrift for Evan Runner, the "founding father" of the Institute.
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historical, rather than an unchanging constant to be set against the movement of
history" (M. Horkheimer and T. W. Adorno, Dialectic of Enlightenment, translated by
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the subject and its position is underscored. Kant's thought keeps gravitating, in a circular way, around that. Moreover, the term end primarily connotes a moral value
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"nature" becomes more easily connected with "freedom," and even evils in the
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"highest good" as the end of a historical process).
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its aim and thus has it for its beginning—that which is actual only through its execution
and end" (Preface to The Phenomenology of Spirit, translated by W. Kaufmann, in
Hegel: Texts and Commentary, translated and edited by W. Kaufmann, New York,
1965, p. 30).
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19. It makes room for the metaphor of illness. Remarkably, this metaphor also
prevails in some currents of Neomarxism, especially in Habermas, connected with
which there is a new interest in Freud.
20. Grant, p. 27.
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ALBERT M. WOLTERS

Notes on the
Structure of Enneads 11,9'

Of the fifty-four so-called "treatises" contained in the collected
works of Plotinus, the Enneads, the one numbered 11,9 is of special interest. Porphyry, Plotinus's disciple and editor, who organized the
treatises into six groups of nine, gave this unnamed treatise the title
Pros tour GnOstikous, usually translated "Against the Gnostics," 2
and informs us that it is thrity-third in the chronological order of the
treatises.' Its special interest derives from the fact that it represents an
open confrontation between the Plotinian version of Platonism and
the strange and influential movement of Gnosticism. Moreover, since
the Gnostics whom Plotinus combats are Christian heretics, 4 the
treatise also shows some features of a clash between Plotinus and
Christianity. Consequently, it is a central document in the currently
revived discussion concerning the relationships between Greek
philosophy (specifically Neoplatonism), Gnosticism, and Christianity.
The purpose of the present essay is to examine briefly two points
relating to Enneads 11,9. They concern the literary composition of the
treatise: Is it an integral part of a larger literary unit (as is frequently
claimed), and is there a unity of composition discernible within the
treatise itself? Though these two questions are largely formal in
nature, the answers to them may serve to help "clear the deck" for
subsequent investigations.
Our first point might also be designated as an examination of
83
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"Harder's thesis" with respect to the unity of Enneads
II1,8-V,8-V,5-11,9. Richard Harder, noted German translator of
Plotinus, in 1936 wrote an article under the provocative title "Eine
neue Schrift Plotins, 5 in which he sought to demonstrate that the
four treatises just mentioned (which are numbers 30, 31, 32, and 33 in
Porphyry's chronological order) in fact constitute a single, hitherto
unsuspected, literary unit which was arbitrarily dismembered by Porphyry and disposed helter-skelter throughout his edition of Plotinus's
works. The overall outline of this reconstituted "new treatise of
Plotinus," according to Harder, was as follows:
"

A. Prooemium (111,8[30]1-8)
B. Das erste Hauptstuck (III,8[30]9-11)
C. Das zweite Hauptstück
1. Der eine Weg (V,8[311, minus the last sentence)
2. Der andere Weg (V,5[32]1-3, plus preceding sentence)
Recapitulation of B (V,5[32]4)
D. Das dritte Hauptstuck (V,5[32]4-II,9[33]3)
Anhang: die Polemik gegen die Gnostiker (I1,9[33]4-18)

A glance at this outline shows that, in Harder's view, Porphyry
mutilated the original Gesammtschrift, not only by dividing it into
four scattered treatises, but also by failing to observe the articulation
of the overall argument when he did so. Specifically, with reference to
11,9 he failed to observe that chapters 1-3 are really part of the
preceding section and that chapters 4-18 constitute an appendix to the
whole.
Harder's basic thesis has gained wide acceptance in Plotinian
scholarship since the publication of his article. It is adopted by such
diverse scholars as Becker, 6 Schwyzer, 7 Puech,8 Henry, 9 Armstrong,'°
DOrrie," Igal," and Wallis." Moreover, it is the unchallenged point of
departure of three recent commentaries on the four treatises involved:
those by Roloff,14Cilento,15 and Elsas. 16 Of recent Plotinus students,
only Theiler, to my knowledge, has qualified Harder's thesis, preferring to speak instead of a "cycle" of treatises without a coherent internal structure.17 With very few exceptions, it seems, there is a scholarly
consensus to the effect that Enneads 11,9 is an integral part of a larger
literary whole and must therefore not be interpreted as an independent
treatise with its own purpose and structure.
In order to understand and evaluate Harder's 1936 article, it is
important to see it in its own polemical context. To a large extent, the
purpose of the article is to vindicate Porphyry's chronological order
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of the Plotinian treatises against the attack on it launched by F. H.
Heinemann in his book Plotin (Leipzig, 1921). This "unlucky book,"
as Dodds calls it,1 8 had attempted to trace a development in Plotinus's
thought by rearranging the treatises in a somewhat arbitrary manner.
Harder, in arguing that the treatises numbered 30 through 33 in the
Porphyrian order constituted an unbreakable unity, was concerned to
show, by independent criteria, that the received chronological order
was reliable, and in this way to discredit Heinemann's speculative
reconstruction. That is also how his argument was in fact taken by
other scholars, 19 who could not fail to notice Harder's rather violent
polemic against Heinemann."
Now, Heinemann had accepted that V,8[31] followed III,8[30]
and that II,9[33] followed V,5[32], but he had argued that, contrary to
Porphyry's testimony, the latter pair preceded the former one, rather
than following directly upon it. 2 1 If Porphyry's order was to be independently verified, Harder had to make a case for the presence of
structural links between [30]-[31] and [32]-[33]. He argued that two
such links exist: a) the recapitulation found in [32]4.1-6, which appears to refer back to [30]9-11, and b) the last sentence of [31], introducing the argument of [32]. These seem to be the two pillars upon
which his whole case rests, and therefore they bear further investigation.
The "recapitulation" at the beginning of [32]4 is a single sentence
consisting of two hoti-clauses and ending in eirëtai, "has been said."
A schematic and literal translation, leaving out some of the unwieldy
elaborations, runs like this:
THAT it is necessary to make the reduction to one and truly one . . .

and

THAT the intelligible world . . . is more one than the others .. .
has been said.

The verb eirëtai is here usually translated "we have said," and Harder
in effect interprets it to mean "we have said earlier in our argument,"
taking the sentence to refer back to the last three chapters of [30],
which do in fact discuss the ascent from the relatively to the absolutely
"one" in very similar terms.
Let us grant Harder the point that eirëtai should here be
translated "we have said" (though this is debatable),' and let us also
concede the two further points that the sentence accurately summarizes and therefore likely refers to [30]9-11 (though both of these
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are debatable too). 23 Even so, it does not follow that the chapters
alluded to belong to an earlier section of the same literary composition, which is Harder's point? The fact is that Plotinus not infrequently uses the verb eirëtai in precisely this sense when he is alluding
to a specific passage in an undoubtedly independent earlier treatise. So
for example at 11,1[4014.26, where eirëtai refers, according to HenrySchwyzer, to 11,9[33]2.2 and 3.11 ff., and similarly 11,5[25]3.36, where
Theiler takes the eirëtai to refer to VI,5[23]12.1. In fact, Plotinus
quite often explicitly couples the verb form eirëtai with the phrase en
allois, "in other writings of mine." See, for example, 11,3[5211.3
(where the reference, according to Armstrong and Theiler, is to the
fifth chapter of the much earlier treatise III,1[31), and 11,3[5218.16
(referring to the preceding, but definitely distinct, treatise
1,8[51112.5-7). Our conclusion must be that the reference in [32]4 to
[30]9-11, if it exists at all, does not prove Harder's conclusion that
both passages must belong to the same literary composition.
The second pillar of Harder's argument is the last sentence of
V,8[31]. The printed Greek text of this reads as follows: "ar' oun arkei
to eirëmena eis enargë synesin agagein tou noëtou topou ë kat' allën
hodon palin au dei epelthein !Ode?" This may be translated: "Now is
what we have said enough to bring one to a clear understanding of the intelligible realm, or must we once again broach the
matter by another route, as follows?" This is certainly a striking ending for a treatise and undoubtedly looks ahead at the following
treatise (V,5), in which the first three chapters approach the intelligible world from a new angle, quite different from those tried in V,8.
Harder's case depends upon showing that this last sentence must
clearly be considered a part of the ensuing discussion, not simply its
announcement, and this (it seems to me) he fails to do. The fact is that
the sentence is transitional and can be classed as easily with what
precedes as with what follows. Harder adduces the argument that a
question usually indicates the beginning of a new discussion,' but this
is at best a very weak argument, and, in any case, it is not at all sure
that the last part of the sentence is a question. It would be in perfect
accord with Plotinus's style to punctuate the sentence in such a way
that the question ends after topou and to begin a new sentence with
the affirmative F often following questions in Plotinus: "(Well), we
must once again broach the matter by another route, as follows." 26
This transitional sentence cannot possibly demonstrate that what we
know as V,8[311 and V,5[321 are in fact part of the same original
literary unit—though it does fit very well with Porphyry's
chronological order.
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If Harder's main arguments for his thesis are as weak as we have
tried to show they are, then a number of further considerations can
serve to invalidate a number of the subsidiary points in his case. Four
such considerations come to mind:
1. It is weak and implausible, in Harder's proposed overall outline, to
call the first eight chapters of III,8[30] "Proem" and the next three
chapters "Das erste Hauptstuck." This is disproportionate, especially when the second Hauptstuck is comprised of sixteen chapters,
and the third, thirteen.
2. Harder's claim that the last fifteen chapters of 11,9 are an Anhang
is similarly weak and undermines his main thesis. If the four
treatises are all part of a single Gesammtschrift, then it makes
little sense to look upon almost the whole of the fourth component
part as an addendum or appendage. 11,9 cannot be an integral part
and an extraneous addition at one and the same time.
3. 111,8 by itself forms a well-rounded literary whole. In his study of
this treatise, Deck remarks that "it stands out for its finished literary
execution."" It also shows a completed progression of thought,
moving from physic (chaps. 1-4), to psyche (5-7), to nous (8), to the
final ascent to the One (9-11). It would seem to be an independent
composition, marked by its own themes (e.g. theoria) and internal
structure.
4. Harder's proposal, in its commendable intent to confirm Porphyry's
reliability in listing the chronological order of the treatises, neglects
Porphyry's account in Vita 16, which described 11,9 as a separate
biblion with its own occasion and history.

This last point needs some expansion and is at the same time a fitting point at which to move into the second question we proposed to
discuss, namely, the internal structure of Enneads 11,9. We are contending, in fact, that Harder's almost universally accepted thesis with
respect to this treatise is ill-founded, for the reasons given above, and
that we should try once again to look at it in its own right—not denying its thematic connection with the three preceding treatises in the
chronological order (especially the last two), but searching out some
of the features which distinguish it from these.
A good way to get a grasp of these features is to analyze the argument of the treatise without reference to an overall plan encompassing
three other treatises, but rather with reference to the explicit testimony
of Porphyry in Vita 16. A tentative sketch of such an analysis has the
following shape:
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"Reply to the Gnostics"

A. Ontology
1. Negative (chap. 1): No ontological distinctions should be made
between "the Good" and "the One," between a potential and an
actual first principle; between a resting and a moving, or a nonreflexive and a reflexive Intellect. No logos should be distinguished between Intellect and Soul.
2. Positive (chap. 2): There are, however, real distinctions to be
made in Soul, to wit: a level always directed upward, a level directed downward, and a level in between.
B. Cosmogony
1. Positive (3.1-15): Reality comes into being in an eternal, timeless
process, each superior principle giving rise to its inferior, and
none perishing.
2. Negative (3.16 through chap. 4): The hypostases will not be
dissolved into matter. The world did not begin at a particular
time and by the fall of a forgetful and ambitious world-soul, nor
will it ever end by the world-soul's repentance. This world is not
of evil origin, but is as good as it can be.
C. Psychology
1. Negative (chap. 5): It is arrogant and false to say that man's soul
is superior to the heavenly bodies; it is illogical to speak of
"another," material soul, which is composed of the four elements and yet perceives and wills; it is absurd to see the world as
an instrument for testing souls. (Excursus [chap. 6]: Their ideas
are either absurd novelties or plagiarized and misinterpreted
doctrines of Plato; in general they lack the proper respect for the
ancient Hellenic philosophers).
2. Positive
a) The individual soul and the world-soul (chap. 7): The distinction between the two is important. Only the individual soul is
trammeled by the body; the world-soul remains unaffected by
its contact with body.
b) The blameless world-government of the world-soul (chap. 8):
The cosmos which it produces and rules is the necessary image
of the intelligible world, and therefore good.
c) The justice of the world-soul (9.1-26): The inequities of life all
fit into the grand harmony.
D. Theology
1. Positive (9.26-43): The gods are to be considered superior to even
the most virtuous men.
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2. Negative (9.43-83): It is arrogance to put oneself above the gods.
Conclusion (10.1-17): I will not extend my exposé any longer, out of
consideration for those among our friends who hold these views. I
have written these things not for them, but for my immediate
disciples, as an example to them of how they should critique this false
doctrine.
Appendix I: Mythology and Magic
A. The Sophia Myth
1. Negative
a) Exposition (10.19-33): One particularly absurd doctrine
should still be discussed. They picture the world as a product
of the rebellion of their Demiurge against Soul ( = Sophia), his
mother.
b) Critique (chaps. 11 and 12): They entangle themselves in contradictions, especially in that they denigrate the origin and
present state of this world, while yet seeing it as derived from
the higher world.
2. Positive (chap. 13): The universe is a harmonious order of succession, which we must accept without murmuring. It is free
from horror.
B. Magic (14.1-37): It is absurd to think that we can influence the
higher hypostases by magic, or to deal with diseases in terms of
evil spirits.
Conclusion (14.37-46): Let the foregoing be an example of how
philosophical discussions should be conducted. I will say no more, but
leave further investigation to you.
Appendix II: Practical Consequences
A. Ethics (chap. 15): Their doctrine leads to a practical normlessness
worse than that of Epicurus. It is significant that they have never
written a treatise on ethics.
B. Piety (chap. 16): They are arrogant and impious in despising the
gods and their pronoia, whereas the whole world plainly demonstrates its divine origin.
C. Aesthetics (chaps. 17 and 18): They should see that there is more to
the world than body (which is indeed bad) but that even the corporeal partakes of Beauty. To vindicate the beauty and goodness of
the sensible world is not the same as philosSmatein, and does not
prevent one from striving toward the higher.
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A number of points in this outline call for comment. First of all,
there does appear to be a definite shift in focus, beginning with the
first chapter, to a more directly polemical, or systematically critical,
style of writing. This distinguishes it from the preceding treatise
V,5[32], where critique is incidental or marginal to the main course of
the argument, although there is no denying that the opening lines of
11,9 do explicitly pick up where the end of V,5 left off.
In connection with this openly confrontational approach is the
strikingly regular alternation, through chapter 14, of predominantly
positive and overridingly negative sections. The pattern seems to be a
juxtaposition of destructive criticism and thetical alternatives for each
major department of philosophical concerns.
Especially noteworthy is the appearance of two "Appendixes,"
each preceded by a conclusion which seems to imply that the treatise is
being rounded off. It is particularly instructive to look at the wording
of the second "conclusion" (14.36 ff.):
But I leave the rest for you to examine in your reading (ta d'alla hymin
2ka
atleipon8gsu kpeitha), nd to consider everywhere the fact that the kind of philosophy pursued in our circles shows
integrity of character together with clear thinking . . . . The kind
pursued in the others' circles, however, is constructed throughout on
entirely opposed principles. For I should write nothing more, for it is
appropriate for us to speak about them in the manner indicated.

This should be compared with Vita 16.9 ff.:
Consequently [Plotinus], after himself making many rebuttals in his
seminars, and also writing the treatise (biblion) which we have entitled
"Reply to the Gnostics," left it to us to examine the rest (hemin ta

loipa krinein kataleloipen).

The parallels in formulation are quite striking. It seems that Plotinus
wrote 11,9 as a kind of initial model for his closest disciples to follow
in examining and refuting the writings of the Gnostics. Porphyry mentions that both he and Aurelius thereupon wrote extensively in critique
of Gnostic books, presumably taking 11,9 as a paradigm of proper
philosophical criticism. At any rate, Plotinus seems to have written
the treatise with this in mind.
A similar point comes through in the first "conclusion," though
the parallel with the wording in Vita is less obvious:
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Under detailed investigation (tis exetazon) many other tenets of this
school (polla kai allay—indeed we might say all—could be corrected
with an abundance of proof . . . . There is another way in which one
might retaliate in writing against those who have the gall to ridicule the
eloquent and truthful sayings of the ancient divine men. Let the investigation take place in the former manner (ekeinos men oun eateon
exetazein). For it will be possible for those who have accurately
grasped what has now been said to make up their minds also concerning all the other points (peri ton allon hapanton) (10.1-2; 12-17).

It seems that can exetazein must be understood as a parallel expression
to the kataleipein episkopeisthai (krinein) of the passages quoted
above. In each case the reference is to Plotinus's rounding off his initial work of criticism and handing over the task of completing it to his
disciples. They are to apply the same principles of critique to the rest
(ta alla, ta loipa) of the Gnostic teachings.
The first "conclusion" also makes a significant distinction between "friends" (philoi) and "disciples" (gnorimoi). Some of the
Gnostics are included among the former, and it is out of regard for
them that Plotinus does not personally want to continue his critique of
the Gnostic position, which is also the reason why his treatise is not
addressed to them. Apparently 11,9 is a kind of internal memo, meant
only for the eyes of close followers like Porphyry and Amelius. This is
a further feature which sets this treatise off from its predecessors.
After each of the two "conclusions" there is another section
beginning with words to the effect: "There's just one point that I still
want to raise." No doubt some time elapsed between the completion
of 11,9 in its first edition (ending at 10.17), and the addition first of
Appendix I (10.17 through 14) and then Appendix II (chaps. 15-18). It
seems probable that these Appendixes were added during the time that
Porphyry and Amelius (together with others, perhaps) were engaged
in writing their extensive refutations of the Gnostic treatises (Vita
16.13-19). If this assumption is correct, then a further distinctive of
11,9 emerges: unlike Plotinus's other treatises, this one was written in
stages.
Curiously enough, the recent studies of the anti-Gnostic Grossschrift by Roloff, Cilento, and Elsas make no mention of these "I'll
leave it to you now" passages in what I have called the two "conclusions," nor of the parallel wording in Vita 16. Consequently, the articulation of the argument escapes them. Cilento does not give an
outline of the argument, but Roloff and Elsas do, treating 11,9 as a
constituent part of the larger whole of the Gross-schrift. Roloff s is
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essentially a repetition of the analysis given by Harder, in which the
last fifteen chapters of 11,9 (in effect the substance of the treatise) are
lumped together as Epilog to the presumed larger original. The overall
outline given by Elsas is quite different; its main headings are the
following:
I. Theoria: Die Hypostasenreihe und die ihr immanence Bewegung
(III, 8)
II. Eidos: SchOnheit und Ganzheit (V,8)
III. Der Geist als Stufe wahrer Erkenntnis (V,5,1 2)
IV.Der Geist und seine Unterschiedenheit vom Ersten (V,5,3 13)
V. Die naturgemasse Stufung der geistigen Welt (11,9,1 2)
VI. Kosmologie (11,9,2 4)
VII. PersOnliche Angriffe (41,9,5 18)3°
-

-

-

-

-

In this outline, unlike that of Harder and Roloff, the integrity of 11,9
(as well as that of the other treatises) is honored, although the heading
"personal attacks" to cover its last fourteen chapters seems quite
anomalous. Elsas divides this last section into five subsections; what I
have called Appendixes I and II correspond to his subsections 314 and
5, which seems to confirm the point that there is a major break in the
argument where the two Appendixes begin (10.17 / 19 and 15.1). 3 '
We may conclude, therefore, that Harder's thesis has obscured
insight into the internal structure of Enneads P1,9 and is at least partially responsible for the fact that this treatise has been
misunderstood. This is particularly true if our conclusion is correct
that 11,9 affords a glimpse into the internal communications, within
Plotinus's circle, concerning the mounting of a massive literary attack
on Gnosticism. Understood in this way, this unique treatise increases
in both value and interest.
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s.v. pros C,1,4: "in the titles of judicial speeches, pros tina, 'in reply to,' less strong
than kata tinos, `against' or 'in accusation.' "
3. Vita 5.33.
4. Vita 16.1 ff. The Gnostics are there classed by Porphyry as a subgroup of "the
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Nor need congruence of theme (which is undoubtedly present) necessarily mean explicit reference to this particular section of 111,8. Ironically, Roloff follows Harder in
seeing [32]4.1-6 as Rekapitulation, but not so much of [30]9-11 as of the entire preceding
two treatises (Gross-schrift, pp. 107-8). Elsas, too, fails to refer specifically to the concluding chapters of [30] in his discussion of [32]4.1-6 ( Weltablehnung, p. 66). Moreover,
as Harder himself says ("Neue Schrift," p. 2), the recapitulation refers to the central
tenet of Plotinus's thought and could therefore refer to many places in his earlier
writings.
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24. "Neue Schrift," p. 2 ("diese Darlegung muss also in dieser Schrift selber
stehen" [emphasis added]).
25. Harder, p. 7, n. 2.
26. On this use of E (reminiscent of Aristotle's style, see H. Bonitz, Index
Aristotelicus s.v. [p. 313a, line 14]: "post simplecem quaestionem a particula
responsio solet ordiri"), see Schwyzer, RE, s.v. "Plotinus," col. 519.26-39, and J. Igal,
Emerita 43 (1975), p. 178: "E sirve para introducir la respuesta, como ocurre

frecuentisimamente en Plotino."
27. J. N. Deck, Nature, Contemplation and the One (Toronto, 1967), p. 3.
28. The understood object of anaginoskousi is not Enneads 11,9, but the (other)
writings of the Gnostics. On this see Schwyzer's update of his "Plotinos" article in RE
Supplementband, 15 (1978), col. 323.14 ff., where he corrects his earlier view that the
verb referred to readers of Plotinus's treatise.
29. Interestingly enough, the end of the second "Appendix," which is the conclusion of the whole treatise as it now stands, is not really a "conclusion" in the literary
sense. The two announcements of conclusion are both in the body of the treatise itself
(as it now stands).
30. Elsas, Weltablehnung, pp. x-xi.
31. I first proposed the two-appendixes hypothesis in a graduate paper written in
1970, five years before Elsas's book appeared.

PART TWO

Theology

"Underlying all the diversity of the Scriptures as we have them in this temporal life
is the unity of the Word of God. It is,
after all, the WORD. How else could this
big collection of sixty-six books be properly spoken of as the Word? And whence
the 'system' of systematic or dogmatic
theology? It is not the mind of the theologian, going to work on the many texts of
Scripture, that constructs for the first
time out of many passages a unity of
meaning. This unity the theologian does
not make; he finds it."
H. Evan Runner, Relation of the Bible to
Learning, pp. 96-7.

HENRY VANDER GOOT

Tota Scriptura:

The Old Testament in the
Christian Faith and Tradition

Introduction
It is not out of proportion to the reality of the situation to speak
today of a crisis in Biblical theology that is owing to the fact that much
Christian reflection fails to view the Scriptures as a single narrative
whole.' Modern Biblical theology seems unable to hold together in a
positive, comprehensive, and coherent unity the Old and New
Testaments. Much so-called pre-critical theology assumes—as does,
for example, the Belgic Confession (Article IV)—that the Word of
God is contained in both the New and Old Testaments, that New and
Old comprise a "pedagogical homogeneity." 2 But under modern
pressures the Scriptures have been treated as disjecta membra, with
grave consequences for the Old Testament in particular. It is not an
exaggeration to suggest that in the debate over the Old Testament as
an integral part of the Word of God in a comprehensive sense there
are at stake two well-nigh mutually exclusive understandings of the
Christian religion as such. Though a part of the canon, the Old Testament is widely depreciated or sometimes reconstructed on singularly
New Testament bases, with the consequence that a growing number of
voices allege that in modern theology especially the Christian religion
is being transformed into a Gnostic religion with a Christic fixation'
Failing to appreciate properly the Old Testament and its relationship to the New poses some problems for Christian reflection which I
shall discuss later. But at this point it is necessary to survey briefly the
97
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modern theological landscape to delineate theological positions which
tend to rob the Old Testament of its true significance for the Christian
church.

Lutheranism
Historically, the Lutheran tradition is first. Though Lutheranism
has produced Ernst Kasemann's "canon within the canon" theology,
which reduces the Word to the in loco justificationis as understood by
Martin Luther,' Lutheranism itself is more complex. Rather than
reducing the Word (contained in the Old and New Testaments) to a
theme or motif found in the New, Lutheranism has traditionally
placed the divine wrath alongside of the divine mercy, law in sequence
with the gospel. Thus, in Luther's theology the Old Testament performs a necessary and indispensable function: it precedes and clarifies
the New. For the Lutheran tradition gospel cannot be what it is, namely, victory, except that there be forces to overcome. Just as light
depends on darkness, so gospel depends on law, and New on Old.
But though Luther at least affirmed the law-gospel sequence
(which Kasemann, for example, fails to do), that sequence was from
the beginning of the tradition dialectically conceived. Since the gospel
was proclaimed to have overcome the law, the Old Testament has
become merely a preliminary to the New. Specifically, the Old Testament has been interpreted over against the New. For example, viewing
the Old Testament quite simply as a Hebrew document, Anders
Nygren in his famous work Agape and Eros places the so-called
Nomos perspective of the Old squarely in antithesis with the Agape
perspective of the New. In a section of this work entitled "The
Transvaluation of all Ancient Values," Nygren asserts that Agape "is
like a blow in the face to Jewish legal piety." "Agape," he continues,
"is the opposite of `Nomos,' and therefore a denial of the foundation
on which the entire Jewish scale of values rested."5
Moreover, that Nygren regards the Old Testament as the basis of
Nomos piety and as therefore an ambiguous revelation at best is also
clearly affirmed in his designation of Nomos as the Old Testament's
"controlling idea." 6 According to Nygren, in the Old Testament love
and grace have their place only within a "legal framework." "The
Nomos motif," says Nygren, "stands in the most intimate relation to
the Old Testament.'
To this Judaistic background, Agape and the New Testament are
related negatively. Nygren formulates the tension between the Old

Tota Scriptura 99
Testament Jewish view of love and the New Testament view of love
thus: ". . . love set within the scheme of law—love breaking down the
scheme of law." But, even though "the idea of Agape (in Paul) first
appeared in opposition to the Jewish . . . conception of fellowship
with God," the Old Testament Nomos motif has in Nygren's view
continued to dominate the understanding of Christianity. Intimating
that Old Testament piety represents a lower level of religious experience, Nygren argues that in the apostolic and apologetical periods
of the early church "the Commandment of love was easier to grasp
and (thus) . . . led back to the Old Testament level, so that Agape was
again brought under the scheme of Nomos." 8
In line with Luther and his assessment of the Old Testament, the
Old Testament law represents to many Lutheran theologians sinful
Israel, tormented conscience, guilt, and death.' Just as Luther's own
medieval experience as a guilt-ridden monk conditioned his view of
the Old Testament, so in Lutheranism the Old Testament acquires a
predominantly negative significance for the Christian. It is the thesis
of this essay that the scope of revelation has been seriously reduced
because the Old Testament has become radically misunderstood, being judged and interpreted by contrast to the limited experience of
justification by faith.
One of the most influential contemporary examples of the
Lutheran view—a view that may in Luther's own personal case be
understandable but as a systematic position for today makes the Old
Testament content impossible to handle—is the theology of Rudolph
Bultmann. According to Bultmann, the Old Testament presents us
with a history of miscarriage and failure, specifically the failure of
Israel as it sought to assert itself before God on the basis of the law.10
For Israel the rule of God is thought realizable within the world. No
wonder that Israel had a bad conscience and that Israel really
represents our bad conscience. It is, according to Bultmann, this bad
conscience, this Israel, that is borne within us as "something which
has been overcome." For Bultmann only in this sense does the Old
Testament represent prophecy and promise, a hope "reduced to absurdity by the grotesque form of a priestly and legalistic theocracy"11
and thus "fulfilled in its inner contradiction." 12

Liberalism
A second theological position which devalues the Old Testament
stems from the Enlightenment, Liberal, and historicist tradition.
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Many factors have contributed to this devaluation, among which antiSemitism is not the least significant. But the most crucial factor is, I
believe, the historicist and Enlightenment idea of progress, according
to which human consciousness has undergone a progressive development from primitive fertility religion to ethical moral awareness, or,
as the nineteenth-century theologians put it, to ethical monotheism.
According to this view, Biblical religion marks a final stage in this
evolution of the free human spirit.
But even within the Biblical material a further progressive differentiation of consciousness is noticeable, represented by the advance
of the New Testament beyond the Old Testament and its mind. In the
fifth of his famous Speeches on Religion Addressed to its Cultured
Despisers, Schleiermacher strongly sounds an apologetical note, arguing for the superiority of Christianity vis-à-vis all other monotheisms.
The Old Testament, Liberal theologians argued, does not really know
the distinction between the fulfillment of the moral law, on the one
hand, and religion and the infinite worth of the free human spirit, on
the other. And, therefore, in this respect, viewed from this important
theological aspect, according to Schleiermacher Judaism is
systematically related to Christianity in essentially no other manner
than heathenism. Says Schleiermacher:
The truth rather is that the relations of Christianity to Judaism and
Heathenism are the same, in as much as the transition from either of
these to Christianity is a transition to another religion. The leap certainly seems greater in the case of Heathenism, since it had first to become monotheistic in order to become Christian. At the same time, the
two processes were not separated, but Monotheism was given to the
heathen directly in the form of Christianity, as it had been previously in
the form of Judaism. And the demand made upon the Jews, to give up
their reliance upon the law, and to put a different interpretation upon
the Abrahamitic promises, was just as large a demand. Accordingly we
must assume that Christian piety, in its original form, cannot be explained by means of the Jewish piety of that or of an earlier time, and
so, Christianity cannot in any wise be regarded as a remodelling or a
renewal and continuation of Judaism."

For the Liberal school, the New Testament—the consciousness of
Jesus—is indicative of an advance to consciousness of human freedom
and autonomy. Because, according to Schleiermacher, "a strong inclination to the use of Old Testament texts in expressing pious feeling
is almost invariably accompanied by a legalistic style of thought or a
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slavish worship of the letter," 14 the Old Testament does not share the
normative dignity of the New. Therefore, to Schleiermacher and the
entire Liberal school following him, the continued theological use of
the Old Testament by the Christian community was viewed—in the
words of Adolf von Harnack—as the result of "religious and ecclesiastical paralysis." For Schleiermacher the fact that the church
has given instruction from the Old Testament does not warrant its
continued use. Moreover, for Schleiermacher the fact that Christ and
the apostles themselves refer to the Old Testament does not establish
"that for our faith we still need these earlier premonitions." Instead
of believing on the ground of the Old Testament witness and authority, which reliance would presuppose Israel's historical experience of
God is sui generis, Schleiermacher expressly advocates "actual experience . . . and (the) immediate certainty (men have) through their
own perception.' " 6
Disturbed by the continued use of the Old Testament in the Christian church after the early period, Schleiermacher concludes that it is
only for reason of historical fidelity that we preserve the Old Testament in the canon. From a systematic and theological point of view, it
warrants no more place in the canon than as an appendix to the New
Testament. As a matter of fact, Schleiermacher goes so far as to suggest that the present arrangement of texts (Old first followed by New)
obscures the real connection of the Old Testament and Judaism to
Christianity and the New. "The real meaning of the facts," Schleiermacher concludes, "would be clearer if the Old Testament followed
the New as an appendix, for the present relative position of the two
makes the demand, not obscurely, that we must first work our way
through the whole of the Old Testament if we are to approach the New
by the right avenue."1 7
Thus we can see that the major exponents of nineteenth-century
Liberalism depreciated the Old Testament by application to the Scriptures of their evolutionary conception of the emergence of religious
consciousness from ethical awareness to idealized human freedom.
Moreover, from the earlier lengthy Schleiermacher quotation it is
abundantly clear that the Liberal idea of the normativity of what is
given in immediate consciousness came thoroughly to relativize the
contemporary theological significance of Israel's historical experience
for the Christian church and for us now. The very ambiance, then, of
nineteenth-century German theology fostered a negative theological
assessment of the Old Testament. Especially the heightened consciousness of freedom as ostensibly exemplified by Jesus and his new
.
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community was stressed. But, furthermore, the cultural accommodationism of nineteenth-century German Protestantism was firmly
grounded upon the assumption that this ideal of freedom had been
recapitulated by the German people in its newly established and
emerging culture. Following the lead of Martin Luther's idea of the
gospel ("Free from the Law, oh happy condition!"), the German people had committed itself to the struggle against Jewish legalism, which
it must have viewed as the most serious challenge to the ideal of
absolute human freedom. It is in this anti-Semitic frame of mind that
German theology in general and German higher and historical critical
scholarship in particular were first developed into imposing
disciplines."
Neo orthodoxy and Karl Barth
-

The third Christian position deserving mention is the Neoorthodox one." Here a more complicated relationship to the Old
Testament appears, especially in the theology of Karl Barth. Although
Barth neither ignores the Old Testament nor assigns it an indispensable negative function in relationship to the New, he does not
allow the Old Testament to stand on its own feet; that is, he accords it
no significance in its own right.
For this claim I present as evidence Barth's redemptocentric
method of Biblical interpretation, of which a revealing example is his
exegesis of the Genesis story of creation? It is not only the case for
Barth that God creates the world through Christ, that he moves
toward the world through his Son in order thereby to establish an
orderly disposition and management of things. For Barth this action is
very deliberately not distinguished from the work of election and
reconciliation in Jesus Christ. Barth, then, views Christ's work in
creation as a work of saving responsiveness, that is, under the aspect
of the second article of the Apostolic Creed. According to Barth, right
in the very first words of the story of creation we see that in God's act
of creation he protects the world from the threat of the primordial
chaos, from the danger of nicht sein, or das Nichtige. It is then in this
way that Barth rebuilds the Old Testament, especially seriously
violating those elements in the Old Testament narrative that seem to
fall—as to content—outside of the salvation-historical message, or
outside of the immediate consciousness of Israel. Creation becomes
for Barth a foil through which the people of Israel gave evidence of
their faith in the lordship of Jehovah more comprehensively than they
)
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did in any other story in the Old Testament. Instead of coming first in
the Bible, the story of creation should, for Barth's tastes, stand much
later in the narrative.
Notice in the above that I have not criticized Barth's recasting of
the Old Testament and creation into something other than they are as
"Christocentric" or "Christomonistic." With Barth (and Calvin, for
that matter), I believe that all things (both being and faith) are in
Christ and that, therefore, the Old Testament itself calls for a
Christological interpretation of sorts. The work of Christ cannot be
restricted to the work of Jesus Christ in the redemption of the world.
Christ the eternal Son of God also has a cosmic, or creational, function. In other words, stressing classic trinitarianism, I follow Calvin's
teaching that God the Father originates, but Christ the eternal Son
always reveals on behalf of the Father. "Even if man had remained
free from all stain," says Calvin, "his condition would have been too
lowly for him to reach God without a Mediator."' God moves toward
the world only in and through the eternal logos.
However, in Calvin's theology this primary function of the eternal Son, the logos asarkos, is clearly distinguished from the work of
election and reconciliation in Jesus Christ. On this point Calvin and
Barth quite obviously differ, for Calvin never views Christ's activity in
creation as a work of saving responsiveness, that is, under the aspect
of the second article of the Apostolic Creed. As Calvin argues,
we understand first that the name of Mediator applies to Christ
not only because he took flesh or because he took on the office of
reconciling the human race with God. But already from the beginning
of creation he was truly Mediator because he was always Head of the
Church and held primacy even over the angels and was the first born
of all creatures (Eph. 1:2; Col. 1:15 ff.; Col. 2:10)." 22
There is, then, the rule of God over all the world and the angels
through the Son. In Calvinist thought this rulership is called "the
kingdom of God," and its Christological equivalent is called "the
lordship of Christ." These phrases indicate that from the beginning,
before the fall, Christ was present in creation. In creation Christ has a
function logically independent of God's redemptive purpose. Only
after the fall, because of sin, did this rule of God through the Son
come to special expression in the church, where Christ the lord of
history performs his saving, reconciling work, drawing the elect into
fellowship. Outside of the sphere of the church, Christ always was and
is lord over all. But apart from the fellowship of belief there is no
salvation and reconciliation.
.
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Thus Calvin can distinguish the two orders of creation and reconciliation while at the same time viewing all of life as life in Christ the
eternal Son. As David Willis has convincingly shown, there is in
Calvin's theology a work of the Son that is not restricted to or exhausted by the humanity and flesh of Jesus Christ: the eternal Son has
existence "also outside of the flesh" (etiam extra carnem). In other
words, Calvin subjects "the idea of mediation to two different
nuances: mediation as reconciliation and mediation as sustenance."
As reconciler, Jesus Christ came into the world because of the fall.
But "as sustainer, the Mediator always was the way creation was
preserved and ordered. "'3 Calvin's principle of unity in Christ thus
does not force the trinitarian elements of the Biblical narrative
through the single bottleneck of the second article of the Apostolic
Creed.'
Systematically put, this means that whereas for Barth creation
must be viewed in terms of the broader purpose (from all eternity) of
redemption (the Old Testament in terms of the vision of the New), for
Reformed thought following Calvin (though not for scholastic,
decretalist Reformed orthodoxy) redemption must be interpreted in
the horizon determined by creation and the multifaceted theocratic vision of life presented in the Old Testament. I agree, then, with van
Ruler's judgment that Barth's typological use of the Old Testament
"seems . . . uncritically guided by the . . . principle that Jesus Christ is
the final end of the ways of God with his people Israel." 25 Asking
rhetorically whether "in creation . . . God (is) really concerned about
grace, the covenant, salvation," or whether "rather in salvation (he is)
concerned about created reality," van Ruler responds to Barth by affirming that the "incarnation is exclusively motivated by sin," that
"we are Christians in order that we might be men," that everything is
oriented not to the one who saves, but to the saved and to the Father
unto whom Christ restores his kingdom, and, finally, that, therefore,
to "put it briefly and sharply, Jesus Christ is an emergency measure
that God postponed as long as possible (Cf. Matt. 2l:33-46)." 26

Summary
None of the three positions mentioned so far accords the Old
Testament an equal and fully authoritative status with the New. None
accepts the Old Testament as a positive, indispensable revelation of
the Word of God that is both continuous with the New and its
necessary prolegomenon. All fail to view the Bible conprehensively
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and affirmatively from beginning to end. None takes full interpretive
advantage of the Christian doctrine of the Trinity when assessing the
Bible, thus failing to see that Scripture is a record of the works of God
(and of men's responses to those works) from creation to consummation: that is, from the work of the Father to the work of the Son and
the Holy Spirit. All fail to see that the Bible is a total vision of reality,
comprehending everything about life within the perspective of faith.
All fail to see the Bible as universal history in the sense of Augustine's
City of God and thus are unaware that that history is not itself a
Heilsgeschichte but has a Heilsgeschichte within it. Each position
tends to identify a single redemption-oriented element of the whole
ongoing narrative with the narrative itself, thereby reducing the narrative structural whole to some putative salvation-historical essence or
center within the Bible. None understands that the theme, the fundamental motif, of the Bible is trinitarian, following the pattern
"creation-fall-redemption.""
It appears that the one current within modern Christianity which
overcomes the problems of the three positions I just briefly described
is the Reformed, Calvinist tradition. It has granted full-fledged status
to the Old Testament alongside of the New as a Word proclaimable today. It regards the Old and New together as constituting an unbreakable positive continuity that loses its meaning if one of its narrative elements is pitted dialectically against the New as Nomos versus
Agape, or is neglected, or is recast in the image of Heilsgeschichte.

Calvin and the Old Testament
Calvin himself argued for this positive basic role of the Old Testament in the Christian church. He understood that the one revelation
of God is given in the Old-New sequence, emphatically not in either
alone. Calvin claims in effect that the Old and New say the same thing
in substance and differ only as to form of management and administration. Old and New together present to us the one God who
acts, has always acted, and will always act in Covenant with us.28
Thus for Calvin the Biblical witness is not a law-gospel dialectic,
Nomos piety alongside of Agape faith, or salvation history; it is,
rather, pre-eminently one covenant history. Covenant is the overarching concept which holds Old and New Testaments together. 29
Therefore, the common term testament, meaning covenant, is used to
designate both "books." Furthermore, showing the foundational
character of the covenant idea, Calvinist theology speaks in particular
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of a "Covenant of Works" in creation. From the beginning man's
relationship to God is a covenantal one. Covenant belongs to the very
nature and order of things. Covenant relationship and dependence do
not appear on the scene for the first time after the fall into sin. The Bible represents from beginning to end a history of man's obedience and
disobedience in the face of God's faithfulness in the covenant. The
covenant dynamic is the all-inclusive, dominant concept in terms of
which every element of the Biblical narrative—including Jesus— is interpreted by the Reformed, Calvinist theologian.
Moreover, this positive conception of continuity in which Old
precedes New and in which the one cannot be without the other
(neither Old without New nor New without Old) determines the
method of interpretation used in the Reformed tradition. 3° Calvin
scorned allegorical interpretation, attending closely to the so-called
"plain and simple sense" in exegesis. In this regard his teacher was
John Chrysostom. With his method Calvin replaced allegory with
typology.

Typological interpretation
It must be emphasized immediately in this connection that the
typological interpretation of texts is not an arbitrary process, as the
common view would have it. In fact, 1) it has its basis in being, 2) rests
upon one of the most elementary functions of thinking, 3) has a strictly historical character, and, 4) in the Reformed tradition has been circumscribed by stringent restraints and standards of application.
1) As for its basis in the very constitution of reality itself, mention
should be made of the Platonic philosophy, which founds an entire
system upon the theory of analogy and correspondence between things
present (becoming) and being itself. Another prominent example
would be the monadology of Leibniz. Suffice it to say that these
philosophies show that everything in the world refers to everything
else. In each and every thing there is a little of other things.
There is then a general analogy among beings within the world.
Analogy is rooted in being. Present and past experiences, events, and
things intimate something of what is not yet present. Analogy assumes
that we cannot say that the thing or event intimated is not present but
only that it is not wholly present yet. Because there is continuity in
reality and because things suggest one another, the present and the
past lean toward a future which will have a determinate character and
which is not totally fluid and characterizable by absolutely freely self-
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projecting beings. Past and present provide the future with the
horizon within which the new and the unique can present themselves.
The Dutch Calvinist philosopher Herman Dooyeweerd has referred to this premonition of the future in the present and the past as
"the opening up process" in all historical reality.' Moreover,
Dooyeweerd has also developed a general ontological theory according to which the various ascending levels of complexity and differentiation in being (the numerical, spatial, physical, organic,
psychical, logical, historical, lingual, social, economic, aesthetic,
jural, ethical, and pistical) refer, each specifically in its own way,
backwards and forwards to the others. For example, the logical law of
parsimony—Occam's Razor—refers forward to (anticipates) the
essence of the economic order, whose modal meaning is scarcity and
maximally efficient productivity. Or, the quality of faith described in
classical theology by the term fiducia refers retrospectively to the
ethical order of troth in marriage and family. Or, again, psychical
emotion refers back by analogy to the more primordial reality of
physical motion, which is the ontic prerequisite of all psychically
qualified life. One could go on and on in this manner to show how
created reality is an indissoluble coherence of meanings (not being in
and for itself), each of which is dependent on and reflective of all
other meanings. Truly, reality is a typology of beings.
2) Moreover, because this is so, analogy is a very elementary
function of all thought as well, as Gerhard von Rad has rightly
pointed out in the context of his discussion of typological interpretation in Old Testament theology. 32 Furthermore, typology as a form of
analogy is a specifically textual way of understanding. In Scripture, as
von Rad has shown, typology is characteristically protological and
oriented to eschatology; that is, the primordial event is a type or exemplum of the final event. 33 Events and persons as appearing in the
Biblical record do not represent earthly realities with heavenly meanings. Heaven only knows what the limits of interpretation could be if
this were the case. Rather, events and persons in the narrative represent other events and persons in the same narrative, so that the narrative provides its own conditions and limits of interpretation. Events
and persons in the narrative stand for types (beginning with Adam and
Eve in creation) that will appear again and again in an ongoing, evolving story. Typology, then, is closely related to repetition. The same
situations and figures return repeatedly. New persons and events are
described in terms of old ones in the Bible (for example, Christ the
second Adam) and by the addition of each new event or person so
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described, a repetition occurs that contains progress and presses on to
a higher eschatological plane. 34
3) Noteworthy especially in this ls the point, emphasized by von
Rad, that typology is bound strictly to the Bible's historical sense. 35
What happens in the below of history does not signal the above but
rather the before and the after, Urzeit and Endzeit, in the ongoing
development of Scripture's narrative. As Hendrikus Berkhof has also
aptly put it: typology differs from allegory because
. . . it does not think in terms of timelessness, but entirely in terms of
history. For here the external is not a parable of the internal, but the
earlier is a parable of the later, or better, the historical is like the Historical. Allegory looks inward, into the soul. Typology looks ahead,
into history. That is, typology looks back into the past and there finds
the key to the present and future in the encounters between God and
the world.'

4) Finally, with respect to typology as practiced in the Reformed
tradition, it should be said that clear restraints have been placed upon
its proper use. An old Reformed rule is that we interpret in Scripture
as types only those persons, things, and events that are taken to be
such by Scripture itself. The narrative is the norm, providing its own
best means of interpretation. Representing the common position of
the orthodox theologian Heidegger, Heinrich Heppe says:
In judging of what is typical, we must proceed with the greatest care.
Only by Scripture is it established, what must rank as a type. A thing or
person is not yet a type because it has acutally become a pre-indication
of a subsequent thing or person, but because it is recognized as a type
by Holy Scripture itself: (Substantiation) "Since Holy Scripture has no
mere types, it is not enough for a type, that some thing should be found
in Scripture; but that it should be pronounced a type in Scripture."37

Naturally, how the New Testament interprets the Old has been given
prominent consideration in the Reformed tradition.
With its notion of covenant and kingdom and with its method of
typology, Reformed Calvinist theology thus expresses its commitment
to the Old Testament as a good and indispensable part of the Biblical
proclamation for today. The Old Testament has full-fledged,
authoritative status equal to that of the New. To understand Scripture, the various parts of Scripture—in this case Old and New
Testaments—are needed to refer to one another, for Scripture is its
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own interpreter. 38 Only when Scripture is allowed to interpret itself in
this way can certainty be produced and can analogy to autonomous
reason and experience be brought under the just judgment it deserves.
Hence Reformed theology, especially Dutch Reformed exegetical
theology, is suspicious of and avoids the modern Biblical theological
method of dissonance that places things in the Bible over against one
another. Rather, it prefers and practices the method of consonance,
taking full advantage of the analogy of faith in its interpretation of the
Bible.

Calvin, the Old Testament, and systematic theology
The Reformed tradition thus also bears witness to the systematic
theological relevance and necessity of a positive and authoritative use
of the Old Testament. For Calvin the Bible is its own interpreter. The
Bible provides even the categories, interpretations, and structures
whereby its saving message can best become known. In brief, for
Calvin this framework of judgments and structures is especially closely related to (1) the revelation concerning creation in the Bible and (2)
the dependence of that revelation of creation on the presence of the
Old Testament in the canon. The following pages represent an effort
to explore the systematic theological interrelationship and significance
of these two claims.
Crucial to an elaboration of Calvin's position on the first point is,
I believe, Calvin's own deliberate location of the doctrine of Scripture
in the first pages of his Institutes, which opens with an extremely long
book on "The Knowledge of God the Creator." (Few theologians
have noticed this peculiarity, and fewer still have bothered to consider
its systematic importance.) For Calvin, unlike the scholastic tradition
to which much of his theology is a critical response, creation (God's
existence as well as origination and determination of being) is emphatically not knowable by unaided reason but belongs (as all things
do) to the perspective of revelation and faith. Everything belongs to
the Christian faith-perspective. Therefore, right from the outset of the
theological enterprise where we discuss creation, the world, experience, man, and what each of these is and ought to be as well as
how we are to understand their origin and total meaningfulness, Scripture becomes necessary .40 For Calvin the Bible reveals not only a saving message, Jesus and our salvation, but also, and that "first in the
order right teaching requires," creation and law. For a proper
knowledge of both God and man, we are, according to Calvin, depen-
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dent upon the Biblical revelation. Without it we flounder. Therefore,
even when not yet attending to "the proper doctrine of faith whereby
men are illumined unto the hope of eternal life," 41 Calvin introduces
Scripture as an indispensable light unto our path and as spectacles
through which to see.
Scriptural revelation thus has minimally a twofold purpose, or,
better, a twofold content or word. As Calvin himself puts it, Scripture
is a duplex cognitio Dei, a twofold revelation of the knowledge of
God. 42 The Christian faith is not just a way of salvation, not just a
religion of emergency. For the Christian revelation also speaks about
the framework in terms of which the gospel must be understood and
with which alone it is commensurate. For Calvin it is not possible for
the gospel to be explained out of immediate perception, natural
reason, and unaided rumination on creation-reality, for such as are
prone to do this revel in their own vanity. Futhermore, those that do
this depend on themselves for a correct understanding of Christ
(nothing could vitiate the Word more) and finally then remake Christ
in the image and likeness of corruptible man. In order that an excellent defense be available to man for a correct understanding of Jesus and our salvation, Scripture, specifically the Old
Testament, provides us with the proper directives and
4Fproe-uGnd's3tWaig. mplyrocatinf
salvation from on high, but also a Word about the nature of the world
below into which (and in terms of which) the Word from on high is
spoken.
The second point in this argument is the assumption that it is exactly on the Old Testament in Scripture that we are dependent for our
conception of man and the world." The story of creation—the story
of God's making and goverance of all things—is specifically important and foundational. Speaking of Scripture as guide and teacher for
anyone who would come to God the Creator, Calvin says:
There is no doubt that Adam, Noah, Abram, and the rest of the patriarchs with this assistance penetrated to the intimate knowledge of him
that in a way distinguished them from unbelievers. I am not yet speaking of the proper doctrine of faith whereby they had been illumined
unto the hope of eternal life. For, that they might pass from death to
life, it was necessary to recognize God not only as Creator but also as
Redeemer, for undoubtedly they arrived at both from the Word. First
in order came that kind of knowledge by which one is permitted to
grasp who that God is who founded and governs the universe. Then
that other inner knowledge was added, which alone quickens dead
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souls, whereby God is known not only as the Founder of the universe
and the sole Author and Ruler of all that is made, but also in the person
of the Mediator as the Redeemer. But because we have not yet come to
the fall of the world and the corruption of nature, I shall now forego
discussion of the remedy. My readers therefore should remember that I
am not yet going to discuss that covenant by which God adopted to
himself the sons of Abraham, or that part of doctrine which has always
separated believers from unbelieving folk, for it was founded in Christ.
But here I shall discuss only how we should learn from Scripture that
God, the Creator of the universe, can by sure marks be distinguished
from all the throng of feigned gods. Then, in due order, that series
will lead us to the redemption. We shall derive many testimonies also
from the Law and the Prophets, where express mention is made of
Christ. Nevertheless, all things will tend to this end, that God, the
Artificer of the universe, is made manifest to us in Scripture, and that
what we ought to think of him is set forth there, lest we seek some uncertain deity by devious paths."

But the story of creation in Genesis isn't the only thing that is important. Its very inclusion in revelation and restriction to the perspective of faith indicates that Scriptural revelation consists not just in the
word of salvation (kerygma) but also in the Word spoken to us as the
Bible all along the way works over, and itself listens to, man's
response to the divine direct address. Creation is thus not just present
in Genesis 1. It is present throughout the Bible in the fact that the Bible records for us not just what God proclaims but also how—whether
rightly or wrongly—men respond in their lives to that proclamation.
That, too, belongs to the infallible Word of God, and that, too, is
creation, namely, the creation and law of every human experience
recorded and every character appearing in Scripture. Scripture works
those experiences and characters and human actions over, and from
this judgment of curse or promise of blessing—whichever the case
may be—we learn about the kingdom, the world, its normative structures, and our proper response to God. As Calvin repeats time and
again in one form or another in his works:
For the Holy Spirit did not praise Abraham simply because he was
without avarice, spurning silver and gold. But he has held him up before us as an example so that we might see what rule [Regel] we should
follow in order to accomplish what he accomplished.'

Finally, creation is not just the story about the world in the
Bible—though that story is the indispensable foundation' of every
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other appearance of "world" and "creation" in the Bible. Neither is
creation simply the condition in which all Biblical characters live. It is
also the creation-reality and worldly history in which we live today,
now. Creation is the truly universal element that links our lives with
the Word spoken to men and women in the Bible so that finally the
Word spoken to them is the Word spoken to men and women such as
we are and ultimately is the Word spoken to us. As Gustaf Wingren
has so poignantly argued in The Living Word:
To think of the Bible, and not to think at the same time of Israel and
the Church, is to omit from the Bible its character as message. The
Bible does not acquire that character because we preach its Word, but
already possesses it as a historic fact, and having that character it
preaches. Our preaching, then, is just the Bible's own preaching—the
passage to be expounded already has that meaning—and as God's
people belong to the Bible's preaching, so the congregation belongs to
ours.47

Without this dimension, that is, without the presence of experience, the world, man, and us ourselves in the Bible, the proper
sense of the message of salvation remains ambiguous. The Bible is its
own interpreter (sui ipsius interpres). The experience relative to which
the message of salvation can alone be properly disclosed is not
brought to the Bible but is envisioned and depicted by the Bible itself,
especially in the Old Testament. Not only the answers that the Bible
offers but also the questions we ask of it are finally authored, not
partly by us and partly by the Bible, but wholly by the Bible itself.
A Christianity, then, that does not honor as fully as possible the
Old Testament as the Word of God (as none of the three positions
outlined above does) is in danger of fashioning not only its own vision
of reality but also its own message of salvation." Such Christianity
runs the risk of imposing on the New Testament an alien structure of
concreteness—runs the risk, for example, of interpreting redemption
as the undoing of creation, as flight from creation, as the selfcorrection of creation, or as superordinate to the purpose of creation.
In the history of Christianity such mistakes have been made. In fact,
the most persistent major problem of Christianity in the West has
been its accommodation to prevailing "natural" conceptions of order
and experience. The New has been interpreted apart from the Old and
has thus become vulnerable to heresy, having been interpreted, for example, spiritualistically in Greek terms as the salvation of the immortal soul from the prison house of bodily existence; or, for example,
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materialistically as the liberation of socio-economically poor classes
from the rich; or, again, individualistically and existentialistically as in
the case of Bultmann's kerygmatic theology." In the early church the
battle over such distortion was fought in principle already against the
Gnostics, and it was fought by the construction of an Apostolic Creed
with three articles in which the one concerning the Father Creator
comes first and by the construction of a canon in which the Old Testament comes first and is given full authoritative status alongside the
New. 5° For the early church and for us, confronted, as it was, with
syncretisms of many kinds, the Old is the only proper way into the
New. Paul and Jesus are continuous with the Hebrew tradition.

Conclusion
I would repeat and emphasize the Reformed claim that the Bible
is its own interpreter. For Calvin this means that we know about creation and our condition only by faith. Moreover, sola scriptura means
that Scripture is a whole whose parts explain each other and that for a
proper knowledge of ourselves and the world we are dependent
especially upon the Old Testament as the foundation of the Christian
faith. It is to this part of the Bible alone that the disclosure of Jesus
Christ is appropriate.51 Apart from it, the entire story of the Bible
becomes susceptible of transformation into an alternative and alien
story about God, man, and the world. Apart from the Old Testament
in the canon, no vindication of the Word of God as it applies to our
lives is possible. Upon the foundation of the Old Testament in the
canon, the whole house of Christian teaching rests. In conclusion, we
might say that the principle sola scriptura fleshed out in accordance
with the principle sui ipsius interpres finally becomes the principle tota
scriptura. It is this final implicate or corollary of the two others that
the crisis of modern Biblical theology has increasingly forced contemporary theologians to respect.
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ROBERT D. KNUDSEN

Apologetics and History'

Early modern philosophy was not oriented to history. The word
was not "history" but the "power of reason," and this reason was
thought to be elevated above history. It was understood along
mathematical lines and was endowed with creative capabilities. "Give
us material," said Rene Descartes, the father of modern philosophy,
"and we shall construct a world for you."' Reason, thought
Descartes, was sufficient on its own to demolish the world and to
build it up again by its own creative power. History did not dominate
reason; instead, reason dominated history. Reason was supposed to
interpret and guide history by means of its superhistorical ideas.
The attitude of Rene Descartes toward the relationship of reason
and history prevailed in early modern philosophy. A historical manner
of thinking was introduced into modern thought by Giambattista Vico
only in conscious opposition to the ideas of Descartes.'
Descriptions have often been given as to how the modern rationalistic spirit came to dominate theology, gradually replacing
revelation with reason. This tendency came to expression in the movement called "deism," which is typified by the title of the book of Matthew Tindal (1656-1733), Christianity as Old as the Creation (1730).
By this title Tindal did not mean to express only that the truths of
Christianity were ancient and venerable, reaching back to the creation. For him "creation" and "reason" were virtually synonymous.
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That Christianity was as old as the creation meant for him that the
truths of Christianity were simply a restatement of the truths of
reason. According to many with deistic tendencies, Christianity had
simply stated, at an earlier time and to a wider audience, the truths
that reason of itself was able to discover.'
In response to the rationalistic challenge of deism, evangelical
Christians attempted to establish a preserve for revelation, where
reason could not trespass. Reason was limited, they said, unable to lay
claim to the entire territory. It was difficult, however, for the
evangelical to make his strategy work, because he had not found a way
intrinsically to delimit reason. He was forced to stand by as more and
more of his territory was conquered, as more and more truths of
revelation were either abandoned altogether or were declared to be at
bottom truths of reason.
An influential attempt to countermand the influence of deism
was that of Bishop Joseph Butler (1692-1752), who is famous for his
The Analogy of Religion, Natural and Revealed, to the Constitution
and Course of Nature (1736). 5 Butler sought to turn the edge of deistic
criticism by appealing to the deist's own faith in the order of nature,
which for the deist was the order of reason. You criticize the truths of
revelation, Butler said, but look around you at nature. It has difficulties analogous to those in the sphere of revelation, and yet you
daily exercise faith in it. 6 Whatever difficulties there are in revelation,
Butler argued, they are not sufficient to render it unreasonable for a
rational man to vest his faith in it.'
In developing his argument, Butler divided the terrain, as was
customary, into two parts, that of nature and that of grace. His
reasoning with regard to the sphere of nature was typified by his argument for immortality.' During our lives, he reasoned, we observe that
we undergo many transformations (childhood, youth, maturity, old
age) without losing our identity. This experience establishes a
presumption that our personal identity will continue on even beyond
that transformation called "death," unless there is sufficient reason
to the contrary.' Butler claimed that there was no evidence for such a
reason. There are indeed difficulties, but these are not such as to
render it unreasonable for a rational man to believe in an afterlife.
Butler's approach was similar in the realm of grace° You hear of the
Christian doctrines concerning the Mediator, the need for grace, etc.
These truths lie closer to your experience than you might suppose.
There are analogies within our experience to the truths of Christianity.
We observe, for instance, an analogy to the Christian doctrine of
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grace in the fact that one is not always forced to bear the full consequences of his errors. We find an analogy to the work of the Mediator
in that one sometimes gives himself in the place of another. Whatever
difficulties there may be with such Christian doctrines, they do not
override the force of the analogies to them within our experience. The
difficulties are not such as to make it unreasonable for a rational man
to vest his faith in them.
It has often been described how David Hume (1711-1776) attacked the Butler-type apologetics." Butler's argument rested on the
possibility of forging a link between what lies within and what lies
beyond our experience. Working within a sphere of thought obviously
dominated by the mechanics of Isaac Newton, he had reasoned that
momentum once established could reasonably be assumed to continue, according to the law of inertia, unless there was sufficient
reason to the contrary." Once having gotten a good start, one might
reasonably expect to jump successfully from the one bank to the
other. David Hume brought into question the possibility of forging
such a link. There was no way of bridging the gap between what is
within and what is beyond our experience, he argued, except by way of
the idea of causality; but the idea of causality itself rests upon our
customary experience and is valid only within that experience. It cannot serve to establish a link between our experience and what lies
beyond it." Furthermore, what truly underlies our attempt to fill in
the gaps of our experience and to come up with the kind of world in
which a Butler-type apologetics might work is an inclination of the
mind. Hume took the inertia that Butler and others had discovered in
the "external" world and transposed it to the mind.1 4 It is only
because of a "subjective" inclination, an "inertia of the mind," that
we desire at all to reason from this world to another. The miracles, for
example, which some peoples (i.e., primitive ones) take to be signs of
supernatural intervention, arise as stories because of the needs of
primitive imagination. Such stories satisfy curiosity and awaken an
agreeable sense of wonder. They are not a result of reporting events in
the outer world.15
The effects of Hume's reasoning on a Butler-type apologetics
were grave. It took an argument from experience that was thought to
be neutral and reinterpreted that experience in such a way that the
argument became invalid.
In this situation apologetics was inclined to go in one of two
directions if it was to find an alternative apologetical stance. There
was a tendency, on the one hand, to retreat into a mere confession of
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Christian truth, without any attempt to do apologetics. One could
even emerge with the idea that there is an incongruity between Christian confession and its presumed intellectual defense. In my own
circles we call this attitude " fideism." 16 A different line of action, on
the other hand, was to attempt to place apologetics upon a new foundation, one that would free it from criticisms like those advanced by
David Hume. According to my best knowledge, it was the Scotsman
James Orr (1844-1913) who initiated the latter trend, at least for the
English-speaking world, drawing upon resources from the idealistic
traditions in Germany and Britain.17
To illustrate this newer thinking, we must employ a different image. The image we have used before is that of someone who attempts
to vault a stream (or perhaps a canal, as it is done in the Netherlands)
with the aid of a pole. If his pole is long enough and if he can get a
strong enough grip on it, all he must do is to establish sufficient
momentum in order to jump safely to the opposite bank. We saw
Hume argue against this view along the following lines: "Yes, indeed,
sir, that is nice; but I am sorry, sir, you don't have a pole and the other
bank is in point of fact a product of your own imagination. We have
enough to do simply to keep moving on this side of the stream!" The
newer image we may employ, in order to visualize the approach of
James Orr, is this: A surveyor comes and observes the near bank of
the stream with utmost care. He observes that it is such that he can
make sense of it with his surveying instruments. He then asks himself,
reflecting upon what he has done, "What is it that makes this rational
understanding possible?"
It is, as I have suggested, the latter route that James Orr took.
Given our experience, what is it then, he asks, that lies at the very
foundation of its possibility?18 This kind of thinking is what is called
"transcendental." Am I incorrect in thinking of James Orr as the
first, at least in the English-speaking world, to employ a transcendental method in apologetics?
James On argued that to understand the world of our experience
it is necessary to postulate certain axioms (presuppositions) drawn
from the Christian world and life view. The first of those axioms is the
God who has revealed himself in Jesus Christ. The second is the
Biblical (Christian) doctrine of creation and of man. The third is the
Christian view concerning the sin and disorder in the world? )
These presuppositions are postulates. As postulates they are not
drawn simply from experience, as if we could take off from our experience of sense and rise to a transcendent, divine realm. But Orr
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does not regard these presuppositions as postulates, on the order of
geometrical axioms, from which we might deduce the being of God
not only but also that of the world and human existence.
If we simply begin with experience as something neutral, Orr
understood, there is no way we can ascend to the absolute being of
God. We are always left with something within our experience, with
something finite. To this extent Hume was right. If, on the other
hand, we seek to deduce the Christian doctrines of God, the world and
man, and sin, we must proceed, Orr correctly observed, from a standpoint superior to them. But what is more ultimate than God himself,
or more a beginning than his creation of the world and of all things in
it?
We must discover a point of departure that does not pretend to be
neutral or seek to deduce from ultimate presuppositions, but one that
presents us with the key to opening up the meaning of our
experience?'
In my estimation, James Orr did not bring his program to an
altogether satisfactory conclusion. I am convinced, nevertheless, that
Orr hit upon insights suggestive of methods that are actually being
used—or that should be used in apologetics today—if we are to give
adequate place to the sovereignty of God and to the authority of his
revelation.
Orr gained insight, for example, into what we might call the
boundary character of the Christian starting point for thought. He
was aware of the anomalies that arise for the human mind if it
transgresses the boundary between what is immanent to the world,
i.e., what is within the world-, and what transcends it as its absolute
origin.
In his book The Christian View of God and the World (1893), Orr
reviews some of the objections a simple-headed rationalism has urged
against the idea of a God who transcends the world in infinite majesty.
What was God doing before he created the world? Why did he create
it just at one moment and not at another? I am certain that you have
heard these and other questions like them. Wisely, like Augustine and
Calvin , Orr refrained from attempting to answer such questions head
on. Even asking them, he said, suggests that one is on the wrong track,
that he has an erroneous idea of the relation between time and eternity. One should not seek to answer such questions but should reflect
upon why it is that one should not even ask them, and upon the adequacy of his understanding of the boundary between God and man.22
Reflecting on the boundary, we can see that there is indeed a

124 Robert D. Knudsen
boundary idea which is itself not a product of our thinking nor which
is even penetrable to our thinking, but which is necessary to that
thinking if it is not to proceed in a wrong direction. Thus, any disturbance at the boundary will have repercussions within the limits of the
boundary. Thus, too, in order to make it possible to survey the terrain
adequately, one will have to obtain a proper idea of the boundary. If
he fails in this all-important regard, his survey points will be off, and
he will obtain a distorted picture of the terrain he is attempting to map
out.
James Orr's position is, in my estimation, not quite so good as
the one I have sketched here. His writings employ this transcendental
method, however, or are at least so suggestive of it that I can honestly
class James Orr as a bona fide forerunner of the kind of apologetics I
am describing.
A "bare-bones" description of this method might run as follows:
Lose the handle on the true transcendence standpoint and you will no
longer be able to obtain a unified view of the created cosmos. Your
view of the cosmos will be driven in opposing directions. There will
come into being contradictory viewpoints which do not truly belong to
the cosmos in its created goodness but which are distortions of it.
This pattern comes to more or less clear expression in James Orr's
argument for the Christian faith from history." The Christian, Orr
says, finds the central polnt of reference for his life and thought in the
God-man, Jesus Christ, who is the crown of the revelation of God. If
one refuses to place Jesus Christ at the center, there comes into play a
process within history, unavoidable in its consequences, in which there
is a descent from Christian conviction to bare humanism, from
humanism to agnosticism, and from agnosticism to despair?"'
It is characteristic of history, Orr said, to carry things to their extremes.' Thus, letting go of the Christ will lead to ever more dire consequences. One will be faced with ever more extreme choices, as the
dialectic of history deepens. One will be faced, as we have said, first
with the choice between Christ and humanism, then with the choice
between Christ and agnosticism, and finally with the extreme choice
between Christ and despair. 26 It is at this final point, at the nadir of
despair, Orr said, that reason can again assert itself and begin its ascent again to the God-man Christ, in whom alone is the key to reason
and meaning."
Kindly note that this argument does not require one to rise above
the boundary between God and man. It only requires that one have a
proper idea of the boundary.
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Kindly note also that this argument does not attempt a direct confirmation of the Christian position, of the centrality of Christ for life
and thought. It assumes the Christian position as the proper starting
point, as that in which there is the true idea of the boundary, the proper expression of the relation between God, man, and the cosmos.
Lose hold of this transcendence point and a process will inevitably be
set into motion within the world, within history, a process that is
dialectical in character, leading to necessary choices between ever
more extreme alternatives. That a departure from the Christian
starting point leads inevitably to irrationalism and despair is taken as
indirect proof of the validity of this starting point. A Christian view of
the boundary, involving a view of the relation of immanence and
transcendence, becomes the foundation for a presuppositional
apologetics that uses an indirect method of proof for the Christian
faith.
Orr's indirect method of proof has allowed me to include him
among the apologists who do not take a neutral position outside of the
citadel of the Christian faith in order to defend it, but who mount a
defense of Christianity while remaining solidly within its walls. 28 Accordingly, the defense of the Christian faith is not made to depend
upon something outside of that faith, as if one required an "objective
standard" in the sense of a neutral standard, a yardstick, if you will,
that does not itself depend for its validity upon the Christian faith. Instead, the defense of the faith must proceed upon the standpoint of
that faith itself. It must present the Christian position as the only one
upon the foundation of which our experience is intelligible. Orr
argued that it is only by taking Jesus Christ as one's starting point that
one can avoid landing up in agnosticism and eventually in despair. For
this reason it is possible to number Orr among those whom we today
call "presuppositional apologists," even though we must register
some disappointment with the way he carried on his argument.
James Orr was capable of mounting an argument from history
because of developments that had taken place in current philosophy.
He learned, to mention one, from the British philosopher Thomas Hill
Green (1836-1882). 29 Green complained that British philosophy had
gone to seed in David Hume. He sought to reconstruct it by drawing
on the idealistic tradition represented by Immanuel Kant (1724-1804)
and Georg W. F. Hegel (1770-1831)." Of the two it was Hegel who
had carried to their end tendencies within the developing idealistic
movement and had intimately connected Reason with the course of
history. For Hegel history was the story of Reason (or Absolute Spirit)
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coming to self-awareness by way of a dialectical development." That
cannot be said of James Orr. There are points at which Hegel influenced Orr, however. The very fact that Orr used an argument from
history as he did points to this influence. For it was particularly in
Hegel that Reason was no longer identified, as in Descartes, with
mathematical thinking, nor identified, as in the thought-sphere
represented by Newton, with reasonable assumptions understood
along the lines of a mechanical model; in Hegel, Reason became intimately associated with history, and history became the stage upon
which Reason came to expression in its dialectical unfolding.
Orr agreed with Hegel that the totality, the point of concentration, of all meaning is rational. Reason, furthermore, leads to Jesus
Christ. If Christ is not placed at the center, there is an inevitable fall
into unreason and despair. 32
We can learn, however, from respects in which Orr differed from
Hegel. For the latter, despair was necessary to Reason. It was only as
Reason passed through an entire series of way-stations of despair that
it could come to itself, that is, attain complete self-consciousness."
Even though there are similarities between him and Hegel, Orr takes a
position here that Hegel would have rejected out of hand. According
to Orr, Reason can pertain apart from despair. One descends into
despair only as he rejects Christ and falls into the grip of a power that
leads him from reason to unreason, from meaning to meaninglessness.
What serves to trigger this necessary movement need not happen. One
need not reject Christ. Furthermore, one may restore Christ to his
rightful place and thus overcome the despair. Further still, at the nadir
of despair, Reason can again take over and lead us again to meaningful existence. 34
James Orr, as I have pointed out, is influenced by Hegel's idea of
dialectic in history. Unlike Hegel, however, he uses dialectic only in a
negative sense. The dialectic, the necessary development whereby one
is gradually forced to decide between ever sharper antitheses, comes
into being only when the true concentration point of meaning has been
abandoned. It is a sign that the true transcendence point has been lost.
Restore this true point of reference, and the dialectic disappears.
Now it is just this negative use of dialectic that I have singled out
as a contribution on Orr's part to Christian apologetics." Lose the
true concentration point and you will of necessity fall into difficulties,
the presence of which is an indirect proof of the validity of the true
starting point. The centrality of Christ is testified to by the meaninglessness that issues upon rejecting him. I should certainly not sug-
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gest that we follow Hegel, for whom meaning was found only in an
encounter with meaninglessness. It is James Orr whom we say is an
early advocate of a method employed by presuppositional apologetics.
How James Orr conceives of reason, however, leads to some difficulties. For him the fullness of meaning is rational. Its loss means
unreason and despair. The necessary development leading from
reason to unreason, however, must itself be an expression of some
kind of reason (what one might call an "immanent logos"), a tendency that gets one in its grip. Finally, reason must be thought of as
the force that guides the mind of man, having seen the futility of
unreason, to the fullness of meaning in Christ.
That Orr thinks of reason in these ways poses problems. If reason
is that which is abandoned in the descent toward unreason, how can it
also function as that which provides the framework of this descent
itself? If it is the goal to which the process of history leads, how then
can it function as the force that drives this process along? Hegel would
certainly have objected to allowing these facets of reason to lie next to
one another, as Orr left them. If Orr was to retain his purely negative
use of dialectic, however, he could not draw these strands together in a
universal rational process. The descent from reason to unreason could
not be thought of as a constitutive part of the odyssey of reason
leading to Christ. 36
If reason is a universal force guiding the historical process
towards Christ, however, would there not be an inclination to view the
dialectic, itself part of the historical process, as making a positive contribution, and not only as providing a sign of the abandonment of
reason for unreason? Understanding experience in the light of the
postulate of sin and disorder would allow one to ascribe an exclusively
negative meaning to dialectic, interpreting it as the result of a sinful rejection of the God-man. If one does this, however, can he think of the
ascent to Christ as a tendency of universal human reason?
Another related question arises concerning Orr's view of history.
Orr must think of history as that in which everything is driven to extremes—a "reason" in history. It might be argued, on the contrary,
that history is a great leveler." The exalted ideals of men and women,
their exalted personal ideals, are dissipated by the need to adjust to the
historical situation, where compromise appears to be the rule rather
than the exception, if one is to be effective and is not to isolate
himself, depriving himself of historical power. Observations along
this line were important, at least, for Hegel's philosophy of history. 38
In any case, it may be questioned that history, as by an inner law,
brings everything to its purest expression.
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To retain the force of Orr's apologetical reasoning, however, it is
not necessary to make history carry the entire burden, making it
display a kind of dialectical structure that is untrue to the actual
course of events. We may view history within the broader context of
God's creation, where it holds true that if you lose the handle on the
true transcendence point, you are unable to see the cosmos in its true
origin, its integrality, its coherence. You are bound to set up one
aspect of the cosmos against another, making it impossible to
establish the proper reference points to carry out your survey operation successfully."
One might argue, in fact, that placing the entire burden on the
historical process is itself one-sided. It is a consequence of isolating
one aspect of the created order of reality at the expense of others. °
We should attempt to place James Orr's apologetical insight, his
negative use of dialectic, within a broader context. We observe that it
is not only history but all of our experience that is dependent upon the
light of God's revelation if we are not to fall into insoluble problems.
We must see all of our experience in God's light if we are to gain a
proper boundary idea and are not to fall into meaninglessness. But
this observation leads us to take a closer look at Orr's view of the relationship between reason and revelation.
It is certain that James Orr gave an important place to reason. It
is reason that we observe at work in the history of mankind, leading it
ever higher, to ever higher insights.° What, then, of revelation? Orr's
view of reason led him to make statements that differed very little
from those of his predecessors. The Hebrew-Christian religion, which
Orr regarded as the true one, taught for ages that God is one, an
ethical and personal being with whom man has personal fellowship.
These are insights which reason through the ages had slowly been approaching, moving ahead, often with short and uncertain steps, but
always advancing towards the truth. 42 Because of his view of reason,
Orr did not always escape, therefore, the deistic notion that revelation
presents earlier and to a wider audience that which reason of itself is
able to discover 43
Important to Orr's position as a whole is his view that reason at
its apogee, at its high point, always rises above itself toward the infinite. ° At the high point of reason there is the union of the finite and
the infinite, the human and the divine.° This unity is manifested in
Jesus Christ. ° Indeed, for James Orr, Christ becomes the one towards
whom reason leads, the one who is the embodiment of reason at its
highest point of development. According to Orr, it was the great ser-
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vice of Idealism to point out the affinity between the divine and the
human, something that Christianity had already long proclaimed in its
message concerning Jesus Christ." Because of his view of reason, Orr
comes to think of Christ as the goal of a universal tendency in history
towards participation in the divine. This contrasts with his own
tendency to interpret all of experience in the light of Christian presuppositions.
His manner of thinking unfortunately allowed Orr to employ that
kind of "foot-in-the-door" reasoning that we discover in earlier
apologetes. You are familiar with the image of the door-to-door
salesman, who first tries to get his foot in the door and then to get
completely inside the house. Like many of his predecessors, Orr
thought that if he could induce his opponent to go a certain distance
with him, that opponent might well find it congenial to proceed yet
further. A case in point is his refutation of the thought of a leading
agnostic of his day, Herbert Spencer (1820-1903). Spencer, he reports,
taught not only that we do not know God (ignoramus) but that,
because of the intrinsic limitations of the mind, we cannot know him
(ignorabimus). Inconsistent with his own agnosticism, Orr retorts,
Spencer admits that there is an absolute, of which everyone is aware.
If Spencer is inclined to proceed this far, what is to prevent him from
proceeding further? It is, furthermore, only a step from thinking of
the absolute as a being (ontologlcal) to thinking of it as ethical will,
and indeed only another step to thinking of it as personal identity "s
All this parallels the upward course of reason, from being, to the
ethical idea, to personality (spirit) as the fusion of the divine and the
human:"
From the perspective we have gained, we may shed some light on
Orr's argument from history. If one abandons the Christ, he abandons the One in whom is manifested the openness of the human to the
divine, the God-man. If one then replaces that with humanism, namely, with the idea of man on his own, closed off hermetically from the
divine, he is bound to go on from there to agnosticism and despair.
What we have pointed out concerning Orr's view of reason must
affect our evaluation of his position. In spite of his presuppositional
approach, Orr employed neutral ideas of reason which then supposedly became Christian ideas as they were extended to infinity.
In this connection I very often refer to Orr's definition of sin.
One of his postulates, you will remember, was that of the sin and
disorder in the world. What, then, does he understand by sin? For
James Orr, sin is that which absolutely ought not to be." Thus, by
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reason, we are able to obtain an idea of what is good, just as we can
advance to the idea of God as an ethical being. We are able to arrive at
the idea of sin when we have extended this ethical idea to infinity, as
the expression of what ought to be absolutely or unconditionally.' Sin
is the transgression of this ultimate norm. It is what absolutely, or unconditionally, ought not to be.
We have commended Orr for having attempted to erect an
apologetic upon a Christian foundation. One ought to defend the
Christian faith without taking a position outside of that faith. This is,
at least, the tendency we observed in Orr's thinking. We also commended him for having developed a method in harmony with this
idea, namely, what we have called a "negative use of dialectic."
Because of his acceptance of a philosophy of human reason, however,
we discerned a tendency in his thinking to miss opportunities offered
by his better insights.
If he was to be true to his radical Christian intentions, Orr should
not have thought of God's revelation as a vanguard after which reason
marches, slowly perhaps and with stops and starts, but with sure
progress toward the truths that revelation has broadcast earlier and to
a wider audience. The relation to God and his revelation should not
have been viewed as the capstone of a self-transcending
reason ; instead, every idea should have been examined
as to what was already at work in it, as to the fundamental religious
antithesis underlying it I.
The latter approach requires that one explore in depth, that he
penetrate beneath the surface of an idea, even one that might give the
impression of being neutral, valid apart from the truth of the Christian faith.
Orr pointed in this direction when he explored the idea of the
boundary. What idea of the boundary, of the relation of the Creator
to the creature, is at work already in any view that confronts us? In his
thinking, has one in reality transgressed this boundary, attempting to
set something created in the place of God? As presuppositional
apologists have pointed out, this is the pattern of human apostasy
described by the apostle Paul in the first chapter of Romans.
Let me conclude by summarizing some of the consequences for
apologetics of taking a position such as the one I have associated with
James Orr's better insights. I speak negatively and then positively:
1. Faced with an apologetical situation, we do not first seek to
establish contact with another and then seek to move in our thinking
toward the Christian faith. We inquire, on the contrary, as to what is
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already at work in any position, including our own. That is to say, we
inquire as to the presuppositions that are already at work.
2. Faced with any apologetical situation, we do not look for a
common ground with an opponent. We understand that those who
object to the Christian faith are themselves impelled by a faith and
that this faith is based upon a religious commitment.
3. Faced with any apologetical situation, we do not stop short of
pointing out this ultimate commitment. We penetrate, spiraling down
to the religious motivation, in order to show that what is at work is a
basic antithesis.
4. Faced with any apologetical situation, we do not only point to
contradictions in another's thinking. We attempt to show that it is
only by proceeding religiously according to the Biblical message that
one can lay hold of the true transcendence standpoint and that one can
obtain a view of the boundary from which God's creation, including
man, can be seen as to its true origin, its true unity, and the true relationships of its aspects.
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JOHN H. GERSTNER

Augustine on
Irresistible Grace

". . . for them that were weak He reserved His own gift whereby
they should most irresistibly will what is good, and most irresistibly refuse to forsake it."

Introduction
The irresistibility of grace was opposed by the Roman Catholic
Church at the time of the Reformation "with greater vehemence than
any other doctrine."' In so doing it considered itself faithful to the official dogma of the Middle Ages, especially defined at the Second
Synod of Orange in 529. It is true that at that Synod the church had
felt herself faithful to Augustine against the encroachments of
Semipelagianism, many of its statements being taken directly from
Augustine's works. The Synod had indeed achieved a Semiaugustinianism at least against the Semipelagian pressures that were
ultimately to conquer during the rest of the medieval period? But in
denying the irresistibility of grace, Orange fell short of the great doctor of grace, Augustine. 3
Bettenson observes that Orange anathematized "predestination
to evil (which A. did not explicitly teach, though it seems implicit in
much of his doctrine and was emphasized by many of his
followers)."4 As we shall later show, Augustine did indeed teach
predestination to evil. This is one of the reasons for contending that he
taught the irresistibility of grace.
135
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There is no doubt that Orange II denied the irresistibility of
grace. The question is whether it learned that from Augustine. Loofs
does not think so. He finds Catholicism unable to take or leave
Augustine so that it took the name and left the saint. 5 Louis Berkhof
maintains that Orange II "vindicated a modified Augustinianism," 6
though noting that "the irresistible grace of predestination was supplanted by that of the sacramental grace of baptism"' and that
Semipelagianism gradually conquered Semiaugustinianism in the
church.
We agree with Loofs, but Portalié argues strenuously against
him. We feel that Portalié must be answered. But first he must be
heard.
Portalie develops three Augustinian principles that bear on our
inquiry. First, against Pelagius, Augustine insisted on the "absolute
sovereignty of God over the will." 8 But second, the freedom of
choice, even under grace, was carefully safeguarded. Third, Augustine
reconciled this paradox of sovereignty and freedom.
God's absolute sovereignty in Augustine, Portalié absolutely
establishes, but it is his second point, how Augustine safeguards free
will, which concerns us. Portalie is impressive because he not only
knows Augustine so well but acknowledges the saint's
predestinarianism to a great degree. He even admits that Augustine's
foreknowledge amounts to predestination, citing De dono perseverantiae: "For the disposition of future works in His foreknowledge,
which cannot be deceived or changed, is absolute and nothing but
predestination." 9 Consequently, it is with force that this conclusion
comes: "Now Augustine always proclaims that this preparation'°
leaves the soul master of its destiny, at the same time assuring its consent: 'Not because it is not in the choice of man's free will to believe or
not to believe, but because in the elect the will is prepared by God.'
Thus even after this preparation the will can refuse . . . ." 11 Needless
to note, it is not Augustine who says that the will "can refuse," but
Portalié, who is confident that Augustine infers it. Portalié's reasoning here is that Augustine never retracted the self-determination of the
will and none of his later works deny it. Portalié grants that Augustine
sees God as having power to direct the choice, however. 12
It is strange that Portalié does not see that the problem is with
him, and not with Augustine. Augustine sees no problem between
divine sovereignty and responsibility, though the choice is determined.
The Jesuit scholar even sees that Augustine sees no problem, for
Por-talie'shdpnowAugstinercoladfe
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will. First, Portalié observes, Augustine's will never determines itself
without a motive; second, God controls the motives which come into
the mind; and, third, God knows what the will will choose or reject.
So God's determination is by means of the choice of motives.
Jonathan Edwards could not have said it better and Aurelius
Augustinus did not say it differently, but Portalié does not seem to get
the point, though his church surely did. The Roman Catholic Church
never accepted this doctrine, Portalié admits, but the doctrine is not
fatalistic, he insists.
Our critique of this formidable attack on Augustine's irresistibility doctrine seems quite obvious. What kind of doctrine is a selfdetermination of a will which is determined by motives? And if the
soul is determined by the motives, how can it not be determined by
them; that is, how can it reject what it chooses? How can it resist what
it does not resist? And why does Portalié not notice that it is he—and
not Augustine—who denies irresistibility? And how can God control
and yet be resisted? All three of Portalié's points are well taken: for
Augustine, God is absolutely sovereign; for Augustine, the will truly
wills; and for Augustine, God carries out his sovereignty over the will
by control of motives. One fears that some hidden agenda controls
Portalié and the Roman Catholic Church here. Only, it is not so hidden. They are concerned that men not be reduced to machines (as they
suppose would be the case were irresistibility true). Their last bastion
of refuge from that danger, with an Augustine on their hands, is to
hang in there for resistibility of the human will even though, as Loofs
rightly claims, this is tantamount to rejecting St. Augustine.
We will present arguments showing that Augustine did maintain
irresistibility. The proofs are ten in number. First, the Bible explicitly
teaches the doctrine. Second, the nature of the will requires it. Third,
the divine omnipotence, fourth, predestination, and, fifth,
foreknowledge unmistakably imply irresistibility. Sixth, operative
grace, seventh, baptismal regeneration, and, eighth, conversion itself
cannot be understood apart from this doctrine. Ninth, the
perseverance of the elect could not certainly occur if there were no
such grace. Finally, Augustine declares it blasphemous to deny this
doctrine.

1. The Bible explicitly teaches the doctrine
We are usually more interested in the way Augustine interprets
the Bible than the mere texts he cites. Nevertheless, for Augustine the
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Bible was the only ultimate authority, and when he cites proof texts,
these texts as cited are assumed to prove. In this manner he appeals to
Biblical authority throughout his writings. For the sake of convenience we will present one long, typical statement from his Against
Two Letters of the Pelagians," which is a veritable anthology of texts
on our subject. We will let it suffice as characteristic of other works.
In the next chapter he interprets these texts to show that "From such
Scriptures grace is proved to be gratuitous and effectual."
"For that very pride has so stopped the ears of their heart that they
do not hear. "For what hast thou that thou hast not received?" They
do not hear, "Without me ye can do nothing;" they do not hear,
"Love is of God;" they do not hear, "God hath dealt the measure of
faith;"they do not hear, "The Spirit breatheth where it will," and,
"They who are led by the Spirit of God, they are the sons of God;"
they do not hear, "No one can come unto me, unless it were given him
of my Father;" they do not hear what Esdras writes, "Blessed is the
Lord of our fathers, who hath put into the heart of the king to glorify
His house which is in Jerusalem;" they do not hear what the Lord says
by Jeremiah. "And I will put my fear into their heart, that they depart
not from me; and I will visit them to make them good;" and especially
that word by Ezekiel the prophet, where God fully shows that He is induced by no good deservings of men to make them good, that is,
obedient to His commands, but rather that He repays to them good for
evil, by doing this for His own sake, and not for theirs. For He says,
"These things saith the Lord God: I do not this for your sakes, 0 house
of Israel, but for mine own holy name's sake, which has been profaned
among the nations, whither ye have gone in there; and I will sanctify
my great name, which has been profaned among the nations, and
which ye have profaned in the midst of them; and the nations shall
know that I am the Lord, saith Adonai the Lord, when I shall be sanctified among you before their eyes. And I will take you from among the
nations, and gather you together out of all lands, and will bring you
into your own land. And I will sprinkle upon you clean water, and ye
shall be cleansed from all your filthiness, and I will cleanse you. And I
will give unto you a new heart, and a new spirit will I put within you:
and the stony heart shall be taken away out of your flesh, and I will
give you a heart of flesh. And I will put my Spirit within you, and will
cause you to walk in my righteousness, and to observe my judgments,
and do them."

2. The nature of the will requires it
If the will is not a distinct faculty and is literally identified with
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the affections, then the irresistibility of grace is obvious in Augustine.
This is a highly debatable point—though the irresistibility issue by no
means rests on it—but if Augustine is ultimately deterministic, it will
follow that he is deterministic here; that is, if the affections determine
the will because the affections are the will, then the will is as the affections certainly, determinedly, irresistibly so. If the will is the affection,
as the affection so is the will. If the will is not a separate power able to
choose other than it is affectionately inclined to do, then it chooses as
it is inclined, as it feels. This would be the natural, the inevitable, the
irresistible thing to choose, though the very terms inevitable and irresistible are strange when applied to what is utterly natural.
In his greatest work the will is the affection:14
But the character of the human will is of moment; because, if it is
wrong, these motions of the soul will be wrong, but if it is right, they
will be not merely blameless, but even praiseworthy. For the will is in
them all; yea, none of them is anything else than will. For what are
desire and joy but a volition of consent to the things we wish? And
what are fear and sadness but a volition of aversion from the things
which we do not wish? But when consent takes the form of seeking to
possess the things we wish, this is called desire; and when consent takes
the form of enjoying the things we wish, this is called joy. In like
manner, when we turn with aversion from that which we do not wish to
happen, this volition is termed fear; and when we turn away from that
which has happened against our will, this act of will is called sorrow.
And generally in respect of all that we seek or shun, as a man's will is
attracted or repelled, so it is changed and turned into these different
affections. Wherefore the man who lives according to God, and not
according to man, ought to be a lover of good, and therefore a hater of
evil. And since no one is evil by nature, but whoever is evil is evil by
vice, he who lives according to God ought to cherish towards evil men a
perfect hatred, so that he shall neither hate the man because of his
vice, nor love the vice because of the man, but hate the vice and love the
man. For the vice being cursed, all that ought to be loved, and nothing
that ought to be hated, will remain.

In itself the will is a media vis, intermediate good, potentially
capable of good or evil, depending on the person who uses it. It is an
expression of the man, whether before or after the fall, in this world
or in the next. The difference is always and only in the person himself.
Where his affections are, there he is and his will with him. The will
does not denote part of the psuche; "rather it is the human psuche in
its role as a moral agent," says Rist, citing Augustine's interpretation
of Luke 2:14: "men of good will as meaning goodness of the will."15
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Nevertheless, Rist tries to hold out against irresistibility.
Although he clearly recognizes that the will is nothing but the man, he
yet fancies that the man can resist the man. While one wonders what is
pulling this thinker out of his own orbit, the answer comes a little
later. "How can we be held responsible for our sins," he asks, "if we
are slaves of sin and have no freedom whatsoever in the sense of
autonomy, no ability to act of our own accord in the direction of
escaping from the necessity of being evil?" Augustine's point is
precisely that we do have all the freedom we want, all the autonomy
we desire. Our choice of sin is free as well as responsible because it is
our choice—the choice of our depraved natures, which we love. What
Rist wants is precisely what an irresistible grace alone can give, for this
is a change of the person who loves his sin into one who hates it. His
bondage is of his own willing; he must be delivered from himself, as it
were. The question is: "How can we be held responsible for our sins if
we are slaves of sin and have no freedom whatsoever in the sense of
autonomy, no ability to act of our own accord in the direction of
escaping from the necessity of being evil?" The answer is: we can be
held responsible for our sins if we are slaves of sin because we choose
to be slaves of sin. We have no violation of our freedom whatsoever in
the sense of autonomy because we do have complete freedom and absolute autonomy in choosing to be slaves of sin. We have no ability to
act of our own account in the direction of escaping from the necessity
of being evil because it is of our own accord that we do not escape
from this "necessity" of being evil.

3. The divine omnipotence implies irresistible grace
As Portalie stresses, for Augustine the divine sovereignty was absolute.17 How, then, could the weak, non-will of fallen man stand
against him? Or, if it is said, "It was the renewed will which stood
against him," why would a renewed will stand against its Renewer?
See how Augustine handles the locus classicus of the sovereignty
of the human will, Matthew 23:37 ("How often would I have gathered
thy children together, as a hen gathers her young, but thou wouldst
not! "). Of course, this did not mean that the wills of the "chicks"
were against coming to the call of mother hen—as if "when the
weakest stood in the way with their want of will, the will of the
strongest could not be carried out." If the will of the chickens cannot
resist the call of their mother, how can the will of the weakest sinners
resist the call of their God? What, then, was the meaning of Christ's
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observations? It was not the chickens, says Augustine, but their
owners who were the problem. "Jerusalem was not willing that her
children should be gathered together, but even though she was unwilling, He gathereth together as many of her children as He
wished . . ." It never crossed the mind of the African that little baby
chicks would ever resist the will of the Great Hen of Heaven.
Another classic text often thought to frustrate the divine will is
I Timothy 2:4: "who wishes all men to be saved." Augustine shows
that it is not those whom God wills to save who are unwilling but interpreters who do not rightly divide the word of truth who err. This text
does not teach that God is not willing to permit some to perish—"not
that there is no man whose salvation He does not will"20—but that
there is no one class of mankind which is not included in divine electing grace. After surveying the context of this Scripture, which alludes
to all classes of people, beginning with kings, Augustine shows that it
is that kind of universality to which the text refers. This leads him to
point out that this is no uncommon use of "all" in the Bible. The
statement of John 1:9 that Christ "lighteth every man" does not mean
that every man is enlightened but that every man who is enlightened at
all is enlightened by Christ. Likewise, and even more obviously, when
Scripture says that the Pharisees tithed "every herb," it does not mean
each individual plant but all varieties of herb. 2 1
God is able to convert opposing wills. The very titles of chapters
29 and 30 of On Grace and Free Will tell the story: "God is able to
convert opposing wills, and to take away from the heart its hardness";
"the grace by which the stony heart is removed is not preceded by
good deserts but by evil ones." But chapter 31 comes right to our
point: "Free will has its function in the heart's conversion; but grace
too has its."
Lest, however, it should be thought that men themselves in this matter do nothing by free will, it is said in the Psalm, "Harden not your
hearts;" and in Ezekiel himself, "Cast away from you all your transgressions, which ye have impiously committed against me; and make
you a new heart and a new spirit; and keep all my commandments. For
why will ye die, 0 house of Israel, saith the Lord? for I have no pleasure in the death of him that dieth, saith the Lord God: and turn ye,
and live." We should remember that it is He who says, "Turn ye and
live," to whom it is said in prayer, "Turn us again, 0 God." We
should remember that He says, "Cast away from you all your transgressions," when it is even He who justifies the ungodly. We should
remember that He says, "Make you a new heart and a new spirit," who
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also promises, "I will give you a new heart, and a new spirit will I put
within you." How is it, then, that He who says, "Make you," also
says, "I will give you"? Why does He command, if He is to give? Why
does He give if man is to make, except it be that He gives what He
commands when He helps him to obey whom He commands? There is,
however, always within us a free will,—but it is not always good, for it
is either free from righteousness when it serves sin,—and then it is evil,
—or else it is free from sin when it serves righteousness,—and then it
is good. But the grace of God is always good; and by it it comes to pass
that a man is of a good will, though he was before of an evil one . 23

The chapters that follow later are just as vital to our theme ("God
does whatsoever He wills in the hearts of even wicked men" 24 and
"God operates on men's hearts to incline their wills whithersoever He
pleases").25 Thus, through Esther God changed the king's hostile
will. 26
How, then, can man oppose God's will anywhere, least of all
where his will, being renewed, is to will God's will?27 It must never be
forgotten in this discussion that we are dealing with irresistible grace
with reference to the human will. If grace is shown to be irresistible in
general, it must apply with special re!evance to the human will and
most of all in the salvation of the human will.

4. Predestination implies irresistible grace
Augustine did more than affirm divine foreknowledge and infer
predestination. He taught predestination as well. Indeed, his very doctrine of foreknowledge amounted to predestination, as he himself
says: "for the ordering of His future works in His foreknowledge,
which cannot be deceived or changed, is absolute, and is nothing but,
predestination."' His "ordering in His foreknowledge" seems more
than mere foreknowledge. When foreknowledge becomes foreordering, it is indeed foreordination or predestination. Apparently they
were essentially the same in Augustine's mind—at least for all practical purposes.
There is no question that Augustine taught predestination; the
only question is how soon. When this doctrine was does not mean so
much as what it was; but, even here, the evidence favors the early
date, though he stressed predestination more as the years passed (and
Pelagianism didn't). Still, that is all that Pelagianism did account
for—not the doctrine, but the stress on it. Loofs is right again: it is all
in On Various Questions for Simplicianus. 29 As Augustine wrote in the
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Retractations: "I have tried hard to maintain the free choice of the
human will, but the grace of God prevailed. Not otherwise could I
reach the understanding that the apostle speaks with absolute truth
when he says, 'Who made thee to differ . . . "
In the treatment of Romans 9:10-29, he establishes his doctrine of
predestination absolutely. First showing that grace brings works, and
not works faith, he then shows (ch. 5) that grace brings faith, not faith
grace. If it is asked, "Did God foresee that Jacob (not Esau) would
believe?" Augustine answers: "He could equally well have foreseen
that he would do good works."" No, "if the reason for its not being
of works was that they were not yet born, that applies also to
faith . ."
If there remains any doubt about Augustine's doctrine, The
Predestination of the Saints31 puts it to rest forever. It is not inappropriate that this should be virtually Augustine's last major work. It
all began there, for Augustine is the first great articulator of this
teaching after Paul, and what could be more appropriate than that he
should be writing about this eternal foundation of the City of God
when the City of Man was almost at the gates of Hippo? This was,
however, no oversight or last-minute postscript but, as Harnack, no
friend of this doctrine, aptly comments: "It is in the bark formed that
faith has grown, just as it is not in the material of the stem, but at its
circumference, where stem and bark meet, that the sap of the plant
flows. Strip the tree, and it will wither! Therefore it is well-meant, but
foolish, to suppose that Augustine would have done better to have
given forth his teaching without the doctrine of predestination." 32
In spite of Augustine's indisputable teaching of predestination,
how he conceived of it is crucial to our inquiry. That is, if he did not
see it as pertaining to evil deeds, this could constitute a double jeopardy for the irresistibility doctrine. Resistance to grace would be evil, of
course, and predestination, therefore, would not pertain to evil
choices. If irresistibility is itself evil (supposedly, a reducing of man to
machine), then it would not fall within the predestination of God
either. In a certain sense, God's predestination would control neither
resistance to grace nor non-resistance (irresistibility) because both
would be evils—one by man and the other by God Himself, ex
hypothesi. Predestination would be irrelevant, proving nothing directly about the irresistibility or resistibility of divine grace. Thus at the
Council of Valence (855) the fathers decided "that in the wicked He
foresaw the wickedness because it comes from them; and does not
predestinate it, because it does not come from Him." 33 This was vir-
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tually a quotation from Augustine. It is not surprising that these
fathers could not get beyond statements like that. Augustine meant
that God did not predestinate evil in the sense of producing it; he did
not mean that He did not predestinate it in the sense of ordaining it
permissively. Augustine, single predestinarian that he was, believed in
the double decree. God as deliberately chose to let some perish as He
chose not to let others. One decision was no more final or any more a
decree than the other. As he says: "it would not be done did He not
permit it (and of course His permission is not unwilling, but willing);
nor would a Good Being permit evil to be done only that in His omnipotence He can turn evil into good.' Although the way that God
carries out one decree is different from the way in which He carries
out the other, there is no difference at all in the fact that He carries out
both of them. He has decreed that some perish as truly as He decreed
that others be saved.
This is the all-important issue with respect to the matter of the irresistibility of grace. If God has decreed (predestinated) all human actions that come to pass, He has decreed that some infallibly
(therefore, irresistibly) be saved by free will and that others infallibly
be lost by free will.

5. Foreknowledge implies irresistible grace
Augustine taught divine foreknowledge, and that raised a
problem for his friend Evodius in The Free Choice of the Will.'
I have a deep desire to know how it can be that God knows all things
beforehand and that, nevertheless, we do not sin by necessity . . . .
Since God knew that man would sin, that which God foreknew must
necessarily come to pass. How then is the will free when there is apparently this unavoidable necessity? 36
The problem was: How could God foreknow man's sin without
making it necessary and therefore not a sin? This is a problem to
which Augustine devotes himself here and in many other works. But
there is one problem that does not arise. That is, if God's knowledge is
certain, can man resist what God knows will happen? That question
cannot arise. Obviously, if God has certain knowledge, it is certain
that man will not resist so as to make that knowledge false. This seems
obvious enough, but so many are aroused by Evodius's problem (how
can sin be necessary and culpable?) that they do not notice what is
taken for granted by Evodius and Augustine, namely, that God's om-
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Augustine . 4 "If we say that it is not the gift of God, we must then incur the fear of supposing that we have discovered some answer to the
apostle's reproachful appeal: 'What hast thou that thou didst not
receive? Now, if thou didst receive it, why dost thou glory, as if thou
hadst not received it?' " It is an intermediate power itself, and the
good will must come from God. 49 A freed will is a new creation. Grace
does not only enable us to do what we will but to will.' God, for example, gave Adam "help without which he could not continue therein
if he would; but that he should will, He left in his free will.s 51 Adam
could have stood by his free will,' but he did not, though he would
have done so had he been given efficacious grace. "The aid without
which a thing does not come to pass and the aid with which a thing
comes to pass" (adjutorium sine qua non and adjutorium quo) are
differentiated in chapter 34.
Even the desire of the good is itself a gift." God causes the desire.
"If without God's grace the desire of good begins with ourselves,
merit itself will have begun—to which, as if of debt, comes to
assistance of grace; and thus God's grace will not be bestowed freely,
but will be given according to our merit. But that He might furnish a
reply to the future Pelagius, the Lord does not say, 'Without me it is
with difficulty that ye can do anything'; but he says, 'without me ye
can do nothing . . . .' For when the Lord says, 'Without me ye can do
nothing,' in this one word He comprehends both the beginning and
the ending." Before the chapter is over, Augustine has shown that the
saint does not even "think" anything good of himself.' Three
chapters later the finishing touch comes: "Man does no good thing
which God does not cause him to do.""
Yet how does all of this divine activity in operative grace remove
a final human veto? Theoretically man can still say no to all that God
was doing. But how could God give this gift, create the desire, renew
the person, incline the soul, all to produce faith, only to have the endproduct an act of anti-faith? To be sure, Augustine did not say expressly that all veto power is removed." Presumably he did not need
to say so. After all this divine build-up, what other response was possible? The Mountain labors and brings forth not even a mouse? We cannot help saying at this point that such a notion would indeed seem
blasphemous to the Bishop of Hippo, if not absurd.

7. Baptismal regeneration spells irresistible grace
If baptismal regeneration occurs—as Augustine taught in almost
all he wrote concerning salvation57—then irresistible grace must follow
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irresistibly. There are two mysteries: first, that any church could teach
one and not the other, and the even greater mystery that anyone could
think that Augustine taught one and not the other. Any veto power exercised by a regenerated soul would have to be a veto of what it just
voted for. It could not conceivably vote against the grace (the grace
having already been introduced into the soul regenerated through baptism), but only against itself. That is, the soul could not veto grace by
its own acceptance of grace. It must have voted "yes"—in other
words, before it voted, "no." This would not be a veto but a motion
to rescind. The grace was resisted, but only after it had been irresistibly accepted.
Augustine teaches the baptismal regeneration of absolutely any
who are baptized and the non-regeneration of any who are not baptized. The infants of the baptized who are not themselves baptized
must be lost while reprobates, such as Simon Magus, were born again
by water. "For the Church had herself given birth to Simon Magus
through the sacrament of baptism; and yet it was declared to him that
he had no part in the inheritance of Christ. Did he lack anything in
respect of baptism, of the gospel, of the sacraments? But in that he
wanted charity, he was born in vain; and, perhaps, it had been well for
him that he had never been born at all.' 58
Thus, though some instantly reject what they have an instant
before accepted, they were first changed by the laver of regeneration.
In the words of Warfield, ". . . in all its operations alike, just because
it is power from on high and the living spring of new and re-created
life, it is irresistible and indefectible.""
The uniqueness of Augustine's doctrine may be much of the
cause for debate on irresistible grace. Unlike the general Reformed
tradition, which teaches that if you have it (irresistible grace) you
never lose it and if you lose it you never had it, the reformed
Augustine believed only that if you had election you would not
ultimately lose grace but ultimately persevere in it. So there are two
points at which Augustine teaches the irresistibility of grace: first,
when one is regenerated, and, second, when the elect die.
8. Conversion itself is irresistible
Our present topic deals not so much with the doctrinal theory as
with the way the theory is carried out in actual conversion. This is the
laboratory aspect of the principle which will show that in the souls of
men no less than in the pages of Holy Writ grace is irresistible.
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It is, after all, grace that actually establishes a true freedom of the
will or freed will 6 0 Free will has no power of itself alone to come to
God; for that, grace is necessary. But grace is also adequate to free the
will, and when it comes it frees. This good will comes from God, 61 and
when it comes, men come 'running."
In the process of describing this freedom in Christ, Augustine
says of the saints that, having been set free, "they have a free power of
choice, by which they serve God, and are not prisoners of the devil.'
His work On Free Choice of the Will attributes this to all men. Here
"free power of choice" is the possession of saints and refers to their
ability to serve God. If there is a verbal confusion here in locating free
will in sinners and saints alike in On Free Choice of the Will and in
saints only in Admonition and Grace, the confusion is easily
penetrated. Augustine would say that all men have free will, but that
only saints have a free will to serve God. Sinners have a free will only
to serve Satan. The service of God is liberty and the service of Satan is
bondage, but each is freely served or served by a free will.

9. Perseverance of the elect demonstrates irresistible grace
If predestination proves the irresistibility of grace, perseverance
shows how it is communicated to the elect. If the eternal election of
some to everlasting life proves that they will not refuse to live forever,
perseverance shows that that irresistible decision will be made in this
life. If there is a gift of perseverance, it can only mean that the elect
will persevere in grace, and that means equally certainly that they will
not resist it. If grace is not irresistible, perseverance is not certain. If
perseverance is certain, irresistibility can be no less so.
On the Gift of Perseverance was the very last great work of
Augustine, as if his own persevering to the end was an illustration of
what he wrote throughout his years. It begins with the interesting,
though unconvincing, remark that if perseverance was obtained
through prayer, it could not be lost by obstinacy.64 Of course there are
many things which are received by prayer that are lost by obstinacy,
including saving grace in many instances (according to Augustine).
What he apparently means here is that so long as the saint is praying
he is not perishing. If perseverance is by prayer, it will not be lost by
obstinacy, indeed, because a praying person is not a resisting person
but a believing person. This is a tricky point, but it cannot be denied
that it is a genuine application to perseverance as to no other aspect of
salvation. Persevering prayer precludes perishing.
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This also establishes irresistibility, irresistibly; for if a person is
persevering in prayer, he is irresistibly drawn thereto. The Contra
Gaudentium65 stresses the same aspect. The Enchiridion illustration of
Jacob and Esau is especially appropriate: "He who says, 'I will have
mercy on whom I will have mercy,' loved Jacob of his undeserved
grace, and hated Esau of his deserved judgment. And as this judgment
was due to both, the former learnt from the case of the latter that the
fact of the same punishment not falling upon himself gave him no
room for glory in any merit of his own, but only in riches of the divine
grace; because it is not in him that willeth, nor of him that runneth,
but of God that showeth mercy. And indeed the whole face, and, if I
may use the expression, every lineament of the countenance of Scripture conveys by a very profound analogy this wholesome warning to
everyone who looks carefully into it, that he who glories should glory
in the Lord.""
Suarez attempted to avoid the inevitable argument for irresistible
grace found in Augustine's perseverance doctrine, but J. P. Baltzer
has shown its futility. 67 More recently, Sister Mary A. Lesousky has
attempted the same thing, no more successfully. In fact, she (citing F.
Cayré, La contemplation augustienne) has even tried to take the
"pessimism" out of Augustine. "In another work by this same
author, who has deep understanding of Augustine, there is an
enlightening statement: 'The insistence with which Augustine has emphasized the weakness of fallen man has been called pessimism. It is
necessary to realize that many of his assertions, inspired by the love of
refuting the proud Pelagian who opposed him, are excessive and even
erroneous if taken literally; but we cannot see pessimism (in his
teaching, at least in the moral sense) . . . . The doctrine of Augustine
has nothing depressing—far from it—if one does not isolate certain
particular propositions, important in other respects, from the whole
of his teaching, and if one gives, in a particular way to the doctrine of
wisdom the complete part it held for him in the actual order of
humanity, fallen assuredly, but redeemed and redeemed by a Godman.' " 68 We cannot help wondering, knowing what Augustine said to
the Pelagians who opposed him, what he would say to these modern
Pelagians who "agree" with him!
Augustine himself raises a more difficult problem in a strange
statement in The City of God: "Take two men who are equally disposed in body and soul . . . . If both are tried by the same temptation
and one yields to it . . . while the other perseveres . . . what is the cause
of this if not their own free wills, since both had the same disposition
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of body and soul?" But what was the ultimate explanation? Why did
one succumb? "Was it because his will was a nature, or because it was
made of nothing? We shall find that the latter is the case. For if a
nature is the cause of evil will, what else can we say than that evil
arises from good or that good is the cause of evil? And how can it
come to pass that a nature, good though mutable, should produce any
evil—that is to say, should make the will itself wicked?" 69
This is quite cryptic apropos perseverance, yet the meaning seems
clear. Man's soul is nothing and could fall away at any moment, according to Augustine. Only God preserves it. What makes one man
persevere and another not is that one is preserved and the other is not.
Man, left to himself, would surely resist grace as he resists all good.
Only an irresistible grace can account for perseverance.

10. Denial of irresistibility is blasphemy
. . . who will be so foolish and blasphemous as to say that God
cannot change the evil wills of men, whichever, whenever, and
wheresoever He chooses, and direct them to what is good? But when
He does this, He does it of mercy; when He does it not, it is of justice
that He does it not .
Augustine wants to know "who will be so foolish and
blasphemous as to say that God cannot change the evil wills of men,
whichever, whenever, and wheresoever He chooses." Pelagius was
that f000lish and blasphemous; the Semipelagians were that foolish
and blasphemous; and the Semiaugustinians at Second Orange and
Mayence were that foolish and blasphemous. Trent was that foolish
and blasphemous when it said that "while God touches the heart of
man through the illumination of the Holy Ghost, man himself neither
does absolutely nothing while receiving that inspiration, since he can
also reject it, nor yet is he able by his own free will and without the
grace of God to move himself to justice in His sight." 7 1 And contemporary Roman Catholic doctrine can be so foolish and blasphemous
as to write: "Everyone, however, may be sure of receiving sufficient
grace to obtain his own salvation . . . 72 This is a rejection of irresistible grace with a vengeance. It rejects even the necessity of it.
Men have sufficient grace without it, thank you.
And Second Vatican is most foolish and blasphemous of all. For
this Council, "God is the Father of all men," there being a "universal
design of God for the salvation of the human race."" There are no
references to damnation—the closest approach is the statement that
."
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those who "knowing the Catholic Church was made necessary by God
through Jesus Christ would refuse to enter her or to remain in her
could not be saved." This is almost certainly a benign form of Catch
22. That is, if anyone refuses to be baptized, can he really "know"
that "the Catholic Church was made necessary"? The Eastern Orthodox, Protestants, Jews, Hindus, Buddhists, Moslems, and, indeed,
all men of good will are beneficiaries of the work of Christ, who gave
"His life as a ransom for the many—that is, for all."' "This all holds
true not only for Christians but for all men of good will in whose
hearts grace works in an unseen way. For, since Christ died for all men
and since the ultimate vocation of man is in fact one, and divine, we
ought to believe that the Holy Spirit in a manner known only to God
offers to every man the possibility of being associated with this
paschal mystery.' As usual, Second Vatican tries to appear not to
have abandoned Christianity altogether, by inserting a "possibility of
being associated with this paschal mystery" (italics mine). But where
is the mere possibility if the work of Christ (who died for all) is
beneficial to all and when the grace of God is at work in all? The
Council is talking, though not frankly, about universal grace, far
removed from the doctrine of St. Augustine.

Conclusion
Our conclusion is that Orange H was only Semiaugustinian when
it held out for the resistibility of grace where it held out. It had
departed from Augustine at a point so crucial that it could not be
called Augustinian. It is no surprise that the Middle Ages gradually
moved toward Semipelagianism and that Roman Catholicism at Trent
fell back into Semipelagianism and at Second Vatican fell back into
what amounts to Pelagianism.
As for Augustine, we will say that he is Calvinistic or Augustinian
at the point of regeneration, Roman Catholic on the possibility of a
fall from it, and Calvinistic or Augustinian again on perseverance as it
pertains to the predestinated. In the main, Augustine was an Augustinian on the irresistibility of grace.
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Church and Church Unity

It is a fundamental Scriptural idea with regard to "the church of
God in Christ" (I Thess. 2:14) that it is the body of all believers.'
Through faith believers are incorporated into the body of Christ. The
body of Christ is his church or congregation (Col. 1:18, 24) as, conversely, the church of Christ is also his body (Eph. 1:22, 23). Church
and body of Christ are thus indicative of the same reality.
All Reformed churches have reiterated and emphasized this
Scriptural view in contrast to the Roman Catholic idea. According to
the Catholic idea, the church is a hierarchically ordered institution
concentrated in the Pope. The Reformed churches have confessed
without exception that the one holy catholic apostolic church is
formed by the communion of all believers as they are spread out and
dispersed over the face of the earth. 2
In the Belgic Confession this truth is formulated thus: "We
believe and confess one catholic church which is a holy communion of
all true Christian believers." In the Latin translation of this confession produced at the Synod of Dort, the word all, although quite unnecessary, was specifically added.
In Holy Scripture the word church, or, as one reads it in most
Dutch translations, gemeente, 3 first of all means catholic or universal
church, which includes all believers. This is especially so in Ephesians
and Colossians. But just as frequently the word means the "local" or
"particular" congregation.
159
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The relationship between the universal church and the local congregation is unique. According to Scripture the universal church does
not subdivide into a great number of local churches. But neither is the
former the sum total of all local churches which are spread out over
the world. The uniqueness of this relationship consists in the fact that
every local church also possesses everything that makes a church
church.
Through the Holy Spirit and the inspired Word of God, every
congregation, no less than the universal church, has direct communion with its Lord, the crucified and risen Christ. The congregation,
no less than the universal church, partakes of the salvation which
Christ obtained for his own. To it are also given the full gospel, the
two sacraments, and the office bearers whom Christ will use as office
bearers of the local congregation.
Probably the best way to describe the relationship of the universal
church to the particular church is that a congregation is an expression
of the universal church not in the quantitative sense but in the
qualitative one. Paul addresses his second epistle to the Corinthians to
the church "as it is in Corinth" (II Cor. 1:1). If there were only local
congregations, then that would not diminish their being fully church.'
It is also true that the church reaches its highest and richest expression in the local congregation. According to Scripture, the proclamation of the gospel is the focus of church life. The church is born
and nourished through the preaching, which is its principal task in the
world. This preaching is done first of all in and by the local congregation to its members. But it is also proclaimed to those who do not
know Jesus as well as to those who have estranged themselves from
him. The same goes for the administration of the sacraments, which is
entrusted to the congregation and is performed exclusively in its
midst. Moreover, the prayers and singing of the congregation are
elements of the worship service of the local church as it gathers in one
location. In view of the above, it can be said that the church is best exemplified as church when believers gather as a local congregation
before the pulpit and around the table of the Lord.
That the local church reaches the fullness of its "being church"
comes to expression most clearly when one focuses on the "calling" of
the church. This calling can best be described with the word service. In
the first place service means "to serve God in Christ Jesus."
Moreover, intimately connected with that, it means to serve the
brethren and all those God places as neighbors on the path of the
members of his church. Service is the continuous service of all with
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everything that church is and has through God's grace. Such service
only happens, and can only happen, to people with whom one has
come into personal contact. This means that it can only happen in and
through the local church. All service of the distant neighbor, which
can be realized indirectly by means of missionaries and workers in
development programs, is hypocritical if the service of the local
church of which one is a member is not a concrete reality.
It ought to be unmistakably clear to anyone who has even an
elementary knowledge of Scripture that it is God's will that believers
show forth in deed the unity in Christ which exists among them.
Believers are one "in Christ," but they also have to be one "in fact"
in the practice of life. In addition, the unity of the church means that
the indicative "you are 'in Christ' the one and indivisible church" is
undeniably connected with the imperative "you must now also
become in the concrete reality of life the one and indivisible church." 5
Paul declares with regard to the church: "You are one body, you
receive one Spirit, you are called to one hope, you have one Lord, one
baptism, and one faith, and your God and Father above is with you
and in you all." But especially with regard to this matter, he exhorts
believers of all times patiently to bear with one another in all humility
and gentleness and to strive to maintain the unity of the spirit through
the bond of peace, until all come to oneness of faith and the
knowledge of the Son of God (Eph. 4:1 ff.).
The great seriousness of this apostolic exhortation imposes itself
upon us when we realize that Jesus Christ stakes the matter of his
Kingdom on the one crucial issue of its unity. Just before his crucifixion, did Christ not pray that the Father would give him as a "reward"
for his suffering and death the visible unity of his church?
My prayer is not for them alone. I pray also for those who will believe
in me through their message, that all of them may be one, Father, as
you are in me and I am in you. May they also be in us so that the world
may believe that you have sent me. I have given them the glory that you
gave me, that they may be one as we are one: I in them and you in me.
May they be brought to complete unity to let the world know that you
sent me and have loved them even as you have loved me (John
17:20-23 NIV).

For those who understand how Scripture views the relationship
between the universal church and the local church, it ought to be clear
that the call to believers to implement their unity as given in Christ has
first of all to do with the local church. This, of course, is self-evident,
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for believers meet each other personally and constantly in the same
place. There they are placed by God next to one another, united with
each other, and responsible for each other everyone without exception. If Christ were to write a letter to the congregation of a city or to
the congregation of part of a city or village or region, then this letter
would be directed and sent to the community of all believers who live
there. Therefore, as children of one Father and thus as brothers and
sisters of Jesus Christ, they must first and foremost show themselves
as one congregation and one church in word and deed.
The unity of the local church is thus primary, and unity among
different local churches secondary. This unity can be realized
regionally, in the country, or worldwide. It can be concretized in ecclesiastical meetings such as classes and synods. But can there be true
unity among local churches if believers in one locality refuse to unite?
Has then the idea of unity among local churches not become
hypocritical?
Thus, all efforts to unite believers must first and foremost be
directed to ecclesiastical unity, the unity of the local church, and
secondly to the unity of the national and universal church. Basically it
is hypocritical for Christians to cooperate in every manner, such as in
media, in politics, and in other organizations and even denominations, if they refuse to bring about that one unity which is basic to any
further cooperation. We must begin to realize that it is a sin in God's
eyes for churches which confess the same confession of faith in the
Word of God to continue to exist alongside of—or worse, in enmity
with—each other. At the same time, it is offensive to "those who are
outside." Can we seriously expect the blessing of the Lord if we persist
in this sin? 6
All efforts to establish the Kingdom which the congregation
receives as a task from its Lord, Jesus Christ, must especially be
directed to the unity of his church, for which he prayed. As I have
already said, this concerns in the first place the establishment of the
local church as a community of all believers. But this also concerns
"interchurch" relationships.'
There is something demonic in the fact that particular, historically developed, and therefore historically relative denominations with
their own major assemblies, committees, and other agencies obstruct
this unity or even make it impossible, instead of promoting in every
possible way the unity of the local churches as ordered by God. As
concerns the promotion of this unity, hierarchicalism in whatever
form has been detrimental. Whether this hierarchy is represented by
—
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the Pope or by a major assembly actually makes no difference. By its
very nature, every hierarchy is a human effort to make the national or
global church a powerful organizational unity. But as with every
trespass of God's commandments, hierarchy brings about the opposite of what is intended. Herman Bavinck once wrote a devastating
but thoroughly justified criticism of this destructive evil that recurs
again and again in the church. "The idea of a church hierarchy," he
said, "that wants primarily to unite Christianity has actually
throughout the centuries created divisions and caused splits." The
history of the Roman Catholic Church, the founding of the Dutch
Reformed Church in 1816, and the formation of the Gereformeerde
Kerk are ample proof of the truth of what Bavinck said. All Reformed Christians should furthermore seriously take to heart what
Bavinck goes on to say, namely, that Protestantism denies its own
confession "if it seeks to maintain the unity of Christianity by means
of hierarchical pressure."'
Another fatal barrier to the true unity of the church is found in
the ever-recurring evil of absolutizing one's own denomination. This
evil usually shows itself in camouflaged fashion, but as a result is that
much more dangerous. It reveals itself in the proud pretense that one's
own church is the one and only true church. Sometimes this pretense
goes so far that those who are not members of this only true church
are disqualified as "outsiders." In addition it is even asserted that
there is no community of faith between members of this true church
and Christians outside and that therefore no communion of the saints
can be exercised.
The error of such absolutizing also reveals itself in the hidden effort to expand, consolidate, and obtain influence for one's own
denomination or group. According to this frame of mind, church unity can only be pursued rightly if we see to it that every believer is active
only in his "own church."
An objectionable side-effect of the absolutizing of one's own
denomination is often an unusually sharp and constant criticism of
other denominations. It is a criticism that obviously is motivated to
justify the separate continued existence of one's own denomination
and to consolidate its position internally and externally.
Those who are caught in the grip of this absolutizing have little
understanding of the catholicity of the church and are fundamentally
sectarians and separatists. They do not realize that there is no "church
of our own" that is true church and that a "church of our own" can
easily become "a chapel of Satan's." Such persons to not realize that
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in this world a "church" does not, may not, and can not exist other
than the one and only church of our Lord, Jesus Christ. For a Christian there should be no other desire and prayer than to be and remain
forever a living member of this church.
If we wish to follow Scriptural direction in our effort at church
unity, we must always keep in mind a few matters of decisive
significance. First, the existing institutional church may never be
regarded as normative. Historically formed and developed denominations that are therefore also relative are indeed the starting point of all
ecclesiastical dealings. Of course, one can never begin to undertake
anything except out of the ecclesiastical situation in which one finds
oneself at the outset of this activity. But a starting point differs fundamentally from a norm. Therefore, a starting point may never
become a norm. The norm which constitutes the basis of the quest for
church unity is exclusively that challenge which Christ gave, namely,
that all who are by true faith incorporated in his body should also and
especially be one in the church.
The implication here is that as long as the unity of his body,
coveted by Christ, has not been reached, every believer must regard
his congregation with all its committees and decisions as temporary.'
When somebody wants to perpetuate his church and remain a member
of it no matter what, he makes "his church" an idol. Should ever a
Biblically valid church union occur, then something new emerges, just
as, when two rivers come together and continue to flow between the
same two banks, a new river is formed in which the two rivers merge.
In such a case, ecclesiastical names are of secondary importance.
Furthermore, it is necessary that in the attempt to reach church
unity we neither go back confessionally behind the dogmatic decisions
reached prior to the great Reformation of the sixteenth century nor
regard these as antiquated. In this Reformation the Spirit of God has
lit again the spark of the gospel as it occurred in the beginning of the
Christian church. According to Bavinck, in no confession has "Christianity in its religious, ethical and theological character come into its
own; nowhere is it so deep, so wide, so spacious, so free, and so truly
catholic as in the Reformed churches."1 ° Continuing, Bavinck asserts
in the same vein:
In this confession more than in any other . . . grace is completely
sovereign, more overwhelming than all sin, independent of sex, age,
race, nation, and even the will of man. No other boundary has been put
to the love of the Father, to the grace of the Son, and to the commu-
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nion of the Holy Spirit than that which has been established in the consistently wise and holy counsel of God. No part of life is excluded from
recreation, and no human being need despair for the gospel is given for
all creatures."
The Reformed confessions have always emphasized especially the
wonder of the justification of the sinner by grace alone, on the basis of
the sacrifice of Jesus Christ, as well as the implications of this confession. This justification by grace through faith was always for Luther
the articulus stantis vel cadentis ecclesiae, a truth on which the church
stands or falls. Luther claimed that one could neither add anything to
or subtract anything from this truth even if heaven and earth should
fall: "On this truth everything rests that we teach and show in our life
to pope, devil, and world. Therefore, we have to be absolutely certain
with regard to it and not doubt, lest everything be lost and pope, devil,
and everything that is against us achieve the victory and the right."'
Calvin completely agreed with Luther in this respect. According to Calvin, the justification of the sinner is the heart of the
gospel. If knowledge of it disappears, then according to Calvin the
glory of Christ will become dim, the gospel nullified, the church
destroyed, and the hope of eternal life wiped out. 13
In their confessions the Reformed churches returned to the
"origin," namely, to the gospel as it was preached by Jesus Christ and
the apostles. They wanted to restore the "old image" of the church,
vetusa ecclesia facies,' which meant, above all, believing, confession,
and preaching justification by grace through faith alone: sola gratia,
sola fide.
The great historian, lawyer, statesman, and confessor of the
gospel, Groen van Prinsterer, played a dominant role in the struggle
that occurred during the previous century in the Dutch Reformed
Church, to return it to its true confession and thus to bring to the fore
the true unity of the church. Because the work of this great man in the
Kingdom of God has become better known and more appreciated in
the United States, but above all because his work is very relevant, I
would like to relate something of what he had to say about this subject.
In his continuous labor for the restoration and development of
the Dutch Reformed Church, Groen van Prinsterer had ideas basically
similar to the reformers. He, too, sought this restoration in believing
and confessing the truth of the gospel of Jesus Christ. And, therefore,
he sought to recover the confession of the old "martyr church,"
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which up until that time had professed the gospel. Just as for the
reformers, justification by faith was for Groen van Prinsterer the
dominant element of the Christian religion. Says Groen: "Without the
doctrine of freely given grace, which confesses Jesus Christ as true
God and accepts his death as the true redemption for sin, there cannot
be a Reformed or even a Christian church."'
Moreover, Groen told his fellow believers and opponents, the
church has determined what it believes and confesses as divine truth
not because of its creeds, but according to its creeds. The confessions
are never norms for the church, for only the Word of God can be a
norm; but they can be "prescriptions," "rules," "guidelines" for
preaching and teaching.' The confessions are symbolic writings offering the congregation a guarantee that the faith of the church is
presented—not an arbitrary belief of a preaching or movement—and
that preaching and teaching will be not only from and about but also
according to Scripture. The creeds are guidelines "as application of
the Protestant rule 'the Bible, the whole Bible and nothing but the Bible' to the being and need of every group which bases itself upon the
unity of faith and commitment."
Along with Groen van Prinsterer, believers will in their efforts for
church unity desire "the broad" but also the "clear," the Scriptural
and the confessional use of the creeds of the Reformed churches.'
This is indeed the "God-glorifying confession" that comes from the
heart of those churches that have reformed themselves again (de ge-reformeerde Kerken). Therefore this is its "trademark," its "banner,"
and its point of unity.'
In the attempt to realize the unity of the church, we have to be
deeply convinced that, according to Scripture, it is important to be
ruled by the "mind of Christ." Thus, all involved will become likeminded, having unity of will and effort and conquering selfish ambition and vain conceit (Phil. 2:4). In other words, the concern is
primarily with the crucifying of the flesh with its evil works, such as
feuds, quarrels, jealousy, partiality, dissensions, and the like. And,
conversely, the concern is positively to reveal the fruits of the Spirit,
which consist of love, joy, peace, patience, kindness, goodness,
faithfulness, gentleness, and self-control (Gal. 5:19-23).
In Gereformeerd circles, when dealing with church unity, we have
often put the emphasis upon agreement of doctrine to the neglect of
the above-mentioned apostolic admonition. Furthermore, with doctrine under discussion, the argument was mainly about dogmatic questions. And in this regard there was often intellectual manipulation.
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It cannot be stressed enough that the absolutely primary rule for
realizing church unity is conquering selfishness with all its side-effects:
self-will, ambition, self-concern, hunger for power, pride, and so
forth. Conversely, this means putting into practice selflessness with all
its implications and ramifications.
I have commented upon the church and the problem of church
unity in the Reformed community. I want to conclude here with a
reference to Groen van Prinsterer, a man who loved the Dutch
Reformed Church deeply, who sketched its position and calling clearly
and incisively, and who worked during his entire life for growth and
unity with all his knowledge and strength.
In his beautiful Het Regt der Hervormde Gezindheid, Groen
speaks about the two alternatives which confronted the Dutch
Reformed Church in his time: "Either a true reformation in the
denomination will be the call to those who have left to rejoin; or we
will be forced to split due to total injustice, in which the necessity of a
choice between confessing or denying the Christian faith will be made
clear for all who love and acknowledge the truth, as it is taught in the
doctrine of our church."20
What Groen van Prinsterer really wanted, what he hoped and
prayed for, was that the Reformed Church would regain the place
which it once occupied "in the development of God's Kingdom on
earth." But the retaking of that place, he proclaimed to his fellow
believers, will only be possible "when the renewed church gives
testimony to the living and eternal Word of God; when it shows its
agreement with the confession which is expressed in its midst by word
and deed; when it again shows fidelity to the good confession (I Tim.
6:12, 19) which is sealed on the hearts of believers by the Holy Spirit;
already sealed by the blood of many martyrs before it was written in
the symbolic writings of the church as an expression of communal
faith, as guide for communal labor, and as the unchangeable life force
of the congregation with the clarity and warmth of those who know in
whom they have believed."'

Notes
1. The description of the church as "church of God in Christ" is the most inclusive
and most adequate. Usually the church in the New Testament is called the "church of
God." The addition "in Christ" explains why and how the church can be the church of
God, namely, through its being "in Christ."
2. 1 give evidence for these assertions in Appendix III of my book Volk van God,
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Enkele Aspecten van Bavinck's Kerkbeschouwing (Amsterdam, 1969). Bavinck summarized this Reformed outlook with the words: "the universal catholic church is the
meeting of all believers of all times among all nations from every country, in all
churches" (pp. 21-29).
3. The Dutch—non-Roman Catholic—Bible translations have congregation for the
Greek word ekklesia, probably because the word church might be confused with the
Roman Catholic view of church.
4. See Volk van God, chapter 8, particuliere and universele Kerk, and Appendix
V about the concept ekklesia in the New Testament.
5. The indissoluble connection between indicative and imperative plays a dominant
role in the Biblical message and must also play a part in our faith life. Particularly illustrative is what Paul writes in I Corinthians 5:7: "So get rid of the old yeast, and make
yourselves into a completely new batch of bread" (NIV). Such a saying cannot be explained logically.
6. In no way do I mean to condemn the cooperation of believers in many fields. I
mean here the cooperation which is a substitute, a pseudo-legal consolidation or
camouflage of ecclesiastical disharmony. I do not mean to condemn the cooperation
which is practiced with sorrow and with the realization of the sin of church disunity.
7. I use the word interchurch here in its original and true meaning, thus as
analogous to the terms international, intercontinental, interdepartmental, etc. Here a
relationship among "equals" is indicated. In its original and true meaning, the word interchurch indicates a relationship among "churches." To describe a group or a society
or an organization as "interchurch" because members of different churches participate
in it is, strictly speaking, incorrect.
8. H. Bavinck, Gereformeerde Dogmatiek, IV, third edition (Kampen, 1918), 345.
9. The general synods of the dolerende Gereformeerde Kerken in Holland were
always called "temporary." Regretfully, after 1892, with the uniting of the dolerende
and afgeschieden churches, the Gereformeerde Kerken have not maintained this usage.
10. H. Bavinck, Gereformeerde Dogmatiek, I, first edition (Kampen, 1895-1901).
The second edition (Kampen, 1906-11) was very much revised and expanded, though the
successive editions from that point on are the same as the second.
11. H. Bavinck and P. Biesterveld, Bede en Rede (Kampen, 1895), p. 40.
12.Articuli Smalcaldici, Das Ander Teil 5; see J. C. MUller, Die Symbolischen
Bucher (Gutersloh), p. 300: "Und auf diesem Artikel stehet alles, was wir den Pabst,

Teufel and Welt lehren und leben. Darum müssen wir der gar gewis sein und nicht
zweifelen, sonst 1st alles verloren und behalt Pabst und Teufel und alles wider uns den
Sieg and Recht."
13. See "Responsio ad Sadoleti epistulam," Opera Calvini, V (Brunsvig,
1863-1900), 396-97, where Calvin writes about justification by faith "sublata eius
cognitio, et Christi gloria exstincta est, et abolita religio, et ecclesia destructa et spes
saluta penitus eversa."
14. Groen, De Antirevolutionaire en Confessionele Partij in de Nederlandse Hervormde Kerk, translated by A. J. Dam (Goes, no date), p. 16. The words, cited from
Adolphe Monod, were wholeheartedly taken over by Groen.
15. Groen, Het Regt der Hervormde Gezindheid (Amsterdam, 1848), p. 20.
16. As can be seen here, Noordman's well-known characterization of the confession as the "rule of speech" in the church was already introduced by Groen van
Prinsterer.
17. Groen, Adres aan de Algemeene Synode der Nederlandse Hervormde Kerk
(Leiden, 1842), pp. 5-6.
18. Groen, Adres, p. 19. Groen van Prinsterer describes the meaning of these

Church and Church Unity 169
words at the end of the address when he says: "Maintaining of the main truth of the
Gospel and, as a means thereof, maintaining of the Forms of Unity, with regard to the
being and the principles of the Reformed doctrine, in the spirit of the authors and of the
Dutch Reformed church" (p. 51). In his fine work De Verbindende Kracht van de Belijdenisschriften (Kampen, 1969), Dr. Nauta gives a detailed description of Groen's idea
with regard to the character and authority of the confessions.
19. Groen, Adres, p. 2.
20. Groen, Het Regt, pp. 137-38.
21. Groen, Het Regt, p. 196. Groen van Prinsterer has written much about the
church and its struggles in his time. His most important works are Adres aan de
(Alg1e-m8n4S2yo)d,rNelaschHvomdKerk
A
an de Hervormde Gemeente in Nederland (1843), and Het Regt der Hervormde Kerk (1848). The latter can
be regarded as the ecclesiastical equivalent of Groen van Prinsterer's Ongeloof en
Revolutie. I have described Groen's church struggle in my Kracht en Doel der Politiek
(Goes, 1948), pp. 39-68.
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GORDON J. SPYKMAN

A New Look at Election
and Reprobation

Introduction
Sooner or later, it seems, every course in Reformed theology
reaches that critical "moment of truth" when the doctrine of
predestination comes up as the topic of the day. One of those sessions
stands out in my memory. It happened several years ago as I was
teaching a class of graduate students. That interchange was a real eyeopener, touching off within me a chain reaction of reflections on the
doctrine of election/ reprobation. As a teacher who tries to learn from
his students, I decided to devote this chapter to explicating some of the
seminal ideas born out of that moving experience.
Thinking back to that day in class, the very mention of reprobation evoked intuitively a strongly negative response. Antipathy toward
the question of predestination as expressed by those students was
deep-seated and adamant. With near unanimity they stated their position: there is no way of dealing with this issue, especially its shadow
side called reprobation, in a healthy Biblical way. This reaction, as I
sat back to assess it, was part and parcel of a total attitude toward
decretal theology. It took about a week of class time to clear the air.
That lively theological interchange did not take place in a
vacuum. The students had done their homework, which included a
reading of the following passage:
171
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The doctrine of reprobation follows naturally from the logic of the
situation. The decree of election inevitably implies the decree of reprobation. If the all-wise God, possessed of infinite knowledge, has eternally purposed to save some, then He ipso facto also purposed not to
save others. If He has chosen or elected some, then He has by that very
fact also rejected others.'

Such theologizing, the seasoned end-product of a long tradition
of scholastic thought, lay at the bottom of the problem which was
plaguing the class. If predestination in history is understood as the rerun of a pre-written script that can be traced back to a set of decrees in
the eternal mind of God, with election as a picking-and-choosing process superimposed upon us from above and reprobation a rational
negative inference drawn from this its positive counterpart, then, as
these students sensed it, there is no way to extricate ourselves from the
agonizing dilemma of the supra- and infra-lapsarian problem.
Theology then drifts easily into abstract speculation. Dark and
ominous shadows fall over the Biblical teaching on election I reprobation. The whole issue of predestination gets reduced to an overwhelming guessing game. Then, too, the sovereign grace of God engenders a
gnawing sense of anxiety instead of hope and comfort and security.
That classroom episode was not an isolated case. It is fairly
typical of the restless mood which often surrounds what Calvin called
the decretum horribile (the awesome decree). 2 Accordingly, many find
this article of faith almost unthinkable, let alone preachable,
teachable, and livable. Were those students right, after all? Has the
Calvinist tradition, for all these many centuries, been overburdened
with the unbearable weight of a troublesome caricature? Is the doctrine of predestination merely the monstrous brainchild of decretal
theologians? Are we victims of a colossal misconception? Or is there a
way of reconciling more happily the teachings of the Reformed confessions on predestination with the truth of Scripture? Is there just
possibly a better way of "handling aright the Word of truth" concerning the realities of election / reprobation?
My purpose in taking yet another look at this controversial topic
is to suggest a reformulation of the structural contours of this enduring theological issue. It would be sheer pretense, of course, to think
that we can reduce this question to rationally manageable form, or to
imagine that by rigorous analysis we can intellectually resolve the
mystery of the mighty acts of God. For in its depth dimension, God's
"ways are past finding out." I submit, however, that it is possible to
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re-contextualize this question, to re-articulate our Biblicalconfessional framework-of-reference for dealing with it, and thus to
restate this doctrine in such a way that, relieved of some of the
dubious scholastic constructs which until now have often encumbered
it, we can learn to theologize on it with renewed openness and joy as
the very cor ecclesiae, the very heartbeat of the church'
The question we face then is this: Have we perhaps painted the
Biblical idea of election /reprobation into a faulty picture of reality?
For predestination is not an isolated doctrine, standing alone,
unrelated to a full-orbed life-philosophy. Therefore it cannot be dealt
with independently as a self-contained issue. It is connected integrally
and coherently with some overall world view. For viewpoints on
theological matters, while rooted in basic religious principles and
directed by Biblical teachings, take on their definitive structure and
coloration from the larger confessional perspectives within which they
function. 4
Too often Reformed thinkers have overlooked this fundamental,
all-embracing idea. They tended to assume rather uncritically that it is
possible to engage in theology without being self-consciously aware of
the philosophical assumptions which always shape the direction of our
thinking. Theology, however, cannot stand alone. And it is too important to be left to theologians who are unclear about their philosophical
assumptions. For theology always rests upon a philosophical base.
Overlooking this, too frequently Reformed thinkers tended to bypass
a serious consideration of the prolegomenal commitments which informed the patterns of their theologizing. They failed to make explicit
the comprehensive world views which are real and present in their
work and which serve inescapably as theoretical models for dealing internally with the more specifically theological issues, such as election/reprobation. As Troost puts it, clear distinctions in theology
"can be worked out with a certain assurance of justification only in
the context of a theology that proceeds from a biblical life-view and is
philosophically reformed," to which he adds: "To date, there is no
such theology, as far as I know."'
This shortcoming, I submit, helps to account for the fact that we
have inherited truncated doctrines which suffer from theological
tunnel-vision. Undergirding such theologies are dubious
methodologies which generally resort to rationalistic belief-structures
to control the valid drawing of conclusions or rely upon positivistic
approaches to Scripture which employ fragmentary exegetical data as
a set of self-evident truths from which certain logical deductions can
be drawn.
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A hasty perusal of the voluminous body of predestination
literature will quickly impress even the casual reader of the bewildering array of theological insights amassed by the fathers. Their work
leaves no stone unturned in the search to uncover right doctrines. One
can hardly avoid the conclusion that certainly by now all the countless
pieces of this giant theological puzzle are on the table. But what we
still lack is a theoretical paradigm to which we can appeal in putting all
these pieces together into a well-knit and meaningful totality. The
urgent challenge for constructive theology today is therefore to settle
upon a unifying Reformed world-and-life view which can serve as a
catalytic agent for rethinking the Biblical doctrine of election /reprobation.
I propose that we make this challenge a matter of high priority, if
we are really serious about gaining greater clarity on the issue at hand.
In this decade of our Lord, the 1980s, the time appears to be ripe.
Drawing upon the varied insights of Augustine, Thomas, Calvin,
Bavinck, Kuyper, Van Til, Dooyeweerd, Barth, Brunner, Berkhof,
Berkouwer, and others, I believe we have reached a point in Western
Christian thought which calls for a new initiative. After all that has
been said in the past, advancing the discussion now requires a more
holistic approach to the doctrine of predestination, one which can
help to account for our life experience in God's world in the light of
his Word, seeking thus to do justice to the norms of Biblical revelation
and to honor the claims of the Reformed creeds. Failing in this, it
should not surprise us if students in theology, surveying the field, continue to despair of ever unraveling all the tangled threads and then
conclude that the reality of election/reprobation finally "dies of a
thousand qualifications."
A look at Calvin
In setting out to update and reframe this dogma of the church, I
propose that, as a point of departure, we turn first to Calvin. Note the
following three motifs in his theology which, as background ideas, can
serve as helpful pointers in reformulating the question at hand. 6
First, we find Calvin repeatedly stating and demonstrating what
he takes to be a basic principle of Biblical hermeneutics. On the one
hand, he holds, we must seek to say no more than the Bible says, lest
we fall into speculation. Here he warns against "human curiosity"
which "will leave no secret to God that it will not search out and
unravel . . . . No restraints can hold it back from wandering into for-
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bidden bypaths and thrusting upward to the heights.'" On the other
hand, says Calvin, we must try to say no less than Scripture says, lest
we impoverish its message. Here Calvin has in mind those who "require that every mention of predestination be buried; indeed they
teach us to avoid any mention of it, as we would a reef."' It is
noteworthy that Calvin underscores this fundamental rule of interpretation precisely within the context of his discussion of election/
reprobation.
Directed therefore by the light of Scripture, as we seek to understand the unfolding drama of election! reprobation within our various
life situations, our theologizing must take as its criterion "the full
counsel of God," no more, no less. For the Scriptures serve as indispensable "spectacles"' for bleary-eyed, sinful men so that they
may begin to see clearly not only God's handiwork in creation, but
also his electing/reprobating will at work in history. God's Word
alone sets the parameters, fixes the bounds, and establishes the limits
within which we are to "work out our salvation with fear and trembling"—which includes working out our theology of predestination.
Quoting Calvin: "I desire only to have (all men) generally admit that
we should not investigate what the Lord has left hidden in secret, that
we should not neglect what he has brought into the open, so that we
may not be convicted of excessive curiosity on the one hand, or of excessive ingratitude on the other."'°
Second, not only what one says on the doctrine of predestination
is important, but also where one says it. Its placement within the total
structure of one's theology often speaks volumes. On this point it is
therefore significant that Calvin introduced a striking shift of location
in his elaboration of this doctrine as he moved along from the earlier
versions of the Institutes to its final definitive edition. This change involved transferring his discussion of predestination out of Book I on
"the Knowledge of God as Creator" to Book III on "the Christian
Life." Accordingly, he chose finally to deal with election /reprobation
after his treatment of justification, sanctification, faith, and Christian
freedom. Handling predestination in its original place suggests a
rather abstract, arbitrary, non-historical view of this decree. Coming
up, as it now does, near the close of Calvin's theology of redemption,
it bears a much more concrete, experiential, confirmational character.
It is designed to reassure believers that their salvation is not an accidental circumstance or a capricious turn of events. Rather, from
beginning to end it was and is and ever will be in "good hands."
This insight gained by Calvin during the course of his theological
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pilgrimage was soon lost, however, on his followers. From Theodore
Beza, Calvin's successor at the Geneva Academy, onward, most orthodox theologians belonging to the tradition of Reformed scholastic
theology reverted to the position Calvin had abandoned." Predestination emerged as the regnant structuring principle of their theologies.
This development affected not only the spirit and style of their doctrines of election/ reprobation, but also dictated a decretalist transformation of theology as a whole. Entire theologies were constructed
around the pivotal idea of double predestination and the equal
ultimacy of election and reprobation, with every other point of doctrine logically derived by rational argumentation, deduction, and inference from these primary starting points. This radical departure
from Calvin's freshly evangelical approach has permeated the thinking of large segments of the Reformed community down to the present
time.
A third point in Calvin's theology worthy of special attention in
elucidating the theme of this chapter is his emphasis on relational
theology. Calvin opens the Institutes with these lines: "Nearly all the
wisdom we possess . . . consists of two parts: the knowledge of God
and of ourselves."1 2 If this were Calvin's last word instead of his first
or if this were his only word, then he could justifiably be read as compounding our problems rather than alleviating them. For then these
"two parts" could be construed as two parties, God and man, without
a normatively structured relationship between them. Then we would
be doomed either to speculation, which intrudes upon the majesty of
God, or to agnosticism, which repudiates God's coming out to us in
his revelation, or to historicism, which seeks the answer within the
world of our experience. If Calvin had left us with a "missing link"
between God and ourselves, we would then have to struggle with the
yawning chasm between an unrelated two-part view of reality. In fact,
however, Calvin rejects all pretended ignorance of God, since "the
universe is for us a sort of mirror in which we can contemplate God,
who is otherwise invisible."He also rejects historicistic speculation,
saying that "we ought not to rack our brains about God; but, rather,
we should contemplate him in his works." We therefore know God
not ad intra, as he is in himself, but ad extra, as he manifests himself
in his outgoing words and works. The question, therefore, is not
"Who is God in his essence?" but "Who is God in his relationship to
us?" The best understanding of Calvin is that which sees God's revelation as the abiding covenantal boundary and bridge between man and
his Maker. His view of the Christian religion therefore demands the
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recognition of a three-part world view: God, his Word, and the world.
God's Word, revealed in creation, in Scripture, and in Christ is the
dynamic bond uniting the creator with all his creatures, just as the Holy Spirit is the living bond uniting us to the incarnate and glorified
Word made flesh. Calvin's thinking is pervasively relational. Accordingly, every theological truth has an anthropological correlate,
and every anthropological truth has a theological correlate. The boundary which assures a proper distance between these two covenant partners and the bridge which at the same time establishes communion
between them is the abiding Word of God.

A mixed tradition
The choice we face between a two-factor (God and cosmos) and a
three-factor (God, Word, and cosmos) world view carries with it farreaching consequences. The former opens wide the door to
metaphysical, decretal speculation. The latter offers greater promise
for a relational, covenantal theology. Scholastic theology tends to
follow a two-factor line of thought. It deals extensively with the two
relata, God and man, with an exhaustive inquiry into the ontology of
these two essences. In reaction, much of contemporary existential
theology locates its center of gravity in some almost indefinable
relatio. It concentrates on relationships ("I-Thou"), often reducing
issues to situational relativity. In the process the distinctive reality of
the relata, of creator and creation as they stand over against each
other, fades into a blurred irrelevancy.
Traditional Reformed theology tends to err in the direction of a
two-factor perspective. It upholds the unique reality of the two
relata—the creator/creature distinction. Its thinking does not reflect
great consistency, however, in defining in a normatively structured
way the covenant relationship which stands at the center of its
theology. Either the norm tends to get pushed up transcendently into
God himself, making it inaccessible; or it slips down into man and his
world, accompanied by subtle hints of historicism; or the specter of
voluntarism emerges, conceiving of God's acts as direct interventions
by his absolute power and arbitrary will, bound to nothing, so that he
can do capriciously whatever he pleases; or we end up constructing
our own theoretical bridges between the God-side and the man-side,
resulting in a perpetual balancing act between divine sovereignty and
human responsibility. Predestination literature is replete with evidence
of such dialectical tensions.'
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On a two-factor world view, the election/ reprobation issue gets
suspended in a bi-polar tension between time and eternity, with
nothing in between. Then the central Biblical emphasis on the concrete
terms of covenant fellowship gets shortchanged. The result is often a
tug-of-war situation between man and his Maker. We either eclipse
divine sovereignty, Arminian style, or we eclipse human responsibility, labeling it hyper-Calvinism. To avoid these extremes, we try to
maintain an uneasy, strained, and often unstable balance between
them. With only two factors almost anything can happen. We can
drift in the direction of a deist-like determinism or in the direction of a
refined humanism. Without that third intermediate factor God and
man easily become either competitors or cooperators. The revelation/
response model then loses its sharp focus. As a consequence, we either
overload the divine circuit or overload the human circuit. Either way
we then find ourselves blowing our Biblical, confessional, and
theological fuses. A consistent two-factor view cannot avoid either
eternalizing the issue at hand or historicizing it. For it must locate the
'decisive moment of salvation history either in eternity, beyond time
and therefore also beyond our reach, thus committing us to an impossible speculative excursion; or it must locate this norm within the
historical process with its flux and flow.
Only on a three-factor world view, centered on God's interrelational Word for covenant-keeping and covenant-breaking, can
theology enrich our understanding of the urgency, responsibility, profundity, and surety of our faith responses. The genius of Reformed
theology, therefore, comes through at its best in its conscious efforts
to do justice to the relata in relatio. It speaks not only of covenant
partners, but also of the covenantal partnership which binds the parties together. This mediational emphasis in theology is therefore not a
novel idea, foreign to the Reformed tradition. On the contrary, the
basic ingredients for such theological renewal are ready at hand. What
I am proposing is simply that we make explicit what is already implictly there; that we take this assumed, yet often "missing," link and
capitalize upon it more fully in working out the doctrine of election/
reprobation. Such a perspective, focusing on the crucial religious importance of God's Word as the covenantal bond between God and his
world, offers very promising methodological possibilities for restructuring our predestination theology. It recognizes that God holds
himself to his Word and that he also holds us to that Word. We can
then speak more meaningfully of covenantal faithfulness on the part
of God, including both his electing and reprobating Word, and
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covenantal faithfulness /election or unfaithfulness/reprobation on the
part of man.1 6 Election/reprobation then comes to play a more integral and stable role within the total context of God's dealings with
mankind.
This pivotal position which Scripture ascribes to the Word of
God has not been absent from the Calvinist tradition of the past century. In fact, it finds substantial, though largely latent, support there.
Kuyper, however, makes the point clearly in these words: "All revelation assumes (1) one who reveals Himself; (2) one to whom he reveals
Himself; and (3) the possibility of the required relation between these
two."' Note also what the seasoned Reformed theologian Bavinck
says:
The Christian world view holds that man is always and everywhere
bound by laws set forth by God as the rule for life. Everywhere there
are norms which stand above man. They find a unity among themselves and find their origin and continuation in the Creator and Lawgiver of the universe. These norms are the most precious treasures entrusted to mankind. It is God's decree that these divine ideas and laws
be foundations and norms, the interconnections and patterns for all
creatures. To live in conformity to those norms in mind and heart, in
thought and action, this is what it means most basically to become conformed to the image of God's Son. And this is the ideal and goal of

man. 18

This relational idea has been underscored emphatically by Gerrit
Berkouwer since the middle of this century in his monumental
Dogmatic Studies. Woven tightly into the very fabric of his theology is
the correlatie motif—the intricate correlation between God's work
and man's in the way of salvation. This connecting-link concept, so
crucial to Berkouwer's thinking, points in the right direction. Yet it
never gets firmly structured. It tends to waffle, oscillating back and
forth, as though still caught in the bi-polar tension of a two-factor
world view which vascillates between divine initiative and human
response. Therefore the center of gravity in his theology is subject to
gradual shifts from a kind of objectivism (revelation from God
transcendent) in the early Berkouwer, through a stress on correlation
(God and man in interaction) during his middle years, to a kind of existentialist emphasis (revelation filtered through human experience)
during his later career.' Thus the structured centrality of God's Word
as the pivotal functioning reality within a Biblical world view fails to
exercise a consistently stabilizing effect on Berkouwer's theology.
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Still, epistemologically, Berkouwer issues some important
reminders on the question at hand in his discussion of the grensprobleem. In seeking to respect the boundary-line for theological
reflections on predestination, "precisely then the hermeneutic question arises in connection with the very structure of the Biblical
witness." Our limiting concepts in theologizing on election may not be
borrowed from logic, reason, tradition, or experience. Instead, "the
boundary-line lies undoubtedly in God's revelation," which is
discoverable through concrete exegesis of the gospel. But is there no
Word of God prior to this Word? Berkouwer suggests an affirmative
answer when pointing to Jesus Christ, whom he calls de grens en de
weg (the "boundary" and the "way"). Only, he warns against making
this part of "a metaphysical system for explaining the
world"—perhaps betraying his aversion to philosophical considerations. It would have been helpful if a Biblical world view had been
allowed to play a more formative role in Berkouwer's theology 2 0
We find a more consistent development of these foundational
ideas in the famous Dutch Neo-calvinist philosopher Herman
Dooyeweerd. He holds that "in Christ the heart bows under the lex (in
its central religious unity and in its temporal diversity, which
originates in the creator's holy will), as the universal boundary (which
cannot be transgressed) between the Being of God and the meaning of
His creation. The transcendent totality of meaning of our cosmos exists only in the religious relation of dependence upon the absolute Being of God."' Moreover, of Dooyeweerd's close associate and colleague Vollenhoven, it has been said that his "life-long concern can be
summarized, as he himself once did, with these words: God, law,
cosmos."' This relatio, rooted analogically in the covenantal Word
of God, should not be construed as a third ontic reality, having an independent existence alongside God and the creation. It is rather the
dynamic historical/trans-historical religious point-of-contact and interaction between the revealing God and responding mankind. As
Vander Velde puts it, "The creaturely life-line to the Creator is of a
religious nature which runs via Golgotha and the empty tomb." 23
Viewing this relatio as religious in nature, rather than ontic, should
not be construed, however, as rendering it less real than the
metaphysical constructs developed by scholastic systems of thought.
To restate the main thesis: our theology of predestination would
profit greatly from granting the covenantal Word of God, as a functioning reality and as the religious relatio between God and man, a
more normative and decisive place as the central operative principle in
it.24
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Since a picture is sometimes worth a thousand words, perhaps
keeping the following simple three-factor paradigm in mind will prove
to be helpful:

Word
Creation
Man

The Biblical witness
A more significant breakthrough toward such theological renewal
could be achieved by taking seriously the analogy used by Augustine,
Calvin, and others, which depicts Jesus Christ, God's Word incarnate, as "the mirror of our election." He is God's ultimate Word on
election/reprobation. We have no Word beyond this Word. He fully
reflects the Father's heart and will. In facing up to the Father's electing love in him, we must also, by deflection, account for the question
of reprobation. He is the only bridge between God and man. And he is
also the boundary—thus far and no farther. "For . . . there is one
mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus." "No man
comes to the Father"—also in settling the question of election/reprobation—"but by Me," says Christ himself. He who has
seen Christ has seen the Father. We need look no farther. He is God's
first and last Word for the world. All God's dealings with the world—
creation, preservation, judgment, redemption, consummation—are
through Christ. "All authority"—also in matters of
predestination—"is mine," says Jesus. There is "no other name
under heaven given among men" to which we can turn for answers.
He is the key to election/reprobation. Only a Christocentric theology
of predestination will do. "What think ye of the Christ?" is the final
and decisive issue on the response side. This is the testimony of Scripture.
Election/reprobation is therefore not an "eighth question" to be
settled after the "first seven" are settled. It is not as though, having
faced up to the questions of believing in Christ, loving him, seeking to
serve him, and all the rest, there is still that final, haunting, gnawing,
nagging "eighth" question hanging over one's head: "But am I
elect?" Election/reprobation is not an extra, separate issue over and
above the others. Rather, the fundamental issue of our relation to
God is settled in the process of answering the question, "What then
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will you do about Jesus?" For we are "elect in Christ." And no one
can snatch the elect out of his hand. We need not, nor can we, reach
behind the will of God in Jesus Christ in an effort to discover a higher
or deeper will of God embedded in his eternal decree. Either he is our
"rock and our redeemer," or he is our "stone of stumbling." It is impossible to go over Christ's head directly to the Father, as though
there were some way of "going to the top" by making "an end run"
around the Mediator. What more could God say or do than he has
said and done in him? Christ is God's only interface with the world.
Hence any theology of election/ reprobation apart from this abiding
Word of God breaks with the Christocentric world view of Scripture,
thereby severing the Biblical connecting link, robbing itself of Biblical
concreteness, and finally thrusting itself into the arena of shaky
speculation.

Struggling with the issue
These Christocentric affirmations have not escaped the attention
of Reformed theologians. But they have not been fully exploited
either. Often the mediating function of the covenantal Word has been
suppressed by the powerful influences of scholastic thinking with its
two-factor world views. Still, the witness of Scripture to the Word as
relatio could not be denied. Three-factor mediational motifs therefore
continually found their way into Reformed thinking. Often this
generated internal struggles. Turretin, for example, concedes, on the
one hand, that no decree which "proceeds from (God's) free will can
be (called) God absolutely and in himself, although it can be called
God relatively" according to "the mode of relationship." On the
other hand, he holds that the decrees "must be in God essentially,"
since "they do not differ in reality from the very essence of God" and
"are rightly said to be identical with his own essence." Thus, "the
decree is nothing other than God himself decreeing." 26 Clearly, Turretin is struggling with the very question at hand, whether God's
decree (Word) is to be understood as intrinsic or extrinsic to God
himself. The former position goes hand in hand with a two-factor, the
latter with a three-factor world view.
A similar ambivalence is evident in Heppe as he intuitively posits
a certain distance between God and his decrees, which he calls "acts of
(God's) will with a tendency toward externalization." He allows for a
difference between "the decretum and the essentia of God" and
speaks of "the res decreta which is distinguished from God realiter."
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At the same time Heppe identifies the decreeing Word with "God's
very nature. " 27
In Hoeksema, too, we find a theological force at work which
tends to burst the bounds of the old two-factor scholastic patterns of
thought. As he puts it, God is "absolute, sovereignly above all laws
and relationships; and we must forever deal with the relative, because
we are under law." Accordingly, "there can never be any knowledge
of Him if we must establish the connection necessary for such
knowledge." But "the Infinite did reach out into the finite. In this
revelation we have an adequate medium through which . . . we derive
a real knowledge of God." 28 One could only wish that in Hoeksema,
as in other Reformed scholars, this mediational locus given to God's
Word-revelation had functioned in a more consistently normative
way.
Daane addresses this same issue. He recognizes that scholastic,
decretal theology, working within a two-factor world view, renders a
meaningful relationship between the decreeing God and a decreed
world impossible. He therefore posits "a gap between the reality of
God as he necessarily is and the reality of the decree," which "gap is
traversed by God's freedom . . . . Thus understood," Daane continues, "the free decision of God's decree bridges Lessing's gap between the eternal and the historical." 29
Though not broached directly, this same question is implicit in
Boer's gravamen concerning reprobation. In his call for a revision of
the Canons of Dort, "little or no attention is given to the doctrine of
election," and "this was done of set purpose," says Boer. For he
holds that the doctrine of reprobation requires "a biblical and
theological underpinning" distinctively different from that of election. There are no substantial parallels between them. There is indeed
an eternal background to election, for "the salvation of God's people
lies anchored in their election from eternity." There is no such
background, however, to reprobation which would compel us to look
to "any other area than that of human responsibility within the
dimension of history."" In Boer's theology, only eternity (election)
and history (reprobation) come into play, without reference to God's
mediating Word of election/ reprobation. Accordingly, his writings
are not so much concerned with challenging decretal theology itself as
with seeking an adjustment within it. This leads Boer then finally to
advocate a decretal understanding of election over against a historical
understanding of reprobation.
The committee report which was drafted in response to Boer's
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challenge seeks to hold together in tenuous balance a complex cluster
of very intriguing historical, exegetical, and doctrinal ideas. While
God's eternal decree is the "efficient cause" of election, it is only the
"deficient cause" of reprobation. Reprobation, understood as
"preterition" (passing by some), is rooted in an eternal decree; but,
understood as "condemnation," it takes place "only on the basis of
what men actually do in history" and is "not the result of a decree of
God." So it may be said concerning reprobation that "God rejects
those who reject him," although—and this is the mystery of election—"God does not reject all who reject him." Thus reprobation is
basically a form of "limited election." It is "a single (complex) decision" in which reprobation is not "a separate decree," but "an action
of God which is involved in, and therefore a facet of, the one decree of
election." According to Dort, the question "When did (does) all this
happen?" is inappropriate. For "the decree in question is an eternal
decree of God," which "does not stand in some before-and-after relation to what takes place in history."
It is not easy to bring the varied aspects of this report together into a unified perspective. Many of its insights seem to assume a twofactor, scholastic outlook upon reality. But the report also creates
openings for a more promising three-factor view on election/reprobation. It sometimes suggests symmetry, a kind of soft equal ultimacy,
between election and reprobation. At other times it stresses a certain
disjunction between them. Repeatedly it sets this issue within the
Biblical framework of the history of redemption: ". . . The Canons
begin with history—not with the eternal decrees of God, not with the
decisions of God from before the foundation of the world, but with
our actual, historical, human condition." And "the first thing said
about our human condition is that it is the condition of fallenness . . . . All of us, says Dort, are deserving of condemnation . . . ."
Yet, also repeatedly, "another level" is introduced, that of eternal
decrees. Once again we are struck by the problem of "the missing
link."
I submit that the committee report could have delivered more
fully on its promising insights if it had recognized consistently the
structured normativity of God's covenantal Word at the very
crossroads of the divine-human encounter. Then, in addressing the
question "Why does God deal with his creatures the way he does?" instead of answering, "We simply have no answer," confessing only
"that there is some good reason, but we do not know the reason" and
that "we stand here before mystery," an appeal could be made to
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God's faithfulness to his abiding Word. The report holds that "God's
election includes the means as well as the end," the means being "the
preaching and teaching of the Word." But does not that very Word
also hold as the means unto judgment? God's Word is "a two-edged
sword." Reprobation is the other side of God's decreeing Word of
election. Thus understood, the statement in the report that reprobation is "an inescapable aspect or facet of the biblical doctrine of election," could come to its own more clearly. Moreover, the view that
"there is an eternal decree on God's part to the effect that he who sins
shall perish, unless in some way the sentence of condemnation shall be
lifted ... ," and that "the decree of reprobation (include) God's eternal decision that he who sins shall perish unless his sins are atoned for
and forgiven . . ."—this view would stand firmer if it were anchored
in God's mediating Word."
Drawing upon this report, our starting point must be the Biblical
witness to the actual, historical, human condition of universal
reprobation resulting from mankind's fall into sin. Thus reprobation
is not a second consideration which follows sequentially upon a
primary consideration of election. Methodologically, we are to begin
not with "limited election," but with the human predicament of
unlimited reprobation into which the mass of mankind was corporately plunged as a result of our original sin." Reprobation is therefore
not so much a mystery as the awful enigma of covenantal unfaithfulness, from which believers are delivered by God's electing
grace. The "greater mystery"" is election.' Therefore, rather than
moving from election to reprobation, we would do better to follow the
pattern of the central historical motifs in Biblical revelation, namely,
creation! fall / redemption. This means listening, first, to God's twosided Word of election/reprobation as given with creation (his "Yes"
with a threatening "No" side to it); second, his reprobating Word of
judgment in the aftermath of man's fall; and then God's redeeming
counteraction in the reiteration of his "Yes" Word unto the election
of a renewed humanity in Christ Jesus.

New directions
With the preceding discussion as background, what remains for
this concluding section is to sketch briefly the structured contours of
this unfolding doctrine of election/reprobation. I offer it within the
context of a three-factor world view as an alternative to traditional
two-factor views of reality. It was this position which helped set the
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minds of my troubled students at rest. Let me now outline its main
lines of thought in a series of sequenced steps.
(1) The decree of election/ reprobation is to be viewed not as intrinsic, but extrinsic to God. Its locus is not God's inner Being, but his
outgoing works. It belongs to his revelation, by which he comes out to
us as his creatures. We are not to seek to enter into the eternal mind of
God, but to listen to his Word. If we view God's predestinating Word
as embedded in eternity, it remains forever hidden and inaccessible,
for God "dwells in light unapproachable." It is unthinkable apart
from his relation to the cosmos. We can reflect theologically on its
reality concretely only in a concreational way. We must therefore
recognize a certain distance between God and his decreeing Word.
Otherwise we slip into Gnostic speculation, get enmeshed in enervating (supra- and infra-lapsarian) problematics, and turn history into
a charade. Our noetic order must comport with the ontic order: God,
his Word, the cosmos.
(2) The decree of election/ reprobation is anchored in God's
covenantal Word. For us there is no other Will behind this Word. God
accomplishes all things by this Word of his power. This Word—first
spoken in the act of creation, then republished in Scripture, and
ultimately personified in Christ—is the mediational bond, link, and
religious life-line between God and the world. It holds a position-inbetween: under God, above the cosmos, to which we in our lives must
answer. As such it must be given a normatively structured central
place in our theology, functioning there as a bridging and limiting
concept. It has a concealed depth to it on its God-side (the "secret
will" of God). On our side is its revealed dimension (the "revealed
will" of God). Of God's Word we must therefore say that on its concealed side there is more than is revealed to us; but it is more of the
same. For God's Word is "as good as gold"—as good as God himself.
There is continuity between the revealed dimension and the concealed
depth of God's Word. Thus the "secret will" and "revealed will" do
not cover two different categories of things. Such a part/part approach gets us nowhere, as though some things are "secret" and
others "revealed." Rather, there is a "secret" depth and a "revealed"
dimension to all God makes known to us. And in his Word God has
opened his whole heart to us—"he who has seen (Christ) has seen the
Father," for "in him was revealed the fullness of the Godhead
bodily." Whatever lies outside of this is contraband. But most importantly, this decreeing Word, this relatio which holds the relata (God
and the world) together, is a completely sufficient revelation. Seeking
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a detour around this Word ends either in eternalism or historicism.
Apart from this analogia between Creator and creature, theology
becomes either anthropocentric or theocentric without a Christocentric focus.
(3)For the doctrine of predestination this means that the bridging
Word of God stands from the beginning as the electing/ reprobating
Will of God. And it will so stand to the end. It has both a "sunny
side" and a "shadowy side" to it. From the dawn of history it embraced both God's "Yes" and his "No." It is both a forthright affirmation and a warning negation. Reprobation was not a Word added
later as an afterthought. It, too, is original. "Obey me," God
said—his Word of election. "Or else," said God in the same
breath—his Word of reprobation. Reprobation is the "or else" side of
God's love command. Recall Genesis: "God saw everything that he
had made, and behold, it was very good"; so "eat freely of every
tree"—God's Word of election. But we must not overlook the other
side of the same story: "But of the [other] tree, in the day that you eat
of it you shall die"—God's Word of reprobation. See Deuteronomy
30:15-20 for a further unfolding of this same revelation. From the
start, therefore, God's two-sided Word of election/reprobation was
real and vocal and active. All the elements of that covenantal Word
were in place from creation onward: the promise, the condition, the
reward, and the penalty. It was a matter of life (election) and/or death
(reprobation).
(4) By our corporate fall into sin we, with all mankind, brought
down upon us God's "or else" Word. As a result, in Adam, our
representative head, we all became reprobate. That required no added
decree on God's part; it is a consequence given with, and built into
God's original and abiding Word. God was simply executing faithfully his part in the everlasting covenant. His Word, "sharper than
any two-edged sword," descended in judgment. Condemnation came
to rest upon all men (hence the great relief of Romans 8:1—"no condemnation"). God does justice to human responsibility. His Word,
which "does not return empty," placed the whole human race under
the universal sentence of reprobation. Therefore we may not
underestimate the radical effects of the fall. It is the "sufficient
cause" of reprobation. It brings on the effectuation of the "No" side
of God's Word. True to that Word, God rejects all who (continue to)
reject him
(5) Election, however, is just as great a reality as reprobation. By
his electing grace God reaffirms the original intent of his Word. He
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does not (continue to) reject all who reject him. He reiterates the
"Yes" side of his decreeing Word. Through the enabling power of the
Spirit, who "blows where he wills," the affirmative side of God's
Word overcomes the reprobating effect of the negative side of his
Word. God's good Word is bound to have its way with the world. For
God wills a renewed humanity within a renewed creation. Both are
now "groaning in travail together . . . awaiting their redemption." A
fallen creation restored—that is the fruit of the front side of God's
Word triumphing in sovereign grace over the universal judgment leveled by the back-side of God's Word. The same well-meant Word of
reconciliation comes to all men. Why do some continue to reject it?
That is the enigma of reprobation. Why do others come to accept it?
That is the real mystery, the mystery of election. The ultimate
reference point for both is the ever-faithful Word of God. There is
mystery enough on our side of God's Word without seeking it in eternal decrees within the mind of God himself beyond the Word which he
has given.
(6) This view of election /reprobation honors the basic thrust of
trinitarian teaching in the Scriptures—the God who is "above all"
(Father), and "through all" (Son), and "in all" (Holy Spirit). Though
every work of God is pervasively the work of all three persons, various
works are ascribed prevailingly to one or another person in the triune
God. Accordingly, Scripture relates the principle of initiation to the
Father, the principle of mediation to the Son (the mediating Word in
both creation and redemption), and the principle of implementation
to the Holy Spirit.
(7) In sketching this alternative view we must take into account
certain classic passages in Scripture on the doctrine of predestination.
As samples, think of the Biblical references to "being elect in Christ
from before the foundation of the world" (Eph. 1:4), to the crucifixion of Jesus being "according to the definite plan and foreknowledge
of God" (Acts 3:23), to inheriting "the kingdom prepared for you
from the foundations of the world" (Matt. 25:34), and to the "good
works, which God prepared beforehand, that we should walk in
them" (Eph. 2:10). What are we to make of such texts? Do they not,
as often assumed, point unmistakably to eternal decrees in the mind of
God? They certainly do confirm Christian conviction that there is a
deeper background to history. Things don't just happen. But is a
decretalist interpretation our only choice? The question of the meaning of such passages cannot be settled simply by a positivistic method
which limits itself to an empirical study of the exegetical data provided
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in Scripture. Larger issues come into play. The way we read such lines
in Scripture depends largely on the hermeneutic glasses we wear in approaching Scripture, on the pre-understanding we bring to it, on the
world view into which we integrate our interpretation of such Biblical
givens. My present contention is that the demands of such Biblical
teaching can be more properly, adequately, and meaningfully satisfied
within the framework of a three-factor than a two-factor world view.
Such references to pre-temporal, trans-historical reality do not compel
us to reach all the way back into God's eternity. (Obviously, we are
stumbling here over our own language, being limited in every way by
the horizon of our creaturely experience.) Taking the covenantal
Word as our ultimate confessional reference point discloses adequately the meaning of such Biblical passages. God's Word is his decree.
We need not reach back any further than that.
(8) The thesis here being developed helps put the question of
"double predestination," as advocated by Augustine and many
theologians after him, in a better Biblical light. It seeks to honor as a
right insight the idea that God maintains his sovereignty in reprobation as well as in election. A three-factor world view offers potential
for handling this question of "double predestination" in a way which
overcomes many of the disturbing problems inherent in a two-factor
world view. It does so by anchoring both sides of the issue in God's
sovereign mediating Word of election / reprobation rather than by
driving them back into a set of eternal decrees. Thus it allows us to
honor both the structural commonality (the same Word is "a savor of
life unto life" and "a savor of death unto death") and the directional
antithesis ("I will put enmity") involved in God's one decreeing Word
of election / reprobation.
(9) Similarly, this three-factor view opens up the possibility of
taking a fresh look at the question of "equal ultimacy." This idea
doubtless also carries with it a certain right insight. It is intended to
resist theological reflection which, on the one hand, eternalizes election, while, on the other hand, historicizing reprobation. In the
measure that the traditional idea of "equal ultimacy" arises out of the
context of a two-factor world view, however, its choices are severely
limited. The decisive touchstone must then be either in God or in man.
Its intent is clearly to honor God's sovereignty over a!l, reprobation as
well as election. God has a hand in both, an equal hand. Such thinkers
sense intuitively, and rightly, that God's involvement in the lives of
men cannot be simply reduced to or absorbed into the historical
drama. The norm cannot be pulled down into creation. The only op-
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tion left then is to locate the norm eternally in the inner Being of God.
Thus election and reprobation get incorporated in the rigorous symmetry of a decretal theology.
The three-factor framework of reference for dealing with our
theology of predestination offers relief in the midst of such
troublesome problems. Locating the revealed norm not in eternity,
not in history, but in God's mediating Word recognizes a certain kind
of equal ultimacy in the question at hand. God's Word is the one
Word of election /reprobation, his love command: "obey me" (election) and its other side, "or else" (reprobation). The two sides of this
one Word are equally ultimate in the sense that they were given
simultaneously as integrally constituitive aspects of the single, abiding
Word of God. Yet, there is also a certain non-parallel, non-equal,
non-symmetrical connection between them. For the "Yes" side of
God's Word reveals his original intent for the world ("I will be your
God, you be my people"), the ceaselessly ringing affirmation of the
gospel ("God was in Christ reconciling the world unto himself"), and
the final destiny of creation ("all in all"). Election echoes the overtone of God's Word ("not wishing that any should perish") and
reprobation the undertone ("depart from me"). As the two sides of
God's single Word of love, reprobation is a revelation of his justice and election a revelation of his mercy.
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PART THREE

Politics

"The living and powerful Word of God
sets us in the Light of the Truth: it discloses to us that our life in its integral
wholeness is religion. Christian political
life is therefore an aspect of our singlehearted life-walk before God.
But the Word of God does not merely
reveal to us what our life is; by the grace
of God it also begets us to new life. That
Ls, it makes life service of God again a
reality (in principle) . . . . Our political
life is properly seen only when it is viewed
as one aspect of our whole-hearted Gottesdienst, which God Himself has given
back to us in his Son."
-

H. Evan Runner, Scriptural Religion and
Political Task, pp. 162 3.
-

JAMES W. SKILLEN

Politics, Pluralism,
and the Ordinances of God

Dr. H. Evan Runner's book Scriptural Religion and Political
Task was one of the first that helped me to begin thinking normatively
(out of principle) about a Biblical view of political and social life.
"The Christian," he said, "may not accept as norm anything other
than what God has ordained for the peculiar 'life' of the State. Accordingly, the Christian political task is to come to a recognition of
that specific aspect of authority which God in His creation-ordinance
delegated to the State."1 But, as Runner pointed out later in the book,
"Everywhere we look we neither hear nor see anything of a people of
God, an Order of Creation, the Office of man restored in Christ, but
only find our Christian people scattered in all camps making use of the
usual tools of the [political] trade . . . . What, indeed, is the meaning
of all this?" 2
The key to a revival of Christian social and political life today
must be a revived understanding of God's ordinances—God's normative will for all of life, including politics. We are grateful that H.
Evan Runner helped to introduce many of us to a tradition of Christian thought and life which has led to a revival of concern for God's
ordinances for all of life.
The centuries between the Protestant Reformation and the
French Revolution were marked by both religious vitality and a
decline in Christian influence in many areas of social and cultural life.
195
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That might sound paradoxical, but the seeming paradox can be
understood if we take note of what Christians were doing and how
they were doing it during that time. At the risk of overgeneralization, I
want to offer the following brief account or characterization.
Until the time of the French Revolution, both Protestant and
Roman Catholic Christians possessed an outlook on life that was
rooted in centuries of medieval tradition. Christians saw themselves as
riding through history on their way toward a supernatural destiny.
The various social structures and patterns that defined their lives were
accepted, for the most part, as the natural and God-given "furniture"
of this world. The institutional church was the primary vehicle which
carried them toward their ultimate destiny in the Kingdom of God. As
Christopher Dawson put it,
. . . it hardly entered into men's minds that the existing order could be
radically transformed. The European social order was an organic development—the result of centuries upon centuries of unconscious
growth. The family and the state, kingship and authority, the different
orders and classes with their functions and privileges, were not artificial
creations. They had always been there and had gradually changed their
form under the influence of new circumstances and different environments. And thus they were regarded as part of the natural order,
ordained by God, and were accepted as men accepted the changes of
the seasons and the other laws of nature. 3
When the conviction began to grow toward the end of the Middle
Ages that the church was corrupt and heading in the wrong direction,
it brought forth tremendous internal reform efforts. The most visible
of those efforts occurred in the sixteenth century, and we now refer to
them as the Reformation and the Counter-Reformation. The church
had to be reformed, Protestants believed, so that it could continue to
serve as the proper vehicle of orthodox Christian faith. Political,
economic, and other social consequences flowed from the reform efforts, but those consequences were not the primary preoccupation of
most Protestants. The major focus of attention in Protestant circles
for the next several centuries was on the character of the church and
its confession, and even that concern suffered frequent derailments into dead orthodoxy and hypocrisy. 4
With what now appears to have been an almost sudden shock, the
French Revolution burst upon the European scene at the end of the
eighteenth century. One of the most striking revelations brought forth
by the Revolution was that human beings do not simply ride through
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history, but actually make history. The revolutionaries, in fact, believed so strongly in their own autonomous power and freedom to make
history that they thought they could start almost from scratch in doing
SO.

It is to Groen -van Prinsterer's credit, early in the nineteenth century, that he was one of the first modern Protestants to begin to reflect
with deep seriousness on the meaning of human history-shaping
power in this world. He saw that Christians were mistaken in thinking
of themselves primarily as members of a church that rides through
history. That was part of the problem with Christianity as it had existed for so many centuries. The revival of faith during the Reformation, said Groen, "eventually expired in dead orthodoxy or hypocrisy
and moral decline, and . . . room was thus made for unbelief to spread
in, especially among the classes whose mental habits predominantly
influence the progress of ideas. It is this unbelief which brought about
the Revolution."' "What had become of the warmth and fervour of
the evangelical persuasion, which earlier had borne so much fruit in
deeds of faith? In its stead we find the spectacle of narrow superstition, or intolerant hypocrisy or fondness from mere tradition for
forms of doctrine." 6
Christians ought to see themselves as people called by God to
make history according to his will, Groen believed.' Only with such an
attitude would Christianity truly live. As Groen gained insight into
this simple truth, he began to recognize that different, competing
spirits were at work in the shaping of history. And the spirit of the
French Revolution was at odds with the Spirit of Christ in all areas of
life.' The Christian battle could not be carried on simply by preserving
an orthodox church in the world, but would have to be carried on in
politics and education, in journalism and science.
Recognizing that God by his Spirit was calling Christians out of
their somewhat passive journey through "secular" history, Groen
urged his fellow Christians to reread the Scriptures in order to understand the responsibility that the people of God have to shape the
history of this world to the glory of God. 9 Just as a declining and corrupt church in the Middle Ages occasioned the Reformation, so the
shock of the Revolution was one ingredient in the revival of Calvinism
in northern Europe in the nineteenth century.
With this issue of human responsibility for shaping history, we
confront one of the most important challenges of modernity. It is one
thing for people to try to adjust themselves to a seemingly unchanging
order of nature; it is something else for them to contribute to the con-
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tinuing creative changes in human life. To see themselves as the
makers and shapers of history carries with it important assumptions.
The revolutionaries held one set of assumptions: human beings are endowed with certain inalienable rights, including the freedom to govern
themselves as they see fit. Social and political life should consist of
whatever free individuals make of those areas of life. The guiding
principle is the promotion of each person's freedom and autonomy.
That set of assumptions, as we know, has become the basic
framework for thought and action in the modern world. Even Christians tend to accept that view of social and political life. After all, it
seems pious enough to believe that God endowed human beings with
sacred worth as individuals and that each should be as free as possible
to live his or her life. The problem, however, is that this view of
history and human responsibility acknowledges no principles or rules
for life that do not flow out of the autonomous personality.
Autonomy means that the "self" claims to be the only rightful "lawmaker" for its own life. Autonomy means being a law unto oneself.
The revival of Calvinism, expressed in the life work of Groen van
Prinsterer and then of Abraham Kuyper, was a fundamental challenge
to that basic liberal and revolutionary outlook of modernity.° True
human freedom and responsibility in history, they asserted, is possible
only through submission to God's ordinances." Human beings cannot
escape the "heteronomous" character of creaturely life. The true law
of life comes from outside the human will; it comes from
another—from the will of God. That is what "heteronomy" means.
The heteronomous character of God's will stands in direct opposition
to all claims of human autonomy.
The key to human responsibility in history, then, as Kuyper saw
it, is not for human creatures to try to hold on forever to seemingly
unchanging patterns of social life; nor should they launch out into the
future with the conviction that they are free to create social and
political life in any autonomous way they choose. Rather, human beings must give shape to an ever unfolding creation by seeking to respond obediently to God's ordinances for different areas of life.
Moreover, this kind of responsibility is not simply an option that
Christians may choose to pursue if they want to do so while they ride
through history on their way to another world. God, through his common grace that extends to the whole world, is calling all creatures, his
people above all, to fulfill their creaturely callings. The Christian life
consists of obedience to God's ordinances, and not merely of an orthodox confession about God's ordinances.'
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Abraham Kuyper believed with Groen that Biblical Calvinism
could make a major, systematic contribution to life in the modern
world." But Calvinism itself would have to be continually reforming.
Reformed Christianity was not a pure and clean package that could
simply be protected and handed down through an otherwise corrupt
and changing history. Calvinism had to be liberated from various unbiblical chains that still held it in check. Not the least of the bondages
in which Calvinism found itself in Kuyper's day was the old Roman
and medieval view of politics which did not allow for the legitimate
unfolding of political life in accord with God's ordinance of public
justice. The unhealthy alliance of church and state which, back in
Calvin's day, had led to such things as the burning of Servetus at the
hands of the Genevan government because of his heretical convictions
was something from which Calvinism had to be set free. As Kuyper
put it,
The duty of the government to extirpate every form of false religion
and idolatry was not a find of Calvinism, but dates from Constantine
the Great, and was the reaction against the horrible persecutions which
his pagan predecessors on the imperial throne had inflicted upon the
sect of the Nazarene. Since that day this system had been defended by
all Romish theologians and applied by all Christian princes. In the time
of Luther and Calvin, it was a universal conviction that that system was
the true one . . . .
Notwithstanding all this, I not only deplore that one stake, but I
unconditionally disapprove of it; yet not as if it were the expression of a
special characteristic of Calvinism, but on the contrary as the fatal
after-effect of a system, grey with age, which Calvinism found in existence, under which it had grown up, and from which it had not yet been
able entirely to liberate itself.14

Out of this nineteenth-century revival of Calvinism in the
Netherlands, we get one of the most helpful interpretations of the
modern secularization process. On the one hand, Kuyper, along with
many Catholics and other Protestants, was a vigorous opponent of
secularization, if by "secularization" we understand the outworking
of the spirit of liberalism which claims that human beings have no
master in history, no ordinances from God to bind them, and that
they are autonomous in their freedom to shape politics, art, science,
education, and all of culture. But unlike most Catholics and many
Protestants of his day, Kuyper was a strong promoter of the
secularization process if by "secularization" we mean the freeing of
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different life spheres from ecclesiastical contra's Kuyper believed
that politics, art, science, education, and other areas of life should be
free to unfold in obedience to God's ordinances. Each sphere of life
had to be free of direct control by any other so that each could learn
obedience to God's special ordinances for each area of life. Artists
must be free to obey God's norms for art; they must not be locked up
into obedience to what ecclesiastical officials believe to be good art.
Teachers and scholars must be free to respond obediently to God's ordinances of truth for the entire creation; they must not be under
orders to teach and publish only what ecclesiastical office bearers approve as scientific truth. 16
Clearly this whole framework of thought presupposes that the
open field of human action is not a field without boundaries or an arbitrary openness without limits. On the contrary, the dynamic,
creative, supple character of human action is always either obedient or
disobedient to divine ordinances. The norms are not created by
autonomous individuals. Nor can those norms be fulfilled by some
central, controlling authority on earth, be it a church, a state, or a
multinational corporation. The development of diverse human talents
reveals the true character of creatures who are called to action, called
to response, by a multiplicity of creational ordinances or norms.17
God is the author of human creatures who cannot escape family life,
who cannot avoid speaking and singing in complex languages, who
would not know themselves apart from intricate economic exchanges,
who are driven to build amazingly sophisticated political systems, and
who do a host of other things both individually and in communities.
Blindness to the full, norm-laden reality of social institutions and
organizations is due to an individualistic (nominalistic) predisposition
that does not allow one to see reality. From the other side, every attempt to collectivize that social diversity for the purpose of economic
efficiency, or for national solidarity, or for some imagined
aesthetic or social harmony, reveals blindness to the same reality.
Singing cannot be economically collectivized. Thinking cannot be
politically confined. Family love cannot be submerged in ecstatic worship or in cultic discipline.
It all sounds so simple; it seems so obvious; but this view of life,
which we might call "principled pluralism," has captured very little
attention in the West, and it has nowhere been more systematically articulated than in the Kuyper tradition, especially by those associated
with Herman Dooyeweerd and D. H. T. Vollenhoven.18 The
acknowledgement of divine ordinances as norms for a diversity of
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social spheres is only slightly and occasionally reflected in our North
American civil, criminal, and constitutional laws. Teaching of the
social sciences in most Christian as well as non-Christian colleges and
universities does not begin and end with inquiry about the character
and demands of God's ordinances.°
But, you see, the powerful import of acknowledging God's ordinances is precisely that we must work at obeying them; in other
words, we must shape history in accord with those ordinances and not
merely ride through history proclaiming that they exist. The only option besides obedience is disobedience. Justice must be done by us, not
merely spoken as a word from our lips. Stewardship is God's demand
upon our farms and shops and corporations, not simply a word to be
used for rhyming our Sunday hymns. Nurturing love calls our homes
and schools to account; it is not just a term to help us organize our
thoughts at prayer time.
The power behind the idea of "sphere sovereignty" is not
Abraham Kuyper's genius or some Dutch philosophical peculiarity. It
is rather the simple but overwhelming power of God's voice speaking
forth through his Son in all his sovereignty. Sphere sovereignty means
nothing more sophisticated yet nothing less important than the fact
that God is the only sovereign of this world and that all of his ordinances must be obeyed.20 Individuals are not sovereign; the state is
not sovereign; the church is not sovereign. God alone is sovereign.
And that God—Father, Son, and Holy Spirit—calls his creatures to a
host of different tasks, most of which can be fulfilled only in communities, through institutions, by means of organized societies, each
having its own proper offices of authority and accountability.' Thus,
each task, each special human community, each peculiar and precious
association, is never simply at our disposal. It is guarded by the
Sovereign and granted its own subordinate sovereignty in the same
way that every sparrow of the air and every lily of the field is called into existence and guarded by the heavenly Father.
The individualistic and collectivistic humanists blaspheme God
by shouting autonomy and turning their backs on the reality of God's
creation. Christians violate God's commandments when they confess
with pious voice that God is sovereign, but then cast their votes, buy
their homes, sell their stocks, or run their schools and colleges by considering only the demands of the American way of life, or asking only
about the requirements of a healthy profit margin, or looking only to
the habits and expectations of tradition.
Dooyeweerd speaks of the power of the Word of God as the
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radical challenge of the basic motive or ground motive of the Christian religion. That Word "lays full claim on one's attitude to life and
thought." It "moulds our view of history." It "unmasks today's
dangerous community ideology and its totalitarian tendencies." The
Christian ground motive of God's Word "posits the unshakable firmness of God's creation order in opposition to the so-called dynamic
spirit of our times which refuses to recognize firm foundations of life
and thus sees everything 'in change.' "22
Consider the cost of taking this radically scriptural Christianity
seriously. Ask yourself which side you must join in the tense spiritual
battle of our times. Compromise is not an option. A middle-of-theroad stance is not possible. Either the ground motive of the Christian
religion works radically in our lives or we serve other gods. If the antithesis is too radical for you, ask yourself whether a less radical Christianity is not like salt that has lost its savour. I state the antithesis as
radically as I do so that we may again experience the full double-edged
sharpness and power of God's Word. You must experience the antithesis as a spiritual storm that strikes lightning into your life and that
clears the sultry air. If you do not experience it as a spiritual power
requiring the surrender of your whole heart, then it will bear no fruit in
your life. Then you will stand apart from the great battle the antithesis
always instigates. You yourself cannot wage this battle. Rather, the
spiritual dynamic of the Word of God wages the struggle in us and pulls
us along despite our "flesh and blood."
My effort to impress upon us the scope of the antithesis is also directed at committed Christians. I believe that if Christianity had held
fast to the ground motive of God's Word, and to it alone, we never
would have witnessed the divisions and schisms that have plagued the
church of Christ. The source of all fundamental schisms and dissensions is the sinful inclination of the human heart to weaken the integral
and radical meaning of the divine Word. 23

The basic thrust of Dooyeweerd's comment is that Christians can
overcome their accommodation to medieval traditionalism and to
liberal/ conservative or socialist radicalisms only by taking God's
Word seriously. And that Word illuminates and spotlights the creation ordinances for social life which we must then heed. His point, put
very simply, is that there is no way to develop or preserve principled,
structural pluralism in social and political life without practicing
creative, communal, self-critical responsiveness to God's ordinances.
Protection of private property and a free press is not sufficient for
public justice. Advocating the rule of law, or seeking human rights for
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individuals, or pressing for educational freedom is not enough. There
is no common secular tradition to which we can pledge our troth as
Christians and still hope to have truly principled pluralism. It is not
enough for us as a Christian community to work at developing our
homes, churches, and Christian schools in response to God's Word
while merely learning to adjust to the major political, economic, and
media decisions being made in our society according to other principles.
The liberal! conservative tradition tries to build society and
politics in obedience to a norm of freedom and sovereignty for individuals. It ends up with unresolved tensions between its sovereign individuals and its powerful governments' It ends up, for example,
with both state and family claiming prior rights to educate children. 25
It opens the way for the moneyed classes to control most of the public
law-making powers. It can find no way to give significant public room
to small groups such as American Indians. It finds itself unable to
c!arify in public law the substantive identity and tasks of such basic institutions as family, school, church, business enterprise, and the state
itself.
Just as pragmatically, the socialist and statist traditions attempt
to build the social order in obedience to norms of communal solidarity, economic equality, or national security. Contradictions in these
systems also abound. National unity is bought at the expense of individual lives and social diversity. The diversity that does exist exists
by the grace of the central government or ruling party. National progress as defined by the central authorities becomes the standard that
qualifies and directs every occupation. The self-established norms of
both traditions are blatantly substituted for the ordinances of the
Creator.
The people of God cannot simply ride through a history that is
being shaped by these spirits and traditions. And they certainly must
not continue to accommodate themselves to these tension-filled
systems and expect that God's ordinances will still shine through in
their deeds to brighten a dark world. Christians have only one healthy
option, and that is to take God's Word so seriously that they refuse to
live by any other ordinances or by any other hope than the ordinances
of creation and the hope of the Gospel.
Such a response will mean facing up to the shocking fact that the
liberal/conservative and socialist traditions are facing a crisis of immense proportions today. The faith of French revolutionaries in their
own autonomous power to shape history by starting from scratch is a
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faith that is now turning sour for many. The humanistic confidence
that progress can forever be made on earth without obedience to
God's ordinances is a confidence that is turning into despair. Bob
Goudzwaard explains that
the theme of progress has penetrated western society so profoundly
because it was able to present itself as a faith in progress, as a
religion of progress. That is also why the present-day crisis of the idea
of progress has the depth of a crisis of faith. There is more at stake than
a somewhat reduced confidence in "progress" on the part of western
man. His whole life perspective has undergone a shock. The unfulfilled
promises of progress have brought about an emptiness, a vacuum, with
respect to the meaning of life and society. Many among us even experience the demise of the idea of progress as a kind of divine betrayal. The
very thing in which we had placed all our trust is turning against us to
devour us. And what does one have left when one's gods betray him?
If this observation is correct, then we find ourselves at a very critical
juncture in the development of western civilization. No society or civilization can continue to exist without having found an answer to the
question of meaning. The emptiness created by the death of the god of
progress must be filled with something else. But what will that be? It
seems that we have two choices: either the vacuum will be filled by a
new, awe-inspiring myth, possibly built around the leaders of a central
and large-scale world authority, who are authorized by their populations to direct all available technical, economic, and scientific means
to new objectives with which to assault both heaven and earth; or else
there will take place a turnaround of Christians and nonchristians together, a turnaround which directs itself to the Torah or normativity
which the Creator of heaven and earth has given to this world as its
meaning from the beginning, and which points forward to a new earth,
coming with the return of the crucified One. Without such a turnaround I can hardly imagine a real and permanent disclosure of our
western civilization.
Therefore our deepest choice appears to lie between an enslaving
autonomy and a liberating heteronomy, or, to put it another way, between restricting utopias and the inspiring openness of the biblical
eschaton. 26

The work of Groen van Prinsterer, Abraham Kuyper, Herman
Dooyeweerd, Bob Goudzwaard, and many others in that line is no
more finished and complete, no more sufficient and normative for us
today than was the work of Calvin for Kuyper, or of Augustine for
Calvin. Groen was too much caught by historicistic traditionalism.
Kuyper never resolved problems in his understanding of the relation
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between an organic nature and God's ordinances, between common
grace and special grace. Dooyeweerd left unresolved problems with his
interpretations of the historical unfolding process and the relationship
of time to eternity. Goudzwaard admits the tentative and uncertain
character of his proposals about the responsibility of modern
economic enterprises and the relationship of government to the
economy.
But the question is not whether we must become disciples of
Kuyper and his followers. The question is: Will we take up the
historical struggle of our day in the spirit of Biblical revival? Will we
become self-critical about our illegitimate accommodations to the
spirits and traditions of our time? Will we quit trying to ride through
history and begin trying to shape history in obedience to divine ordinances? This is our only calling—to serve God and neighbors according to the Creator's ordinances fulfilled in Christ. This is also the
only way that we can contribute to a healthy unfolding of a just
society—one that will be respectful of the true plurality of God-given
associations, institutions, and social relationships.
I am indebted to Dr. Runner, who helped to open the "Kuyper
tradition" to me in North America. A thankful response to him requires that we get to work in politics and political science (as well as in
other areas of life and other disciplines) in order to understand and
obey God's ordinances. That work is an exciting and inspiring service
to the Lord.
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RICHARD J. MOUW

Providence and Politics

In his study of the Christian belief in "divine providence," G. C.
Berkouwer asks: "On what grounds is it considered possible to
perceive God's finger in special events in his story?"1 This is an important question for all of us who believe that God rules providentially
over the historical process, and who believe further that this confession ought not to foster attitudes of quietism, historical resignation,
or fatalism.
Everything that happens in history happens within the scope of
God's sovereign rule. This has been the universal confession of the
historic Christian churches. It is a confession which has been given
special emphasis in the Reformed tradition. But this confession has
seldom been put forth as a reason for concluding that all events in
history should elicit our unqualified approval or acquiescence. God
also calls his people to obedience, an obedience which requires them to
say, on occasion, "This should not be" or "We should not have permitted that to happen." On what grounds ought we to make
assessments of that sort? How do we discern the patterns of God's
rule and leading in history?
These concerns have special significance for those of us who
study and assess political events and movements. How do we perceive
the finger of God in political history? What are our criteria or norms
for political approbation and disapprobation? These are important
207
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questions for the Christian community, and they will be explored in
this present discussion.
The Christian belief in divine providence, then, has important applications to political thought. But there is another link between providence and politics which ought to be noted at the outset. Christian
confessional statements concerning divine providence are themselves
heavily laced with political language. Typically, discussions of God's
providential activity have been divided under two sub-headings: God's
"sustaining" activity and his "governing" activity.' Thus the two
dominant images in discussions of divine providence have been those
of nurturing and ruling: God is pictured as a life-giver and a political
administrator. These images are rooted in some common Biblical pictures of God as parent and shepherd, lord and king. Variations on
these themes are also dominant in New Testament Christological imagery: Jesus is the good shepherd, the life-giving Lamb, the one who
would gather Jerusalem as a mother hen gathers her chicks; and he is
the prince of peace, the ruler of the kings of the earth, the Lion of the
Tribe of Judah.
At least half of the traditional language of providence, then, has
been political language—a pattern which in turn reflects some important Biblical emphases. And we would do well to guard against viewing such Biblical language as "mere metaphor." We must of course
appreciate and absorb the sensitivities of a book which is, among
other things, a poetic book—picturing the deity as riding upon the
winds, ruling the waves, and issuing authoritative commands to the
fountains of the deep. But the language of governance and rule in the
Bible is not exhausted by its poetic contexts. When the Biblical writers
portray God as a king, they very often mean to emphasize a teaching
which has much to do with our attitudes toward flesh-and-blood kings
and tangible thrones.
The doctrine of providence, then, is in part a political doctrine.
Much the same can be said for the closely related theme—also a
favorite of Calvinists—of the sovereignty of God. To say that God is
"sovereign" is to say that he is a ruler, a mighty potentate. In both
cases—i.e., the references to divine sovereignty and to divine providence—the area being referred to includes a set of political concerns,
in a fairly straightforward sense of the term political.
Reformed Christians have not been unaware of the fact that their
commitment to a strong emphasis on God's governing activity, his
sovereign lordship over "all things," has practical political implications. They have not been reluctant to confess that God is presently
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exercising control over political structures and processes. Indeed, in
the Reformed churches a common liturgical salutation is that of the
opening verses of the book of Revelation, in which the church is
greeted in the name of the One who is "the ruler of kings on earth"
(Rev. 1:5). There can be no doubt, furthermore, that many Calvinists
have explicitly acknowledged that the "profit" gained by a belief in
God's providence, as described in Question and Answer 28 of the
Heidelberg Catechism, is among other things a matter of political
comfort—thus, there is no reason why we cannot paraphrase the
Catechism in such a way that it assures us that "we may be patient in
political adversity, thankful in political prosperity, and with a view to
the political future may have good confidence in our faithful God and
Father that no politician shall separate us from his love, since all
politicians are so in his hand that without his wil! they cannot so much
as move." Reformed Christians are committed to the confession that
God is presently active politically, that he is working out his political
purposes in the world.
But while many of us would be quick to acknowledge that God is
presently working in and through the political processes of his creation, we would be less clear on just how he is doing so. Furthermore,
this is not merely a problem for Reformed Christians; virtually every
confessional tradition affirms a belief in divine providence. Thus the
problem of the "how" of God's present political rule is an ecumenical
problem.
How is God acting politically today? Is it possible to discern clear
traces of his rule over all things in the present political situation? What
is the relationship, properly understood, between providence and
politics? These are questions I will reflect upon in what follows.
Most Christians would agree that the patterns of God's sovereign
rule are explicit and obvious at several stages in the Biblical record.
They are obvious, for example, in God's relationship with the unfallen
creation as pictured in the first few chapters of Genesis; God reveals
his purposes for human beings through his commandments and in his
offer of fellowship, his covenant-partnership, with them. And even
the fall of the human race into sin does not obliterate the obvious patterns of divine rule as they bear on mundane political happenings. For
in response to human rebellion God surprisingly and graciously
renews his pledge of benevolence toward his creation, a pledge that
takes a specific political shape when God promises Abraham that
from his seed will spring forth nations and kings (Gen. 17:6).
Thereafter the Lord God gathers unto himself a special people, the na-
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tion of Israel, and he makes his political will and purposes known to
his people through a series of theocratic arrangements. In its political
life Israel clearly discerns the workings of the divine liberator and
judge; sometimes these workings are matters of reward and blessing,
and on other occasions they are expressions of divine judgment and
wrath. But in all of these matters there are discernible patterns which
can be properly described as "the politics of God."
Most Christians would also agree that the patterns become less
clear in the New Testament. Here it is not as easy to identify in an unequivocal manner the workings of God among the nations. Because the
nation of Israel rejected the Messiah, God forsook it—or at least he
ceased to work explicitly and openly through that national vehicle.
And so we, as New Testament Christians, lack a national reference
point for discerning the political purposes of God in world events.
This does not mean, however, that God is not working in and
through the contemporary political scene. On the contrary, most
Christians openly confess that God presently governs all things
through the kingship of his Son. The problem is not in believing that
he rules politically; it is in discerning how he rules politically.
Some Christians attempt to resolve the difficulties here by seeming to take a certain delight in not knowing how to discern the political
movements of God among and within the nations. This retreat into
willful ignorance might be taken to be suggested by the Belgic Confession's commentary on the doctrine of divine providence:
[God's] power and goodness are so great and incomprehensible that He
orders and executes His work in the most excellent and just manner,
even then when devils and wicked men act unjustly. And as to what He
does surpassing human understanding, we will not curiously inquire
into farther than our capacity will admit of; but with the greatest
humility and reverance adore the righteous judgments of God, which
are hid from us, contenting ourselves that we are pupils of Christ, to
learn only those things which He has revealed to us in His Word, without transgressing these limits (Article 13).

Here we have an excellent statement of those sentiments which
have led many Christians to distinguish between God's "revealed
will" and his "secret will." There is much to be said in favor of making such a distinction, and it is difficult to fault the Confession for introducing an acknowledgment of human limitations into its discussion
of divine providence. Of course there are matters that God has chosen
to hide from us. And when we come up against such matters, it would
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be foolish and pretentious, if not also sinful, to attempt to "curiously
inquire into" such things, attempting to probe "farther than our
capacity will admit of."
The rub comes, of course, when Christians attempt to place the
whole question of God's workings in politics beyond the boundaries
of human comprehension. This is a way of viewing things which I
have elsewhere labeled "pious agnosticism." 3 It is not difficult to find
Christians actually suggesting that this sort of pious political
agnosticism is desirable, even a sign of Christian piety. For example,
Gordon Clark tells us that in Romans 13,
when Paul insists that every soul should be subject to the powers that
be, he is evidently removing from individual judgment any question as
to a de jure as opposed to a de facto government. Julius Caesar instituted the Roman imperial system by a criminal coup d'état; Augustus
also had little claim to a throne other than armed force; and Christians,
especially the Jewish Christians of the first century, could easily produce arguments against obeying Rome. It will not be forgotten that
one of the catch questions put to Christ was, "Is it lawful to pay tribute
to Caesar?" Probably most of the Jews secretly believed that it was
unlawful. Christ's answer and Paul's statement are justifications of de
facto government. The powers that be, i.e., the actually existing
powers, are ordained of God.'

Clark provides us here with an excellent statement of pious
political agnosticism. He does not mean to suggest that God makes no
distinctions between de facto and de jure governments—that is, between governments which happen to rule and governments which
rightly rule. Clark undoubtedly believes that there have been, and are,
governments which God simply does not approve of. What Clark is
warning against is a pattern of thinking whereby we get into the
business of distinguishing between de facto and de jure governments.
Such a distinction is for God to make; it is not our business. If God
does not like the governments of the Soviet Union and South Africa,
he will bring them to ruin in his own mysterious way and in his own
good time. But in the meantime, it is proper for Christian citizens of
those nations to respect their governments as being ordained of God.
To repeat Clark's point: "The powers that be, i.e., the actually existing powers, are ordained of God."
There are, of course, problems with this perspective which come
immediately to mind. Are there no conditions under which a Christian
may justifiably disobey a government? Clark allows that there are
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such conditions, in the light of the fact that "the Bible several times
makes explicit statements and gives several concrete examples" of civil
disobedience—e.g. Peter's refusal to obey the injunction that he desist
from preaching the Gospel, as well as the examples of Moses' mother,
Daniel, and the three young men who were thrown into the fiery furnace. What these examples have in common is that they have to do
with political decrees which "conflict with God's laws.'"
Clark is correct in pointing to Biblical instances of this sort as
relevant for contemporary Christian political discernment. The only
problem is that, by raising them, he seems to undercut his own insistence that we cannot make a distinction between de facto and de
jure governments. On his account, we can be sure at least that any
government which forbids the preaching of the Gospel, or places a
ban on Christian worship, ought not to be viewed as having the
legitimate authority to set such policies. But then it would seem that
we cannot simply leave the business of distinguishing between de facto
and de jure governments up to God after all. For we are required to
obey the will of God; and sometimes we are faced with situations, as
the apostles were, in which it is impossible to obey both God and
human government at the same time.
It is important that we try to get clear about the limits which
pious political agnosticism would try to place on Christian attempts to
discern the present political activity of Jesus Christ. For example,
many of us are convinced that it is wrong for Christians to live in silent
approval of governmental policies and social practices which promote
racism, nationalism, sexism, consumerism, and militarism. We are
convinced that a promotion of such patterns is incompatible with a
yearning for the Kingdom of Jesus Christ—and so we believe that it is
legitimate, even mandatory, for Christians to speak out against such
policies and practices. On the other hand, many proponents of the
perspective we are discussing do not agree. Why not? Why do they not
believe that these are matters which must be submitted to an agressive
Christian critique?
Their answer, it should now be clear, is not that we cannot make
any distinctions between governments and policies which God approves of and ones of which he disapproves. For they are prepared to
make such distinctions themselves at important points. The important
disagreement, then, is over when we can make such a distinction.
Thus, while it is proper to view a political agnosticism at work in this
perspective, it is a limited political agnosticism. It is not the case, on
this view, that all of God's political workings are shrouded in mystery.
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There are at lease some policies in the political arena about which we
can say with certainty: "This is something which Christ is working to
abolish."
Another way of viewing the political workings of God in history
is evident in the thinking of those Christians who operate with a rather
clearly defined "church / world dualism." Here a very positive assessment is made of the "politics" of the Christian community, while a
very negative assessment is given to political developments within "the
kingdoms of this world."
Proponents of such a view place a strong emphasis—and rightly
so—on the Christian community as an arena within which persons are
called to live in radical obedience to the lordship and kingship of Jesus
Christ. The Christian community is viewed as a manifestation of "the
new order" of things, an order which will someday hold full sway over
the creation, but which presently stands in sharp opposition to the
reign of sin.
The political order represented by the national governments of
this present world is in the grip of demonic "principalities and
powers." These forces are doomed. The cross of Christ sealed their
fate, and their rule is one that will end in ruin. The present structures
of political authority—and all those forces and movements which oppose those structures by means of violence and coercion—are headed
for destruction.
On this view, then, two political processes are unfolding in this
present age, under the sovereign will of God. The church, the Christian community, as the manifestation of a people-hood which is being
realized under the direct rule of Christ, is a sign of the new order; it is
a key element in God's preparation for the new age, the perfected
Kingdom of Jesus. This "holy nation" is the only political entity
which has legitimate status and which is of lasting significance. This is
where God is working out his positive political purposes for the world.
In the kingdoms of this world, on the other hand, we have
evidence of God's continuing patience with the fallen structures of his
creation. The present-day nations are all in the grip of demonic
powers. They are a part of the order that will soon pass away. If they
seem to be alive and strong, it is only because God has chosen, for his
own good reasons, to be patient with them for a time—much as the executioner patiently awaits the day on which the sentence of death will
be carried out.
There are some contemporary Christians who seem to accept this
viewpoint without qualification. Others seem to lean in the direction
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of this viewpoint, without necessarily being willing to carry out its implications to an extreme. For example, Jim Wallis sometimes suggests
what appears to be an unqualified version of this viewpoint, as in this
passage:
In a world that does not know God, the church lives in radical antagonism to the existing order of things. The Bible sees the powers of the
world in rebellion against God and in domination over human life. The
Bible names the prince of the world as the Devil. The church of Jesus
Christ is at war with the systems of the world, not detente, ceasefire, or
peaceful coexistence, but at war. The church exists to continually confront the world with a new reality—the kingdom of God—that has invaded the world and taken root in the life of the church as God's new
community. 6
Here there is very little room to work with Clark's distinction between de jure and de facto government. There is only one de jure
government—and that consists of those patterns of authority which
characterize the new community in which Jesus Christ is consciously
affirmed as Lord and King. All other de facto governments are just
that—de facto governments. They have no legitimate authority; they
are not positive instruments of God's purposes. They exist only by virtue of God's patience; and they will be destroyed when the new order
is ushered in with fullness and power.
On this view, then, God's present government over all things has
two basic features. First, God is actively ruling the church through his
Son, the Lord and King of the church. Second, for reasons known only to himself, he is exercising patience with the political powers whom
he has already defeated. Christian political activity, if it is consistent
with this viewpoint, follows this same twofold pattern. We are to submit to the political patterns of the new community of the called-out
people of God—actively seeking to bring our lives into conformity to
his will for his people. And we are also to imitate God's patience with
the political powers of the world. We must live in "subordination" to
them—not out of respect for a legitimate authority that they might exercise over our lives, but rather out of a spirit of rebellion against
them, a rebellion which manifests itself in a conviction that they do
not, after all, "matter," since their doom is sealed.
This perspective fails to account for the fact that the Biblical
witness does not simply contrast the incoming Kingdom with either
"this world" or the "principalities and powers" which dominate the
world. The divine rule confronts the world in its fallenness and the
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powers in their rebelliousness; but the ultimate purpose of this confrontation is not the destruction either of the world or of those powers
which exercise authority in the world. Rather, the present confrontation is directed toward the restoration of the world in its createdness.
This dualistic perspective seems to present us with a scenario
wherein "the world" is headed for destruction while the church awaits
the victory. The apostle Paul, however, gives us a very different
scenario in Romans 8:19-23: "For the creation waits with eager longing for the revealing of the sons of God; for the creation was subjected
to futility, not of its own will but by the will of him who subjected it in
hope; because the creation itself will be set free from its bondage to
decay and obtain the glorious liberty of the children of God. We know
that the whole creation has been groaning in travail together until
now; and not only the creation, but we ourselves, who have the first
fruits of the Spirit, groan inwardly as we wait for adoption."
According to this Pauline picture, the distinction between church
and world is not to be understood as consisting in the church's anticipating redemption while the world is moving toward its doom.
Rather, the whole creation, including the political network of God's
world, is groaning for release from bondage—"and not only the creation, but we ourselves, who have the first fruits of the Spirit." The
church and the world groan together in anticipation of release from
bondage. The crucial difference between them is that the church
groans knowledgeably while the world groans in ignorance. This is the
source and nature of the church's "confrontation" with the world.
In an important sense, we must view God's present relationship
to "the world" not under the rubric of "patience" but of "preparation." Creation, even political creation, is being prepared for the coming of the Kingdom. Of course, it is not always easy to discern just
how political life is being prepared for the new order. In what ways,
for example, was Watergate an occasion of God's preparatory activity
in the political world? How are the angry cries of dispossessed Third
World peoples to be rightly viewed as the economic groans of God's
creation? In what sense is the struggle for equality of both women and
men before the law an anticipation of the new order? These are difficult questions—but they are not all equally difficult. It is possible to
discern, or at least to suspect that one is discerning, the preparatory
activity of Christ in some of these things.
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The two viewpoints which we have discussed thus far share some
fundamental assumptions. Not the least of their agreements is on this
point: that it is extremely difficult to view the current political scene
with the ability to discern clear signs of God's redemptive political activity in that sphere. Proponents of pious agnosticism allow that God
may indeed be working in that milieu, rewarding some kinds of
governmental decisions and standing in judgment on others—but they
are convinced that it is very difficult for us to be certain about where
and how God is pursuing these matters. The dualistic perspective
views God's activities among the nations under a single and comprehensive category: God is exercising patience with a state of affairs
that will soon pass away. From both of these perspectives, if there are
criteria we can employ which allow us to say, "God approves of this
policy," or "God disapproves of that one," these criteria are intimately related to the way in which governmental policies affect the
life of the church. Both the politically-agnostic variety of Calvinism
and radical dualistic thought would agree, for example, that Christians must specifically resist political policies that restrict the
preaching of the Gospel.
There are other Christians, however, who insist that we can clearly discern the positive workings of God in the political realm, even
where those dealings have little or nothing to do with the life of the institutional church. On the contemporary scene this way of viewing
things is especially obvious in those Christians who are associated with
"liberation theology," a movement whose adherents are not reluctant
to identify specific forces for social change in the broad social arena as
ones which bear clear marks of divine sponsorship.
Indeed, some contemporary Christians seem to posit a very
positive relationship between the workings of God in history and
"social change" as such. In some circles the reaction against
Hellenistic versions of "divine immutability" has been so extreme that
the impression is given that the positive work of God in history is to be
discerned wherever social change is taking place. Some (but not all)
liberation theologians, "process" theologians, and proponents of the
"theology of hope" have adopted a view of divine process which exhibits the strong influence of Hegelianism. Thus we are told that the
Biblical God is "in the open future," that he is at work in all that
"negates the present." Ernst Bloch, whose work has been an important influence on the "theology of hope," is reported to have once
remarked that "Heraclitus is the real origin of the theology of hope!"'
Mary Daly, in developing a perspective that is meant to free
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religious belief from all that she judges to be "patriarchal," goes so
far as to suggest that we no longer think of the term God as a noun.
Rather, we must direct our allegiance to "God the Verb," who is
"form-destroying, form-creating, transforming power that makes all
things new.'" If we take some of her suggestions at face value, it
would seem that God is at work wherever old "forms" are being
destroyed and new ones created.
The drafters of the "Boston Affirmations," a public statement
issued by a group of liberation theologians in 1976, strike a more
moderate tone. They do not insist that God is positively at work
wherever social change is occurring. God, they tell us, is "active in
current struggles to bring a Reign of Justice, Righteousness, Love and
Peace"; God's action in history "shatters the barriers of ethnic, class,
familial, national and caste restrictions." 9
On this view, then, it would not be necessary to view a resurgence
of Nazism or the rapid growth of a significant Dolly Parton cult as instances of the kind of change in which God is doing a liberating work.
There are patterns whereby we can discern the liberating activity of
God. God's liberation is occurring where Justice, Righteousness,
Love, and Peace are being realized in history. The God of the Scriptures is one who "shatters barriers"—and only certain kinds of barriers at that.
Nonetheless, some critics of the Boston document have not been
satisfied with these qualifications. They fear that this document, along
with other expressions of the perspective of liberation theology,
manifests a tendency toward an uncritical endorsement of movements
in the "secular" arena.
There is something to be said for this line of criticism. Like the
pious agnostics, we must acknowledge some element of "hiddenness"
in God's workings amidst processes of social change. God is presently
bringing about his redemptive will throughout society; he is at work
fashioning his complex purposes in the cultural arena, even in processes which promote conflict and radical change. But we must exercise caution in our attempts to discern his movements.
The dualist perspective rightly stresses that God's ultimate
redemptive purposes are presently revealed, openly and publicly, in
the context of the called-out people of God. In the midst of the life of
this people, as Paul put it, "the mystery hidden for ages and generations" is "now made manifest to his saints"—and the mystery is this:
"Christ in you, the hope of glory" (Col. 1:26-27). In the Christian
community we realize (or ought to realize) the first fruits of what God
will bring about for his whole creation, including created culture.

218 Richard J. Mouw
There is an important sense, then, in which we can only know
God's cultural purposes—what he is up to in the midst of social
change—by "withdrawing" from the world. A proper understanding
of God's providential workings cannot be fully gained by a detached
"empirical" study of the social process. It can only be attained by experiencing the redemption that is to be found by identifying with the
new community of God's people. But this involvement is just the
beginning of cultural discernment; for, having turned away from the
world to taste the first fruits of the Kingdom, we must return to it to
discern the larger work which God is doing there. "Retreat" from the
world is not the end-goal of the Christian life; it is a tactic whereby we
become properly sensitized for sanctified, discerning involvement in
the broad reaches of God's creation. We must be released from the
grip of the principalities and powers so that we may better serve the
one whose recreating purposes encompass even those powers: "For
God sent the Son into the cosmos, not to condemn the cosmos, but
that the cosmos might be saved through him" (John 3:17).
This is where the liberation perspective, for all of its dangers,
points us in the proper direction: we must attempt to discern the workings of God in the processes of social change. The Belgic Confession
rightly warns us against curious inquiries into areas which are hidden
from us. But neither may we draw the blinds where God has shed
light.
The thoughts that we have just been expressing are crucial for an
understanding of a Reformed perspective on providence and politics.
There can be no doubt that the element of political agnosticism that
we have noticed in some strands of Calvinist views of providence has
been closely related to an attitude of political "fatalism." These patterns of political agnosticism and fatalism can be understood and
assessed by noting that there are two different streams in the Calvinist
tradition, each finding its source in the central Reformed emphasis on
the sovereignty of God.
One stream stresses God's sovereign activity in the area of
soteriology—i.e., in matters having to do with personal regeneration
and sanctification. We might call this stream of thought "Tulip
Calvinism." Here the expansive, unrestricted adjectives which are
typical of Reformed thought—total, unconditional, irresistible, and
the like—are limited in their application to the electing and preserving
of individuals.
The other stream, which need not stand in opposition to the first,
promotes what we might call a "cultural Calvinism." Whereas the
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former emphasis focuses on the sovereign activity of God in bringing
individual persons into his Kingdom, the latter stresses the sovereign
lordship of Jesus Christ over all spheres of human activity. When
Calvinism is restricted to the soteriological emphasis, Reformed
Christians can be content to acknowledge God's sovereign workings in
their own personal lives; and they need only add, as a virtual afterthought, that God is exercising his sovereign lordship over the broad
movements of history as well—although his manner of doing so is a
dark mystery into which we must not inquire.
But where the genius of the second stream of Calvinist thought is
recognized and loved, as it has been in the career of H. Evan Runner,
we will be reluctant to relegate too much to the realm of mystery, in
tones of pious agnosticism. The cultural Calvinist affirms that
Christ's sovereignty is revealed not only in his function as the
Shepherd of souls, but also in his claims upon our lives as he reveals
himself to us as the Lord of history and the King of the nations. On
this understanding of divine sovereignty, it is a matter of obligation to
probe into the secret places, in anticipation of the day when the glory
of God will be revealed to the ends of the earth.
Cultural Calvinists, then, seek to avoid fatalism—choosing rather
to pursue the way of obedience as persons who are called to labor in,
and even to contribute to, the establishment of, the Kingdom of Christ
on earth. In this context, a concern with the workings of divine
providence is, in effect, a concern over how we are to receive our
political marching orders.
In the final analysis, then, we cannot ask about the relationship
between providence and politics without asking very practical questions about what it means for us to be responsible for the political
dimensions of God's creation. The Reformed confessions do not
always make this clear. As we have seen, they often adopt the tone of
warning us against making inquiries into that which we cannot comprehend. Indeed, the call to responsible involvement in the political
world over which God presently rules is found, not in those sections of
the Belgic Confession and Heidelberg Catechism which explicitly refer
to the doctrine of providence, but in the discussion, in the final article
of the Belgic Confession (Article 37), of "The Last Judgment." There
we are told that when the day of accounting comes,
the faithful and elect shall be crowned with glory and honor; and the
Son of God will confess their names before God His Father and His
elect angels; all tears shall be wiped from their eyes; and their cause
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which is now condemned by many judges and magistrates as heretical
and impious will then be known to be the cause of the Son of God.

This, ultimately, is the proper context for framing our questions
concerning the relationship between providence and politics. This is
why we must ask what God is doing right now by way of political activity. This is why we must enter into that glorious experiment in risktaking—even if that experiment should lead us to suffer at the hands
of contemporary "judges and magistrates." It is not because we are
curious about that which is hidden from us. Rather it is because we
must desperately desire to know the mystery that has been revea!ed to
us—so that Jesus will someday confess our names before his Father,
and so that it may then be revealed that our present struggle to do his
political will is in reality the very "cause of the Son of God."
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ALAN STORKEY

Dominant Concepts of Power
in Recent British Politics

It is a measure of the stature of Dr. Runner's thought that it can
be held up as a standard by which the political developments of a nation can be judged. The Biblically anchored insights of his book Scriptural Religion and Political Task,1 which I encountered in the 1960s,
were significant not only in my understanding North America but also
in my assessing the political situation in Britain. In acknowledgment
of a long-term debt, I would therefore like to apply this met-wand to
some aspects of the recent development of British political life.
The specific theme is the contemporary meanings of power in
politics. A concept that was the object of faith in a wide variety of
ways during the 1960s has become a source of puzzlement during the
1970s. This change, however inadequately documented in Britain in
the following pages, bears witness to the covenantal strength of Dr.
Runner's definition of power and its promise for modern politics.
POWER is the Word of God as Principle of our integral life . . . . The
whole revelation of God in His Word is full of illustrations that man
must be weak in order for God to reveal His strength. The power to renew the life of mankind is in the Word of the Living God. 2

The ultimate truth of this view is antithetically shown by the bitterness
and destructive nature of much of contemporary politics. The hope is
that it can also eventually be shown more fully through assent and
submission.
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Political science
Our initial concern is not with the academic study of politics in
Britain per se but with its influence on political practice. During the
last two decades the influence of the academic study of politics upon
practical politics has been unprecedented, not primarily because of
textbooks, periodicals, and school political education, but because of
"experts" in television and the press who have been required to explain and interpret political activity in a supposedly authoritative but
neutral way. Thus some political scientists have moved into the key
role of framing the public's perception of politics.
During this period a major trend, evident earlier, was to see
politics basically in terms of power, rather than as an explication of
the structure of the state. 3 The reasons for this transition were interesting. One reason was that examination of the structure of the
state was likely to appear biased along a socialist-conservative divide,
removing the possibility of the neutral political science which the
status of the discipline demanded. A second was that the growth of
political sociology, with its emphasis on unmasking the difference between formal structure and "real" relationships, had hyperbolized the
distinction between authority and power. 4 Further, the emphasis on
empirical studies meant that, provided the concept of power was
homogenized, it could be handled as the unidimensional, universal
"fact" of politics which both allowed the illusion of coherence in the
discipline and opened up the possibility of quantification. Finally, a
Marxist critique emphasized the difference between the economic and
class roots of power and the political superstructure created by the
threatened bourgeois ruling class.' For these reasons, at least, power
had become possibly the key concept in modern British political
sciences, and certainly it has become the normal frame of reference
for political commentary.
The public has therefore been assiduously taught that politics is
about power, by which is chiefly meant control of the government,
and that it is achieved by a quantifiable, atomistic, vote-based calculus
at elections. Implicitly it is also conveyed that the overriding concern
of politicians is to get in power and stay in power. The tireless
psephological machine centering on David Butler, has, in election
after election, looked at the forces shaping electoral choice,6 and this
emphasis has been reinforced by the dramatic opinion poll commentary on people's attitudes. Nevertheless, the awareness has also grown
that elections change relatively little; a search has started, therefore,
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for the roots of power in the Civil Service, various elites, the establishment, the major pressure groups, the cabinet, the parties, the financial
and business worlds, and multinational companies. What emerges is
that powers are pluriform, that they are viewed very differently by
various groups, and that they are shaped by the institutions where they
are exercised; as a result, the hope of a unifying concept in one
discipline has been destroyed.'
But something else has also been destroyed. The trust in and emphasis on electioneering, on getting into power (not office), and on using political pressure have led to a degeneration in political norms and
principles in the public consciousness and have created a different
tone in the national debate. The cynicism evident in British politics today is partly the result of the view of power adopted by academic
political scientists.

Normal British attitudes toward power
There are some assumptions about power which are fairly universally held in Britain and rarely reflected on. One is that the government should exercise authority over the nation rather than merely over
the polity. Both major parties believe that the government is responsible, in some senses at least, for providing a religious direction for the
nation. Reactions to this approach have tended merely to be laissezfaire, that is, to assert that the government should not interfere, rather
than to recognize in principle that the sphere of competence of the
state and political leadership is limited. Consequently, there has been
a tendency throughout this period towards encroachment, the
politicization of issues, and the massification of the electorate, as their
other institutional roles are subsumed under their role as individual
voting citizens. Moreover, political leaders have regarded it as their
duty on many occasions to assume national spiritual leadership and
formulate its direction.
A second element has been the majoritarian emphasis. The singlemember constituency system of voting gives the larger parties, those
able to muster over about 23% of the votes, a likely monopoly of
parliamentary seats. They therefore claim, from their support in the
House of Commons, to speak for the majority of the people,
althought actually it is possible--and has occurred—for a party to
have a majority of seats with the support of less than 30% of the electorate. The response in this situation is to try to manufacture majoritarian party support by deliberately obscuring differences of
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political faith and coalescing values to the lowest common
denominators. This process is regarded as necessary for majoritarian
status and is therefore normal. Unfortunately, it leads to the suppression of many kinds of opinions, especially during the election process,
and to a deliberate lack of clarity in political debate.
A third factor, which we shall examine later, is the recognition
that British elected representatives, in contrast with their U.S.
counterparts, have little power independent of their party and government. Attention therefore focuses on the fight for control of Downing
Street, which has assumed an intensity and sophistication that
dominates most other concerns in Britain.

Power as national economic direction
One ethos of power which has had a great impact is that of
government planning as the key to the regeneration of the British
economy. By 1964 the Labour Party's emphasis had switched from
nationalization to centrally directed economic planning. A new
Department of Economic Affairs, a National Plan, a network of consultative bodies, and a government strategy would, it was hoped, set
the economy on a higher growth path. The rapid failure of this initial
plan by 1966 was followed by other attempts at government engineering. In December of 1966 the Industrial Reorganization Corporation
was created, largely with the idea of making, through mergers, new
giant companies like British Leyland able to meet future world competition. 8 The details and results of this approach do not concern us
here, although they are rarely judged successful; our concern is with
the view of power implied in it.
First, there was a false assumption of the government's competence in economic affairs; it was not possible for the government to
control the development of private enterprises; that much was quickly
revealed. Second, the predictive powers of D.E.A. economists were
swayed by the particular kind of national economic leadership that
was deemed necessary at this period, namely, a certain pattern of
growth. The control conceptions of power, however, were to be formed in the ratio of the age. All men of good sense, it was argued, must
come to the conclusion that a National Plan was needed, that industrial bigger was better, and that progress was by planned adjustment. The economic orthodoxy of the time, already in part a response
to Russia's seeming success, became that in which the government
vested its leadership and its hope. That specific policies rapidly
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became dated did not shake the underlying faith in a ratio, a national
economic policy, on which all educated people could agree, through
which the government could lead the people into economic success.
This planning ideal was rooted in rational efficiency and did not even
draw any water from the old Socialist concern for economic justice.
The Conservative leadership theme
Conservatism since Disraeli has expressed the ideal that the
political leader should unite the nation under himself. This theme
draws from the Tory monarchist background and is also a response to
the Socialist class-divisive challenge. It was, of course, strong in the
1939-45 War, although Churchill's demise in 1945 suggests it was not
quite as universally shared as is usually assumed. To some extent both
Eden and Macmillan continued the ethos, when it was taken up, after
the leadership crisis of Home, by Edward Heath.
This view of leadership is elitist and charismatic; a leader must
generate a following. The inspiration comes from the top and is then
shared among the population at large. It is personally generated and is
more than the authority that derives from a careful definition of
political office. In 1970 the pressure for leadership was great both
from the media and also from within Heath's own party. His particular response to this theme was twofold. First, he led a crusade of
"going into Europe," by which was meant joining the European
Economic Community. This fundamental constitutional change was
carried out in 1971 on the basis of a simple majority in the Commons
with probably two-thirds of the electorate at the time opposed to it.
That this decision should be a leadership crusade made without electoral assent to this basic change in the structure of national government led to a period of hostility to the EEC which may not yet be over.
The other area was economic; together with his Chancellor of the Exchequer, Anthony Barber, Heath decided that a "dash for growth"
and prosperity would unite the nation and give it the necessary
dynamic of spirit. This economic indulgence in fact created serious
weaknesses in the economy, and after losing the election in February
of 1974, Heath was relieved of the leadership in favor of a potentially
more charismatic leader, Margaret Thatcher. Her rhetoric does not
yet reveal a change in this Conservative ethos of power generated from
the top.
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The new barons
During the same period, another conception of power in politics
arose which cut across the two we have already examined. Through
recruitment and orgnization, the two great industrial armies of labor
and capital were able to enhance their direct political power. The
history of the unions' exercise of it was more obvious. In June of
1969, Barbara Castle's white paper In Place of Strife was abandoned
by the Labour Government under pressure from the union leaders and
the union-sponsored MPs. The white paper aimed to establish a
recognized legal procedure of industrial bargaining to prevent anarchic industrial relations. From that time onward the unions became
more adamant in opposing any legal constraints on their spheres of activity, and the passing of the Industrial Relations Act in August 1971
began a period of extended resistance by the unions to the law and the
government. Led by the Transport and General Workers Union, they
refused to register under the Act, were taken to court, and fined. The
Labour Party meanwhile offered to repeal the Act on return to power,
and this was done. Certainly, in practice and usually in principle, the
regulation of union activity by law was completely ruled out from that
time onward.'
The Labour Party, whose National Executive Committee could
be, and usually was, dominated by union-appointed nominees, came
to identify itself fully with the union position that there were to be no
legal controls and that the unions had in effect autonomous power
which they could use as they and their members saw fit. The immediate result of this was that wage-induced inflation rose to a rate of
25% during late 1974 and early 1975 and that the issue of price control
became a central one in 1975. The response of the Labour Government was a unique one. It negotiated a Social Contract with the trade
unions as equal partners; the terms of the agreement were that the
Trades Union Congress agreed to limit annual wage increases
(although it had no formal method of exercising control over its
member unions) in return for government-imposed constraints on
prices and dividends and some welfare and subsidy payments. This
bilateral agreement was the kingpin of government policy throughout
the late 1970s, and it was argued that only this unique relationship
could establish a sound anti-inflationary agreement and industrial
peace.
The partisanship of this compact with the union barons and its
denial of authoritatively-based office were scarcely seen as an issue at
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the time. The immediate, appropriate response was cobbled into
history with little regard for its partiality and without any contact with
a principial base. Necessarily, it produced its inevitable reaction. The
forces of capital and management began to organize themselves to
redress the balance—or more.
The best way to change the parameters of power is by a lower
level of activity in the economy, leaving less pressure on output and a
pool of unemployed labor to provide some competition in the labor
market. This was tried initially by Heath on the basis of the inverse
relationship between unemployment and inflation revealed by the
Philips curve in 1970-71 and was reflected in a recession in the early
1980s with two million unemployed, mainly in the north of England.
The effect was to transfer power to the employers, whose position had
also been partially strengthened by the abolition of secondary
picketing and withdrawal of unemployment pay for strikers. At the
same time the tax system had been changed to encourage those with
responsible positions and with "successful' salaries. Thus the emphasis is now on bigger differentials and weaker collective bargaining.
There has been no modification of the process of free collective power
bargaining, but only of the balance on the political seesaw.
The problem that exists is that the autonomous empires of power
have been built up and defended a-normatively and that there have
been a-principled political responses to them. It is now normal for interest groups to respond contingently to threats to the status quo
which they seek to defend without any principial direction governing
their response.

The Hailsham Jenkins theme
-

In recent years a theme has been developed, most notably by
Lord Hailsham,10 about the direction of the Constitution. The argument is that whereas in earlier periods there had been a diffusion of
power among British political institutions—Lords, Commons,
Judges, Local Authorities, Monarch, and Parties—in the postwar era
a number of factors have led to a heavy concentration of power in the
hands of the party in government. These include the Prime Minister's
choice of an election time, the eclipse of common law by statute law,
the expertise of the Civil Service available to government, the development of national media politics, the Whips' control of the backbenchers, the fiscal power of the government, and the doctrine of
mandate, whereby an election victory, albeit with the support of only
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30% of the electorate, is taken as full justification for the adoption of
the manifesto program. The centralization of power, argued
Hailsham, has effectively destroyed the delicate balance of constitutional power which earlier existed.
In 1979 Roy Jenkins took the argument further." He argued that
the "elective dictatorship" that Hailsham had outlined was the result
of and was perpetuated by a rigid and partisan two-party system,
which vetoed further constitutional development, like the adoption of
proportional representation, not in its interest. He suggested that the
way out of this dilemma is a new control party which would break up
this ossified pattern and allow relevant constitutional change.
However, specific changes or the formation of a center party does
not get to the root of the problem. British constitutional practice and
theory have deteriorated because of the approach that has been
adopted. Three main strands are detectable. One is an adulation of
British historicism. The Conservatives argue that the Constitution has
been developed through a long historical process and reflects the unique character of the British—their fairness, maturity, and even
bloody-mindedness; it is therefore a system which is balanced, tried
and tested, and worthy of emulation, provided that people adopt good
Anglo-Saxon patterns of behavior. This tradition, as Dr. Runner
points out, is doomed.
Having once taken his position within historical development, the
conservative is lost . . . . The conservative . . . could either fall back
into a reactionary defense of the past, of already vested interests, and
thus lose all genuine relevancy, have no significant view about the
dynamic, the novel, in history; or he could find himself in the most
unhappy position of following along after the more progressive
accomplishments of the liberals (or more radical spirits), serving chiefly
as a brake upon the dynamic movement of innovation. 12

The complacency and lack of principial basis of much of this tradition
has contributed to the gradual erosion of much constitutional practice. Unless the principle is developed, the practice will merely be
bypassed.
The second approach is pragmatic. The virtue of the
"unwritten," "flexible" British Constitution is its ability to adapt to
circumstances. It can change by practice, by statute, by convention,
through case law, or through European law; it is not held in one formal straight jacket, but can pragmatically respond to what is the case
by a process which Harold Wilson described as "steering by the seat
of your pants."
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The outcome of this approach is obvious; it involves the decay of
guiding principles for political life. New conventions have suddenly
appeared, including that the government should be able to threaten
(economically) firms which do not follow advised policy, that resignation should not follow from defeat on a major issue or cabinet splits,
and that government can strike a bargain with one interest group over
legislation. There is a gradual degradation of constitutional thinking
and practice which follows from this pragmatic approach, and already
the results are being harvested.
The third and, in the end, determinate approach is that adopted
by the two major parties. The Constitution, and especially the singlemember constituency method of election (which, incidentally, was
discredited and under very strong attack at the beginning of the century), favors and can be made to favor the major parties. As long as
they hold power and control most of the rules of the game, they will
normally subject the constitutional rules to their party aims. Political
power takes precedence over constitutional principle.
The outcome of these approaches is at least as serious as
Hailsham and Jenkins suggest. For a generation or more the expedients of power have dominated the consciences of politicians and the
consciences of the electorate. Moreover, the centralization of power
has led to its more arbitrary use, although the new Commons Select
Committees and Lord Denning are at least trying to reverse this trend.
In the long term, unresolved constitutional problems and decadent
practice are sapping the principial structure of political life.

Power within the parties
The views of power within the two major parties differ considerably. Conservative commitment among the electorate tends to be
materialist; people hope that "progressive moderation" will keep
things as they were without any crises, so that they can go on accumulating wealth. 13 The politicians are entrusted with this process of
management, which therefore assumes a normal professional career
pattern of promotion by good performances. This process tends to be
deferential, and hence the party is able to diminish conflicts of power,
which, if they occur, tend to be among charismatic leaders rather than
among competing power groups.
The Labour Party is more complex. The same kind of pattern of
promotion has existed within the party, especially when it has been in
power, but the route to promotion has always involved ideological or-
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thodoxy more than managerial performance. Indeed, there has been a
fear that "progressive moderation" is the aim of the leaders of the
Labour Party as much as of the Conservatives. The result has been a
growing distrust of those in governmental authority when the Labour
Party is in power, and consequently attempts to disturb the existing
pattern.
The most serious of these, although there have also been attempts
by Neo-marxists to infiltrate the party at the constituency level, center
on the attempt by Tony Benn to democratize the party structure.' His
critique is that the leadership is detached from the party and has
created its own complacent power base. The remedies are that the
leader should be elected by the whole party (not just Labour MPs),
that the MPs should regularly present themselves for reelection, and
that the manifesto should be written from a wider party base. This
view of democracy within the party is, however, combined in Benn's
thinking with a view of socialism which involves extended state control, albeit with some more democratic elements in state enterprises.
As a rival or potential balance between those two positions, the
trade unions maintain their influence through their position on the
Labour National Executive Committee, their funding, and their sponsorship of MPs. However, this situation, the source of which can be
traced to the origins of the Labour Party, means that in no real sense
does the party exist as a community of political conviction. Internal
activities tend to be strategic rather than reflective of underlying,
shared convictions, just as the position of the party is articulated more
toward how it can have a successful election strategy rather than
toward what its convictions are.
The weakness of the Labour Party is noted by many commentators, but both parties share the same fundamental malaise, which is
given by our culture generally. Obtaining power takes priority over
political conviction and principle, and the ethic is one of pragmatic
reaction to the historical flow of events. This is serious not only as
reflected in the pattern of government, but also in the decline in grassroots political commitment; Labour Party membership has fallen badly, and Conservative Party membership, although high, tends to be
delegatory. Because no larger communities of political faith exist or
are encouraged, the independent voter, who is driven and tossed by
the wind like a wave of the sea, is becoming more usual. The mass lack
all conviction, and the few are full of passionate intensity.
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Conclusion
These are, then, some of the attitudes toward power which jostle
on the British political scene. They have been sketched briefly, inadequately, and possibly inaccurately; yet this approximation suggests
that specific political issues will tend to become increasingly acute
problems partly because of the inconsistencies and weaknesses of
these specific views. They are a recipe for long-term paralysis.
More than this, however, these attitutes toward power evidence
the pervasive influence of the lie that man is the source of power. It is
here that disorder and frustration have their origin, and it is the outworking of human rebellion that is detailed in different forms in at
least part of the various responses that we have considered. A detailed
Christian response to these problems cannot and need not be
developed here, but the main thesis has already been stated, and I
gratefully recall it:
The rebel cannot really change the world. It is anchored in the creationordinance, the Will of the sovereign God. God maintains His Thesis.
Not able to make a world in which the relations are other than they
really are, rebellious man can only attempt, in his imagination, to live
in another world that is not real. But even this, of course, can only be
an unsuccessful experiment. For there is but one world, and in the
world that God made he really lives. The only possibility open to man
the rebel is to misform or distort in his imagination the existing
powerful and firmly-anchored revelational Truth of God's Thesis."

The subsequent conclusion still seems inescapably correct.
Having seen in what way the Word of God directs our political
"goings" from the beginning, and what the nature of the present
political world really is, we shall have, I believe, to come to the
conclusion that there is only one course for us to take: the building of a
community of opinion and the forming of a Christian political party
as an instrument for the accomplishing of the necessary integral reformation of our political life. The forming of such a party will itself bring
an important reorganization and realignment in [British] society,
the strongest kind of witnessing in the biblical sense of the word. 16
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PART FOUR

Natural Science

"Modern men who have committed themselves to science as the way to meaning are
not able to find the meaning they are seeking. By employing scientific methods men
can arrive at some understanding of the
functional relations of things, but meaning is never a matter of scientific analysis.
Meaning has to do with a religiously perceived unity in order and coherence."
H. Evan Runner, Point Counter Point,
p. 8.

UKO ZYLSTRA

Dooyeweerd's Concept of
Classification in Biology

Every system of classification, if it is a meaningful system, is
based on the order and patterns present in created reality. Classification
does not put order into reality; rather, it reflects the order in reality. A
classification system only serves to systematize our understanding of
the order within reality which makes classification as such possible. If
a classification system is to be useful in providing insight into this
order, then the criteria on which the system is based play a critical
role. These criterla are related to an understanding of the nature and
structure of reality and thus reflect the philosophical underpinnings of
the systems of classification. In view of this, Herman Dooyeweerd's
systematic analysis of the structures of reality can be useful in
evaluating systems of classification as well as in providing a basis for
classification.
Traditionally, living things have been classified into two groups
or kingdoms, namely, plants and animals. Some general criteria can
be used to classify readily visible organisms as plants or animals.
These criteria usually reflect opposing characteristics. Plants generally
have an autotrophic mode of nutrition, obtaining their food through
photosynthesis; this characteristic is easily identified by the green color due to the chloroplasts involved in photosynthesis. Animals, on the
other hand, are heterotrophic, obtaining their food by ingesting
plants, animals, or some other form of organic material. Plant cells
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possess inelastic cell walls, which frequently are also rigid, thereby
providing support for the plant as a whole; animals have cells which
lack such walls, and they usually derive support from an exo- or endoskeleton. Plants usually display continuous growth throughout
their lifetime, whereas animals usually terminate their growth processes when they reach the adult stage. Plants are generally sessile,
whereas animals are typically creatures which possess structures for
motility.
Although the above criteria are fairly obvious and can be applied
to most living things, difficulties persist in applying these criteria in
classifying living things into kingdoms. The application of the criteria
to certain types of living things yields ambiguous results. For example,
the fungi, which are considered plants in a two-kingdom classification,
are heterotrophic, lacking photosynthetic pigments and possessing cell
walls which are distinctly different in composition from the plant cell
walls. Many one-celled organisms also possess both plant-like and
animal-like characteristics, making it difficult to classify these
organisms as either plant or animal. These difficulties essentially
result from a definition of plant and animal life derived from a select
collection of characteristics which pertain to structural or functional
features. The problem is that the essence of plantness or animalness is
not established by the classifying characteristics used.
During the past few decades there has been a shift away from the
two-kingdom classifications. Alternative systems include, on the one
side, attempts to establish multi-kingdom classifications and, on the
other side, an attempt to establish a single kingdom which embraces
all living things. Some prominent spokesmen for multi-kingdom
systems of classification are H. F. Copeland,' who argues for a fourkingdom system, R. H. Whittaker,2 who more recently defends a fivekingdom system, and E. 0. Dodson,' who supports a three-kingdom
system. An articulation of the basis for a one-kingdom system which
emphasizes the unity of all organisms has been presented by J. Lever.'
It is instructive to briefly examine the basis for each of these sample
systems. This analysis may provide us with further insight into the
nature of various types of groups of living things.
Copeland's system includes four kingdoms: Monera, Protista,
Plantae, and Animalia. These are distinguished primarily on the basis
of structural features. The Kingdom Monera includes the prokaryotic
organisms whose cells lack nuclei and other membranous organelles.
The Kingdom Protista includes the eukaryotic unicellular organisms
and multicellular organisms lacking extensive tissue differentiation.
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The Protista are distinguished by the absence of characteristics found
in plants relegated to the Kingdom Plantae or characteristics found in
animals placed in the Kingdom Animalia. The Kingdom Plantae includes those multicellular organisms which possess chloroplasts containing a specific set of pigments not found in photosynthetic protists,
whereas the Kingdom Animalia includes multicellular organisms
which are characterized by a certain type of nutrition and which pass
through certain developmental stages (blastula and gastrula).
The system which is presently receiving wide acceptance is the
five-kingdom system developed by Whittaker with perhaps some
modification in the placing of a particular group. Whittaker's
kingdoms differ from Copeland's largely in establishing a separate
kingdom of fungi. The general outlines of the five
kingdoms—Monera, Protista, Fungi, Plantae, and Animalia—are
given in Figure 1. Whittaker combines two criteria in establishing
these kingdoms: the type or level of organization and the mode of
nutrition. Three levels of organization are applied: the prokaryotic,
which distinguishes the Monera; the eukaryotic unicellular, which
defines the Protista; the eukaryotic multicellular and multinucleate,
which separates the Plantae, Fungi, and Animalia from the Protista.
The latter three groups composing the eukaryotic multicellular are
then distinguished on the basis of modes of nutrition: the green plants
within the Kingdom Plantae are photosynthetic (autotrophic); Fungi
obtain nutrients by absorption (heterotrophic); members of the
Kingdom Animalia obtain food primarily by ingestion
(heterotrophic). The distinction between Protista and the multicellular
eukaryotes can be blurred since several phyla include both unicellular
and multicellular forms. Thus it becomes difficult to place them in this
scheme without splitting the phylum.
0
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Figure 1. General outline of a five-kingdom classification (adapted from R. H. Whittaker, Science, 163:157, 1969).
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Dodson's three-kingdom system essentially accepts the traditional plant and animal kingdoms with the removal of the prokaryotes
into a separate kingdom referred to as Mychota (rather than Monera).
This system is thus defined primarily on the basis of structural
features in which the prokaryote / eukaryote distinction is considered
to represent the greatest discontinuity among living things. Dodson
considers the unicellular / multicellular distinction to be insufficient as
a basis for kingdom status since there do not exist clear distinctions
among several groups of eukaryotes.
In contrast to these multi-kingdom systems, J. Lever presents an
argument for a single kingdom of organisms. This viewpoint stresses
the universal vital processes of living things. The basic elements of this
viewpoint are as follows:
a) Recent observations reveal similarities of structure and function at the
molecular level for all organisms. For example, all organisms possess
a universal genetic language and a universal biotic energy unit (ATP).
b) There is no single criterion upon which organisms can satisfactorily be
divided into two types, and thus the classical terms of plant and animal
kingdoms lose their meaning.
c) Within the Kingdom of Organisms two trends are evident: a specialization in the direction of feeding, in a general sense; a specialization towards a manipulation of the environment, thus toward behavior. The
former can be referred to as the vegetative trend, the latter as the
animal trend.
d) These trends do not appear separated among two types of organisms;
both are present in the same organisms, although in different degrees
of intensity.

Thus, according to Lever each organism possesses vegetative and
animal elements; consequently, each organism is both plant and
animal. Since there is no definitive discontinuity, a single kingdom
embraces all living things.'
These selected theories on the classification of organisms into
kingdoms certainly point out a basic problem with the traditional
classification of all living things into two kingdoms, either plant or
animal. One common difficulty is the classification of the diverse
microorganisms. The interpretation of the diverse structural and functional features among microorganisms leads to the different theories
of kingdom systems. On the one hand, the microorganisms are seen as
intergrades between the extreme plant forms and animal forms. Since
a basic discontinuity is absent, a single kingdom of organisms is pro-
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posed. The multi-kingdom theories, on the other hand, are largely
built upon the recognition of structural discontinuities of prokaryote/
/ multicellular, and presence or absence of cell
eukaryote, unicellular,
walls, chloroplasts, and neuromuscular systems. Whittaker also introduces a functional discontinuity in the mode of nutrition in order
to distinguish fungi, plants, and animals.
The question that one must address in evaluating these theories of
kingdoms is the appropriate basis for establishing a kingdom. In a
multi-kingdom system, what actually accounts for the radical 6 nature
of a kingdom as distinct from other kingdoms? Even a single-kingdom
system must still give an account of the radical distinction of
organisms from non-living things. If one were to pursue the type of
argumentation that Lever uses, then the viruses, whose status as living
things is considered dubious in spite of the possession of nucleic acids,
could readily be taken as the intergrade between living and non-living,
thus eliminating the distinction between living and non-living things.
We could then simply have one kingdom which embraces all things,
living and non-living. The multi-kingdom systems appear to attribute
a radical character to the kingdoms on the basis of evolutionary
developments and relationships. Thus the prokaryote / eukaryote
discontinuity is the basis for radical distinctions because the evolution
of the eukaryotic cell from a prokaryotic cell is considered to be a major step in evolution.' Likewise, multicellularity is considered to be
another major step. Whittaker,' in establishing the additional three
kingdoms of multicellular eukaryotes, interprets the photosynthetic
ingestive and absorptive modes of nutrition as providing "evolutionary meaning" for the plant, animal, and fungi kingdoms. The
radical character of the kingdoms is thus to be found in this evolutionary meaning. One consequence of this approach is that relationships among living things are essentially conceived of phylogenetically
rather than simply in terms of a structural/functional order which
provides for the boundaries and conditions for the existence and
development of living things. Although evolutionary thought
recognizes structural and functional relationships, the very existence
of the order which provides for those relationships is conceived of as
being produced by a hypothetical evolutionary development?
Herman Dooyeweerd, in his analysis of thing structures, provides
an alternate theoretical basis for establishing a classification of
kingdoms.10 At the heart of Dooyeweerd's theory is the recognition
that the factual things of our experience are correlated to a law structure which sets the conditions or boundaries for the very existence of
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things. Apart from such a law structure, the factual things (stones,
oak trees, birds, etc.) of our experience would not even exist. Nor
would there be any possibility of our experiencing such things. These
law structures are referred to as internal structural principles or as individuality structures." The correlation that exists between the factual
thing and its internal structural principle is referred to respectively as
the subject-side and the law-side of a thing. A thing is always subject
to a law; otherwise it would not exist. A thing cannot exist in and of
itself or of its own power. The subject-side is expressed in both the
subjective and objective functioning of an individual whole. The internal principle (the law-side) with its coherence of modal aspects
becomes individualized in a factual thing of our experience (the
subject-side).
According to Dooyeweerd, the concept of individuality structures, i.e., law structures or lawful orders, provides a theoretical basis
for a typology, for a logical system of classification. Every individuality structure reveals a typical set or group of modal functions.
This typical group defines or determines the type of things of our experience in the sense that the functions of a thing are delimited by the
thing's law structure. Each thing posesses a certain order or hierarchy
of functions such that certain functions are presupposed in functions
that are higher in the hierarchical scale. Thus, for example, the biotic
function presupposes the physical function of a living thing. Certain
things function subjectively only in a limited number of functions. In
view of the hierarchy of functions, one of the functions serves as the
highest subject function of a thing, with all the other subjective functions being presupposed by the highest subject function. The latter
serves as the qualifying function of a thing; as such it determines the
internal destination of the typical group of modal functions. All of the
other subject functions of a thing are guided or opened up under the
direction of the qualifying function. The qualifying function serves as
"the ultimate point of reference for the entire internal structural
coherence of the individual whole in the typical groupage of the
aspects." 12 This internal destination, as determined by the qualifying
function, reveals the basis or radical type of a thing within a system of
classification.
As an illustration, a plant, such as a tree, functions subjectively in
the numerical, spatial, kinematic, physical, and biotic aspects. A tree,
according to Dooyeweerd, is biotically qualified, which means that the
biotic aspect plays a central role in the unfolding process of the tree as
a whole. The tree still functions in a spatial and physical way, and so
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forth, but the latter do not determine the nature of the tree; they do
not serve as the ultimate point of reference for the tree. All the functions of the tree are thus under the leading of the qualifying function
which reveals the internal destination of the tree. Of critical importance is that all of the tree's functions are irreducible. The biotic functions cannot be reduced to the physical-chemical functions of the tree;
nor can the physical-chemical functions be swallowed up by the biotic.
Each aspect has its own sphere of sovereignty such that, for example,
the molecular interactions in a tree are always subject to physicalchemical laws. However, these molecular interactions occur within the
tree as an individual whole under the guidance of the tree's qualifying
function. Thus the internal destination of a tree can never be reduced
to its physical-chemical functioning as attempted by mechanistic explanations. Physical-chemical interactions do not function in some
causal, determinative way. Causality is rooted in the correlation of the
law-side determining the subject-side.
This is related to typicality because the type is not found in the
subject-side of a thing but rather in the law-side. A type is a structure
of individuality, and as such it has the character of law." We
recognize typicality in things because they are expressions of the
typical groupage of functions found in the internal structural principles. The most fundamental types for Dooyeweerd are the radical
types, which are determined by the modality of the leading or qualifying function in the typical groupage of functions. The radical types are
the ultimate types of individuality structures which encompass the
various realms of things which we call kingdoms. Dooyeweerd
distinguishes three kingdoms: physical things, plants, and animals,
which are qualified by the physical, biotic, and psychic (sensitive)
modal functions respectively. Within the radical types or kingdoms
there exists a descending order of genotypes14 which corresponds to
the various taxa of classification: the phyla, classes, order, families,
genera, and species. These various genotypes represent inner articulations of the primary, radical type, and thus they all express an internal
destination determined by the qualifying function of the radical type
to which they belong.
Thus, according to Dooyeweerd's analysis, a system of kingdom
classification is based upon the typical groupage of modal aspects of
the structural wholes of naive or everyday experience. Since naive experience is essentially confronted only with the things of the "macroworld," Dooyeweerd concludes that there are only two kingdoms of
living things—plants and animals—in addition to the kingdom of non-
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living physical things. Humans are not encompassed in a kingdom
since they have no typical qualification." With regard to
microorganisms, Dooyeweerd does not think that they affect the three
kingdoms. He believes that the criteria used to distinguish the plants
and animals of the macro-world are applicable to microorganisms,
border cases notwithstanding.
I think that here Dooyeweerd runs into a problem in his analysis
of the data of naive experience, which also affects his general theory
of modal spheres. By excluding microorganisms from naive experience, Dooyeweerd has failed to recognize a radical distinction between microorganisms on the one hand and plants and animals on the
other. First of all, I think it can be argued that to some degree the
micro-world is accessible to naive experience. Colonies of
microorganisms are often directly visible. Furthermore, the aid of a
microscope does not make our experience of things necessarily
theoretical but can simply serve to expand that which is accessible to
naive experience.
An examination of the things belonging to the micro-world of
naive experience soon reveals that the application of the specific
criteria used to distinguish the plants and animals in the micro-world
of naive experience simply breaks down. Our concepts of plantness
and animalness are forced to become modified when they are applied
to microorganisms. The criteria which assume great significance are
the presence or absence of cell walls and/or chlorophyll pigments. The
criterion of the presence of cell walls is not even directly apparent in
our naive experience. This is also true for many of the other criteria
which are typically used for distinguishing plants and animals. This is
the basic reason for many of the difficulties encountered in trying to
determine the radical type of the microorganisms.
This attempt to apply criteria of plantness or animalness in
distinguishing microorganisms has tended to obscure a more fundamental distinguishing characteristic of microorganisms, namely, the
lack of differentiation resulting from growth and development.
Microorganisms are typically one-celled; when the cells divide,
generally two distinct organisms are formed. The cells do not stick
together to form or differentiate into tissues of a larger whole
organism as is the case for the plants and animals of our naive experience. Plants and animals undergo a morphogenetic type of differentiation, which is distinct from the type of differentation present
among unicellular living things. The latter display a differentiation in
cell structure but not a differentiation into tissues and organs, which is
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typical for multicellular organisms. This distinction is not simply that
of unicellular versus multicellular but rather a distinction involving
morphogenesis. Several forms of microorganisms will form aggregates of cells and are therefore considered to be multicellular;
however, the cells making up these aggregates lack differentiation of
cell types and thus do not display a morphogenetic aspect.
We are here confronted, in my opinion, with a third fundamental, radical distinction among living things. This distinction is based
upon a modal aspect which is displayed in plants and animals but lacking among microorganisms. I shall refer to this aspect as the morphogenetic aspect. This morphogenetic aspect obviously presupposes
the biotic aspect and the other "lower" aspects (the numerical,
spatial, kinematic, and physical aspects) as foundational to it. The
morphogenetic aspect has its place between the biotic and psychical
aspects in the hierarchy of modal functions. The psychical or sensitive
aspect presupposes the differentiation of tissues in the development of
an integrative system of tissues which enables the whole organism to
coordinate responses to sensory phenomena. The introduction of a
morphogenetic aspect requires a slightly modified meaning of the
biotic aspect, but it is not of essential significance. Dooyeweerd's
defining of the biotic focuses primarily upon cellular functioning. Occasionally he substituted the term vegetative for the biotic, but it is
generally used in the sense of growth or increase rather than differentiation of form. Even though he often made use of a linden tree as an
example of a biotically qualified thing, the focus is on those functions
which are typically cellular. This also points to Dooyeweerd's shortcoming in his analysis of the plant kingdom: he really fails to adequately define plantness in defining plants as biotically qualified.
The recognition of the morphogenetic aspect as distinct from the
biotic and psychical aspects makes possible a modification of the twokingdom system of classification which Dooyeweerd maintained. In
line with Dooyeweerd's concept of kingdoms as being radical types
which are distinguished by a typical qualification, I propose three
kingdoms of living things: Protista, Plantae, and Animalia. The protista are distinguished from non-living things in their biotic qualification, which is displayed in various types of metabolic activities: cell
division and reproduction, cell motility (in many, but not necessarily
all, protists), intra-cellular movement of particles and organelles,
systems for control of cellular phenomena, and hereditary systems. J.
G. Miller has aptly summarized the diverse forms of biotic functioning as the processing of matter-energy and the processing of informa-
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tion. 16 The particular expression of these general forms of processing
is then determined by the structural principle of the particular living
thing in question.
Plants also display a biotic aspect, but the biotic functions are
opened up under the guidance of the morphogenetic aspect, which is
the highest subjective function of plants. Thus plants are distinguished
from other living things in being qualified by the morphogenetic
aspect. This aspect is displayed in tissue differentiation and interaction which gives expression to the form which is typical for that particular living thing. This tissue interaction implies that the individual
cells are not completely autonomous since the cells exert some degree
of influence on each other. This influence can be mediated by intercellular pathways or even by cytoplasmic connections (plasmodesmata) which are very common in plants.
Dooyeweerd's criteria for distinguishing the animal kingdom remains essentially unchanged in this modification of kingdom systems.
Animals are sensitively qualified. However, since all foundational
functions have an important determining role with regard to
establishing structural types, the inclusion of a morphogenetic aspect
as one of the foundational functions in the radical structural type
animal alters the criteria in the consideration of whether certain living
things are indeed animals. Dooyeweerd considered the protozoa to be
animals because he thought that they displayed a sensitive aspect. But
protozoa are unicellular and !ack a morphogenetic aspect as defined
above. Thus protozoa are classified as protists rather than as animals
in this modified system of classification.
Functions are what things do, and thus there is always a correlation between the function and the structure of a thing. If we recognize
that living things can be distinguished into radical types or kingdoms
on the basis of the thing's qualifying function, can we also recognize
correlating structures to such functions?
J. G. Miller, in his treatise entitled Living Systems,17 presents a
rather thorough analysis of the subsystems of living things. The subsystems can be categorized, in a summary way, on the basis of whether
they process matter-energy and information at the various levels of
organization. At the cellular level, the processing of matter and energy
is carried out by several structures, including the plasma membrane,
mitochondria, chloroplasts, ribosomes, endoplasmic reticulum, Golgi
bodies, and lysosomes, as well as the hyaloplasm. The processing of
information is a primary function of the nucleus with its chromatin
and nucleic acids in and outside of the nucleus; in addition, processing
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information is also a function of the plasma membrane, endoplasmic
reticulum, ribosomes, spindle, and centrioles, just to mention the prominent structures. In prokaryotic organisms the processing activities,
of course, are much more simplified in terms of the structures which
perform the functioning. The plasma membrane, the nucleoid, and
ribosomes are the primary centers of such activity.
Multicellular, differentiated living systems also display a cellular
level of organization. However, as Cox, et al.° suggest, the functional
unit of multicellular organisms may well be the interconnected cell
systems rather than individual cells. Analysis of developmental
systems clearly leads to the conclusion that cell interaction is a cardinal principle of development. 19 This is also supported by Bullough's
observations in his treatment of the evolution of differentiation. He
points out that whereas "differentiation in unicellular organisms
depends on chemical messengers that operate within the cell, differentiation in multicellular organisms depends on chemical messengers
that pass from cell to cell." 20 Thus differentiation and development of
tissues apparently requires some form of intercellular communication
which serves to integrate individual cells into a functional
multicellular whole. Intercellular communication can be achieved indirectly via transport of molecules or ions from one cell to another
cell, directly by means of specialized cell junctions or by cell contact at
their surfaces.
In plants these cell junctions take the form of cytoplasmic continuities which actually penetrate the cell walls. These continuities,
referred to as plasmodesmata, appear to be a feature of all living cells
of (multicellular) plants?' Various types of cell junctions occur between cells of animal tissues?' Gap junctions and possibly septate
junctions appear to provide a pathway of low electrical and molecular
transport resistance between adjacent cells. These low resistance
pathways make possible ionic and metabolic coupling between cells.
Tight junctions, desmosomes, and septate junctions appear to function primarily for adhesion of adjacent cells and as permeability barriers in epithelial tissues. Cells which have lost the ability to form intercellular adhesions and to maintain cell contact seem to have lost
control over cell division processes and subsequently over differentiation.
Cell interactions are also important in the formation of tissues in
animals. This interaction involves some system of recognition between
cells which may lead to enhanced association and/or contact between
certain cell types during developmental and differentiative processes.
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The basis for this recognition appears to be the glycoproteins and
glycolipids which are constituents of the plasma membrane. Evidence
indicates that these molecules are oriented in such a way that the lipid
or protein moiety is largely embedded in the membrane, with the carbohydrate portion extending outward from the membrane surface.
These molecules can then serve as binding sites for other molecules
which are present in the extracellular environment. Interaction at
these acceptor or binding sites may then trigger a particular response
within the cell. Thus the plasma membrane is a structure which is rich
in information in terms of the types and location of molecules present
on its surfaces. This information has a structural dimension to it, even
though it is in constant flux in view of the dynamic interactions with
the internal cytoplasm and external environment. Although all cells
possess some degree of structural information of the plasma membrane, it appears that some particular set of structural membrane information is necessary for tissue interaction and differentiation. This
is exemplified in the development of tumor cells, which is associated
with structural changes in the plasma membrane. These structural
changes are believed to be related to the loss of integrative interaction
between cells.
Animals are distinguished from plants not only in their mode of
differentiation but also in being qualified by a sensitive function. The
structural basis for such a function lies in the possession of sensory
neurons which are integrated into the neuronal system. This neuronal
system is itself integrated with the body tissue and organ systems via
the neuro-endocrine systems. Such integrative systems provide for the
behavioral expressions of the whole organism.
This discussion of radical types as a basis for defining kingdoms
certainly does not clear up all the problems in classifying all
organisms. There are intergrades between the three proposed
kingdoms which require clarification. This clarification may well require greater information and insight into the structural principles of
each of the radical types. A couple of examples may be illustrative of
these difficulties in classification. Some forms of green algae are
multicellular but lack a high degree of tissue differentiation. An example is Volvox, which displays a certain type of colonial morphology.
This is evidence of a certain degree of cell interaction. However, the
cells in the colony apparently behave as essentially independent individuals, and not as members of a well-integrated system. 23 Thus
Volvox and probably many forms of multicellular algae appear to lack
a morphogenetic qualifying function and should be classified as pro-
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tists. Similar problems are encountered with certain protozoa which

possess a degree of motility and irritability. Although all organisms
appear to possess some element of responsiveness to their environments, irritability indicates a particular mode of responsiveness
leading to motility. This resembles a form of sensitivity displayed by
animals. But such responsiveness is even displayed in a certain
measure by plants such as Mimosa and by sperm cells of various plant
forms. Perhaps this irritability displayed in such forms is simply anticipatory of the feeling-sensitivity aspect of animal forms of living
things. This problem may be analogous to the consideration of the socalled "social life" of certain types of animals, 24 such as is revealed,
for example, in a beehive. But such an interaction is an expression of
instinct under the guidance of the sensitive qualifying function of such
organisms. This type of "social" behavior is not a response to the normative structural principles for social interaction evident in human
life.
These problematic examples, however, do not necessarily destroy
a system of classification. On the contrary, the structural principles
for the radical types provide for a diversity of forms, some of which
approach the limiting boundary of the radical type. The latter are then
easily perceived as intergrades between radical types, even though they
belong to one of the radical types. Such cases simply point to the need
for further research which will enable us to define more precisely the
structural principles which provide for the typical groupage of the
radical types. I believe that Dooyeweerd's systematics can serve as a
basis for such ongoing research. One very positive feature of such an
analysis is that it provides an alternative to an evolutionary explanation which is forced to explain biological principles of structure and
function in terms of emergent properties of molecular interactions and
organization. Such immanent thinking fails to give an adequate account of the existence of biological principles because it ignores or
refuses to acknowledge the createdness of reality with its implications
for the order and lawfulness through which God sustains the created
world order.
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Creation: Does It Matter?

All is not well in the house of science and technology:
Stinking rivers, filth in the air we breathe, omnipresent noise, the
plunder of raw materials, weapons of devilish savagery—all these bear
witness to the dark face of science and technology. Despite attempts by
the experts to persuade us that such horrors are merely temporary
problems thrown up in the course of progress, people have recently begun to rebel. The products and processes of science and technology are
under sustained attack. Yet, seen on a broader canvas, there are even
more serious allegations against science on a different level altogether.
The crucial criticism—all the more potent because we are seldom consciously aware of the case that supports it—is of the extent to which
science dominates our lives, our "world-view," habits of thought,
human relationships, and values—our entire cradle-to-grave existence. 1

Within modern humanism a schizophrenic attitude towards science is
becoming increasingly manifest. A perpetual oscillation between a
religion (faith) of science and a religion of anti-science, between a
trust in rationality and irrational myths, between objective and subjective views of science, seems inescapable. Witness the difference in
points of view between Philip Handler, President of the National
Academy of Science, and Paul Feyerabend, philosopher of science.
In a recent essay entitled "In Praise of Science," Handler states:
249
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Our current malaise stems from a few bad experiences—from timedelay in meeting the high hopes and expectations raised in the minds of
those who appreciate the great power of science, the force of technology. Those expectations have taken on a new light as science has
also revealed the true condition of man on earth . . . . I retain my faith
that the science that has revealed the most awesome and profound
beauties we have yet beheld is also the principal tool that our civilization has developed to mitigate the condition of man.2

Paul Feyerabend, by contrast, asserts:
Given science, reason cannot be universal and unreason cannot be
excluded. This peculiar feature of the development of science strongly
supports an anarchistic epistemology. But science is not sacrosanct.
The restrictions it imposes (and there are many such restrictions though
it is not easy to spell them out) are not necessary in order to have
general coherent and successful views about the world. There are
myths, there are the dogmas of theology, there is metaphysics, and
there are many other ways of constructing a world-view. It is clear that
a fruitful exchange between science and such "non-scientific" worldviews will be in even greater need of anarchism than is science itself.
Thus anarchism is not only possible, it is necessary both for the internal
progress of science and for the development of our culture as a whole.
And, Reason, at last, joins all those other abstract monsters such as
Obligation, Duty, Morality, Truth and their more concrete predecessors, the Gods, which were once used to intimidate man and restrict
his free and happy development: it withers away . . . 3
.

Such divergent opinions about the role of science in our lives and
its proper methods may set us to thinking. Must we choose between
these two points of view? How do we choose? In the light of which
norm or principle? Should we choose a middle way (a via media)?
Should we encourage efforts to humanize science, to establish a
science with a human face?
The Christian scientist faces an even more pressing question—the
question of Christian scholarship. It is said the sciences are in search
of truth or truths; yet at the same time one knows that one is in the
grip of the one who said: "I am the Way, the Truth, and the Life." I
am thinking of that tremendous revelation of Jesus in John 8: "If you
continue in my Word, you are truly my disciples, and you will know
the Truth and the Truth will make you free." And so you seem to land
in another dilemma. Need we choose between the claims of science
and the claims of Christ? May we give to science with our left hand
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and to Christ with our right (as long as we know what we are giving)?
Must we choose a middle way?
My thesis, in short, is this: Stating the problem as a choice between the truth or (truths) of science and the Truth Christ imparts is
improper and distorts the issue since it assumes a position or stance
which (1) is insufficiently critical of the nature and fabric of science
and (2) does not do justice to the Scriptural meaning of creation. I intend to develop this thesis by examining the topic of subjectivity and
objectivity in science. Such an approach may seem indirect, but it will
lead to the heart of the matter: Does Creation Matter?
A distinguishing mark of our culture has been its "devotion to
the objectivity of true knowledge." We are said to live in a scientific
age in which science is the approved form of objective knowing and
research the best way of discovering the nature of the (supposed) independently existing world. Consequently, control of this world
(nature) is most effective if we apply the methods and discoveries of
science. Frederick Wagner expresses it eloquently:
The faith in progress, having become a faith in scientific investigation (research), undergirds that religion of science which today
rules the world and everywhere awakens hopes and expectations.
This religion of science is no religious substitute, as the enthusiasm for
sports is, but a substitute religion, that is, a binding and determining
force in life . . . . This science took over the mission ideal, indeed,
the idea of salvation of Christianity, whose ecclesiastical ties and truth
of revelation she eliminated, until she herself finally appeared as
Revelation. 4

Our initial reaction could be that indeed scientism—a religion of
science—in any form, whether it be an unquestioned confidence in
method or an abiding trust in scientific results, is to be discouraged
and declared historically out-of-date. We have learned from our
"mistakes," and the history of science has been our teacher. But what
of the idea that science presents us with objective knowledge? How
one applies scientific discoveries or how one interprets various facts
may differ, but science qua science rests on hard, "brute" facts, and
thus our knowledge is well grounded—grounded objectively.

Objective view of science: "Newtonian" methodology
To a large extent, eighteenth-century thought was dominated by
the concept of the "Newtonian" world-machine. God, the master
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clockmaker, had designed a universe so perfect that it could run
almost indefinitely without any need for external adjustment and finetuning. An examination of Newton's own writings will show that he
was actually opposed to this concept, which had been popularized by
earlier writers such as René Descartes and Robert Boyle. Newton had
at least two objections. The first objection rested on physical grounds:
the existence of irreversible processes and gravitational perturbations
requires a God who is actively involved with his handiwork. The
second appealed to theological arguments: any move to restrict God to
the creation and design of the world while denying his continual supervision was a step on the road to atheism.
The development of a seemingly objective science drew its impetus in large measure from Newton's methodological writings and his
emphasis on the "certainty" of mathematics. Despite Newton's reservations and protestations, other eighteenth-century theorists pressed
his mathematical principles of natural philosophy into the far corners
of physical science. Decisive results in planetary and lunar astronomy,
elasticity, fluid dynamics, electrostatics, and so forth increased the
commonly shared confidence in the mechanistic world view. At one
point Lagrange described the Princi pia of Newton as the greatest production of the human mind. Indeed, Newton was most fortunate,
"for there is but one universe, and it can happen to but one man in
world's history to be interpreter of its laws."
Permit me to give one example. When Newton (and the Newtonians of the eighteenth century) object to Descartes' use of hypotheses
and the physical content of Descartes' physics, they usually emphasize
what they perceive as weaknesses in methodology. Newton's
"mathematical" method of analysis provided a more certain way than
those who use a method of "confutation of contrary suppositions."
"If without deriving the properties of things from Phaenomena you
feign Hypotheses and think by them to explain all nature, you may
make a plausible systeme of Philosophy for getting yourself a name,
but your systeme will be little better than a Romance. To explain all
nature is too difficult a task for any one man or even for any one
age . . . . Tis much better to do a little with certainty & leave the rest for
others that come after you than to explain all things by conjecture
without making sure of any thing." 5

Newton's method of analysis, as he himself indicates, created the
possibility of breaking down (resolving) the complex texture of
physical phenomena into several isolated problem areas. One could
definitely proceed in a step-by-step fashion.
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In the structure of the Principia, it is easy to spot this emphasis on
piecemeal and limited inquiry. In examining "the system of the
world," Newton deliberately isolated certain factors and neatly
sidestepped others of which he was ignorant. Newton actually had little more insight into the mechanism or nature of operation of gravitation than did Descartes. But unlike Descartes, he forced himself to
refrain from making hypotheses and restricted his attention to "exploiting" the mathematical aspects of what he perceived to be the relevant factors, such as the idea of central forces operating between
celestial bodies. Even the mathematical description begins in a most
abstract and limited way and then is later extended to more complicated situations. Newton, for example, begins with an immutable
central attracting body and a planet (idealized as a mass-point) orbiting in a plane; extends this picture to two bodies attracting each
other with each free to move about the center of gravity of the system;
introduces a third perturbing body; treats the moving objects not as
mass-points but as homogeneous spheres; and finally treats them as
having some non-spheroidal character.
The emphasis by Newton on the Mathematical Principles of
Natural Philosophy (rather than the Principles of Philosophy) did not
force him to draw the conclusion that the heliocentric system was a
calculating device in the manner common to previous astronomical
hypotheses; for him it was indeed the "true system of the world"
because he regarded Kepler's laws as being deduced from the
phenomena and made general by induction. This particular method of
analysis and synthesis, although modified and held in check by
Newton's insistence on a God who acts, soon knew no barriers.
The scientifically knowable world was increasingly conceived as
an extended aggregation of material (or mass) points which moved in
the spatial "field" in accordance with fixed laws. The trajectories of
these points were fixed, determined by forces dependent solely upon
their position and mass. Accordingly, the objective world was a vast
machine thoroughly characterized by primary spatial and mechanical
properties.
Although this mechanical world was the object (par excellence) of
scientific knowledge, it was conceived as being altogether alien to, and
mutually exclusive of, the knowing subject. Yet somehow the mind
had to become aware of its presence and nature. The relationship between them was therefore represented as one of transmission of
representative "ideas." These "ideas" were often simplified to sensations, which provided the primary channel of communication between
the external material world and the mind of the scientist.
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The objectivity of science, therefore, rested not only on its
mathematical reasoning with its inherent certainty but also upon its
reference to empirically perceived data. These indubitable pillars
would guarantee the construction of an edifice of "value-free" scientific knowledge. Interpretation and valuation were essentially external
to scientific knowledge.
Marjorie Grene, in her telling criticism of "the faith of Darwinism," makes a similar point, although it is expressed more elegantly. She asks why the neo-Darwinian (read: synthetic) theory of evolution has such staying power. Her answer:
Because neo-Darwinism is not only a scientific theory, and a comprehensive, seemingly self-confirming theory, but a theory deeply embedded in a metaphysical faith: in the faith that science can and must
explain all the phenomena of nature in terms of one hypothesis, and
that an hypothesis of maximum simplicity, of maximum impersonality
and objectivity. Relatively speaking, neo-Darwinism is logically simple:
there are just two things happening, chance variations, and the elimination of the worst ones among them; and both these happenings are just
plain facts, things that do or don't happen, yes or no. Nature is like a
vast computing machine set up in binary digits; no mystery there. And
—what man has not yet achieved—the machine is self-programmed: it
began by chance, it continues automatically, its master plan itself
creeping up on itself, so to speak, by means of its own automatism.
Again, no mystery there; man seems at home in a simply rational
world. 6

This vaunted objectivity of science—the myth of the objective
consciousness, as Theodore Roszak calls it—has come under increasing attack, both from within the scientific community and from
without.

Attack from within
During much of the nineteenth century, physical scientists were
thought to be studying an objective physical world, a physical reality
independent of the mind of the investigator. At the same time,
however, there was a slow transition from this "realistic" position to
oneiwhctkgsubjeplaymorcnt,deiav
and active role. Immanuel Kant had already formulated its manifesto
in the preface to the second edition of the Critique of Pure Reason:
"When Galileo let his balls run down an inclined plane with a gravity
which he had chosen himself; when Toricelli caused the air to sustain a
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weight which he had calculated beforehand to be equal to that of a
column of water of known height; . . . then a light dawned upon all
natural philosophers. They learnt that our reason can understand only
what it creates according to its own design; that we must compel Nature
to answer our questions, rather than cling to Nature's apron strings and
allow her to guide us." 7

In the course of this development, natural things became increasingly "denatured." Descartes and Newton could still maintain that
physical entities had an independent existence determined by their
spatial extension. For Kant, however, they became Dinge an sich
(things in themselves, and in principle unknowable). In nineteenthcentury positivism they became reduced to mere appearances. Natural
laws suffered a similar fate and were perceived in turn as a priori and
transcendental by Kant, as general facts by Comte, as merely
economical by Mach, and as conventional by Poincaré.
An investigation of nineteenth-century physical science, especially the atomic debates, reveals the tensions and struggles concerning
the proper "aim and structure" of physical theory . 9 Are atomic
theories to assume "objective" mechanical foundations which presuppose the existence of interacting quantities of matter (atoms with
mass), or must theories be indifferent to the ontic existence of atoms
since they are not directly observed? The latter course was pursued by
Mach and Ostwald, who sought to establish physical laws on energetic
(thermodynamic) foundations, and by many positivistically inspired
chemists who preferred to describe chemical transformations in terms
of equivalents and volumes of reagents rather than atomic weights.
One brief contemporary illustration of this shift in focus and its
repercussions will have to suffice. A subjectivist interpretation of
science comes to vivid expression in textbooks which incorporate an
operational viewpoint when introducing physical concepts. What
stands central and unassailable is the observer and his operations.
Symbols, such as the electric field strength E, or concepts such as
length, only have physical meaning if a method of measuring them is
defined by a set of laboratory procedures. The purpose of measurement is therefore to assign meanings. Accordingly, physical laws,
which are relationships among these operationally defined quantities,
reflect our subjective knowledge rather than some objective structure
of the external world. This subjectivist position, particularly enshrined in some interpretations of quantum mechanics, has come under recent attack by critical realists such as Mario Bunge and Karl Popper.9
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Attack from without

The objectivity of science has also come under attack from outside the scientific community, particularly by historians and
philosophers of science. Many of these critics were at one time
physicists, such as Thomas S. Kuhn, Karl Popper, and Paul Feyerabend, or engineers, such as Ludwig Wittgenstein. There has been a
deliberate turn to the history of science and to specific case studies. An
appeal to history is not very popular with most practicing scientists. It
tends to call into question and destroy prevalent professional selfinterests and the public image of science as moving ever rationally and
methodically from one truth to another. This image is well described
by C. Kittell et al. in The Berkeley Physics Course:
Through experimental science we have been able to learn all these facts
about the natural world, triumphing over darkness and ignorance to
classify the stars and to estimate their masses, composition, distances,
and velocities; to classify living species and to unravel their genetic
relations . . . . These great accomplishments of experimental science
were achieved by men of many types . . . . Most of these men had in
common only a few things: they were honest and actually made the
observations they recorded, and they published the results of their
work in a0observatin.1 form permitting others to duplicate the experiment or

Thomas Kuhn has argued convincingly that the textbook presentation of science and its development is skewed. The development of
science is not unilinear, or cumulative, or the result of a process of accretion, but is rather the result of the struggle and clash between conflicting paradigms or disciplinary matrices. These paradigms are
historically modifiable presuppositions about Nature which enter into
the very scientific activity itself. Furthermore, this subjective, arbitrary element cannot be logically parsed. In short, Kuhn stresses the
subjective side to scientific work at the expense of objectivity.
As a result of this questioning, scientific certainty appears to be
an unattainable goal, and a literal description of nature has become a
naive hope. Scientific knowledge does not grow in a cumulative manner, nor can it be unified into a complete and consistent axiomatic
system. The norms of mathematical rationality and empirical
testability—which were assumed to undergird classical mechanics and
guarantee its objectivity—are rather imposed on science and found to
be wanting." This recent approach views science as a creative human
activity requiring a wide variety of techniques and interpretative skills.
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Science cannot be reduced to a foundationalist autonomy, but is
dependent on a wider context of meaning and ideas. The newness of
this approach does not reside in the discovery of a history of science,
important as that may be, but rather in the questioning of the assumed
objectivity of rationality as it operates in the natural sciences.
Some would argue that this recent development offers new
possibilities for the coexistence and mutual concern of science and the
Christian faith. The arguments proffered are often these: (1) The inability of science to attain certainty (true objectivity) supports the
Christian view of man's finiteness. (2) The recognition of other than
intellectual (read: rational) factors in the development of science supports a positive role for faith.
The assertion that science is riddled with uncertainties and is
therefore deficient and in need of a higher certainty (a certainty from
above?) can be easily answered by a modern humanist. Granted we
may need a measure of certainty, but why look for it outside the arena
of science? The uncertainties of life and even those in science itself
need not be cause for Angst. One merely has to shift one's allegiance
away from ever-changing scientific results to scientific methodology.
Uncertainty can play a positive role if we appropriate the method of
science. Uncertainty becomes the arbitrary element which prevents
scientific theories from becoming ossified. How else would scientific
change be possible?
Recall John Dewey's famous statement on scientific method in
his book A Common Faith:
There is but one sure road of access to truth—the road of patient,
cooperative inquiry operating by means of observation, experiment,
record and controlled reflection. 12

This scientific method has become a source of revelation. It is seen as:
the only method in pursuit of truth(s)
the method common to all men
the method applicable to all problem-situations
the method is a process (truth is in the making, it is dynamic.
We never possess it as immutable, absolute or
a priori.)
the method is self-corrective
the method is open and public.
Science is therefore never a finished (static) body of knowledge, a
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dogma with specific doctrines, but rather a way-of-knowing, an openended process of inquiry, a question of know-how (technique).
And what about those "other" factors in this recent effort to
humanize science and tell it "like it really is within the scientific community"? Granted, this (new) historical perspective allows more factors—sociological, political, religious beliefs, cultural Zeitgeister,
etc.—to play a role in the development of science. But does this turn
to the concrete person (or social group) in real life situations add
anything substantive to our discussion? Is it indeed a plus point that
religious opinions and commitments may be allowed to play a role as
factors and add their own peculiar language to the scientific enterprise? If it becomes a question of many factors (truths)—Christian
and scientific, the partial truths of theology and the partial partial
truths of science, irrational and rational, etc.—all of these may appear
to be disparate elements. But shouldn't these elements or factors form
a coherence, and are they not experienced as such? In other words, we
are persistently driven back to the ordering principle of all of these
factors."
Restatement
Are we forced to choose between a subjective view of science and
an objective view of science, between a point of view that recognizes
many factors which find their point of integration in the subject and
one that speaks of objective reality—physical reality, if you will? Is
there a third way which somehow harmonizes these divergent points
of view? Expressing the problem as a choice between a subjective and
an objective point of view presupposes the legitimacy of placing the
following in opposition: fact / interpretation; fact/ value; explanation/ meaning; objective given/ subjective commitment; scientific
result / non-scientific extra; object / subject. As long as the problem is
posed in this manner, we will never, in my opinion, escape the dialectical movements between a subjective and objective point of view,
despite our best efforts at harmonization. On the one hand we will remain uncomfortable with the view of a totally objective science—with
a view, that is, of scientific knowledge as a cumulative march towards
the truth. And on the other hand we will continue to deplore the emphasis on the relativism and anarchism seen in many recent analyses of
science (see the work of Kuhn and Feyerabend).
Both of these positions assume, in one way or another, the power
and self-assured status of the knowing subject and man's ability to
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understand Nature, which is conceived of as an independent, selfcontained "intelligible" reality. The quarrel is a battle within a
humanistic interpretation of science. It is a battle we should understand, but refuse to take sides in.
Is there a solution to this impasse? As I already mentioned, we
are in need of an ordering principle, a point of coherence, in which
and through which all the various factors derive their meaning. Our
scientific activity and our everyday life should be of one piece. We
wish to experience wholehearted lives, undivided in our commitments.
Such efforts at integration do not stand on their own, but are rather
nourished by a deeper unity—an order which comes to us as revelation
from God's good hand. And so I wish to appeal to the Biblical view of
creation, that is, to creation which reveals God's normative good
order and will for our lives from the beginning.
This emphasis on creation is not an extra factor, one among
many, but is rather an expression of our human condition. Man
stands in Covenant with God and responds in one way or another to
God's revelation in creation. Creation is both norm and condition for
man. It is norm in the sense that it is a good order, God's will for life,
for Shalom. We indeed live in a God-ordered world. That revelation is
as bright as the sun, as near to us as the falling rain, and as down-toearth as the farmer's agricultural practices mentioned in Isaiah
28:23-29.
God, in the beginning, ordered how everything should be, down
to the minutest detail. The laws and ordinances, the ways things function and develop—all these originate and are faithfully maintained by
Yahweh, the Faithful One, the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.
God's provide ence is sure; it can be counted on from every sunrise to
sunset. It takes the Bible to tell us the Truth about the sun, i.e., that it
is a servant of the Lord (Psalm 19). The sun is not so much a matter of
fact—an astronomical object with certain spatial dimensions, a particular angular momentum, luminosity, or elemental composition—but is a minister for our good. The Bible does not give us some
extra information, an additional truth about the sun which we can
store or file away for future use. Rather, it reveals to us the
Truth—Truth which calls for response and leaves us without excuse
(Romans 1).
The way of sowing caraway seeds, the proper method of
harvesting wheat, the orbital path of the sun, the erosion of rocks—all
of these natural creaturely things are not isolated facts waiting for
some supernatural heavenly meaning. Meaning and facts simply do
-
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not stand next to each other as complements, but are given together.
Meaning and factuality are of one piece. The God who puts his Law to
the creation and called it into existence is faithful to his Law. Sin does
not abrogate God's good intentions for his creation. Christ, by whom
and for whom all things were created and "in whom all the treasures
of knowledge and wisdom are hid," has come to redeem the creation,
to restore it to its proper end, that is, to its full and manifest disclosure
of meaning. That path of disclosure goes by way of suffering and even
death, but it anticipates triumph—a new heaven and a new earth.
The centrality of creation revelation for our work in the sciences
has received too little attention. Yet it is fundamental to any Christian
scientific enterprise or any responsible analysis of the history of
science. Certainly more can and should be said than that this revelation is not in conflict with God's revelation in the Scriptures. Adjectives such as non- deceptive and non-contradictory are far too limited.
Besides, such arguments are very old and carry the stains of a
medieval scholastic discussion. Galileo, for example, made ample use
of them in his famous letter to the Grand Duchess Christina of
Tuscany in 1615. I would like to list some positive themes which flow
from a Biblical view of creation.
(1) The whole of reality, including man, is the creation of the
sovereign Lord. Basic to any understanding of reality is a recognition
of its created, temporal, dependent character. Nothing in reality is
self-contained or self-sufficient. Nature, in the Biblical sense, does not
denote some material substance(s) or bear the sense of Mother Nature,
but "is an order established by God within which all his works are
enacted" (Diemer). Nature is as extensive as created reality. This emphasis undercuts all sacred/secular distinctions and approaches to
reality. There is not a normal natural course of events (deterministically or indeterministically conceived) which God has to occasionally interrupt or break through in special spiritual acts of Grace. Grace
renews Nature; it does not abrogate or annul Nature.
(2)Creation is an integral whole. It is not a chaos or a void, but a
place to be inhabited (Isaiah 45). Man is the crown of creation, and all
creatures, great and small, are interrelated and interdependent. Man is
at home in the creation, which he is called to develop, cultivate, and
preserve. This coherence and unity are reflected, for example, in the
interdependence of physical theories and in the relationships between sound scientific insights and an appropriate technology.
(3) Laws, principles, ordinances are in the first instance God's
Will or Word for his creation. They hold for reality and undergird it,
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but are not coincident with it. When we speak of a physical law such
as the law of gravity, we are usually referring to our formulation, our
response to God's revelation for the structured interaction of physical
subjects. Our responses and formulations are more or less accurate,
more or less correct, and do in fact change in time. This approach
relativizes our work in the sciences without causing us to fall prey to
historical relativism; that is, it accounts for the provisional character
of science without succumbing to a viewpoint which denies all structural features or holds that any discussion of structural matters can at
best be heuristic or pragmatically useful. This is also a liberating
perspective. We work in the sure confidence that God is faithful to
what he has made, and thus we do not have to dogmatically retain our
theories at all costs. Change in our theories is not at bottom a conflict
between different scientific paradigms, but is a result of man's changing response to God's impinging revelation.
(4) Human response to God's (general) revelation in creation is
directed to God or some idol substitute. The antithesis, which cuts
through all our lives, also divides our scientific practice. But I can
almost hear you ask: Don't all men, Christian and non-Christian
alike, live in the same created reality, and isn't there a measure of
agreement on many matters of detail, particularly in mathematics and
the physical sciences? Doesn't two times two equal four for everyone?
Surely we can agree on the facts; it is just a matter of differing interpretations. The Christian simply knows something extra that the nonChristian does not, namely, that the facts are God-created and Godinterpretable. Aren't scientific and theological descriptions of reality
complementary?
A proper view of creation, I think, undermines this line of argument. The apparent commonness and agreement in matters of
technical detail are not attributable to our excellent insight into reality, but are rather an indication of the overpowering nature of God's
revelation. Nor does the commonness preclude deep religious and
philosophical conflicts which extend to matters of definition, to questions of proper methodology, and even to what the facts are. Witness
the struggles during the transition from medieval mechanics to
Galilean mechanics, the differences concerning the ontic status of
atoms in the nineteenth century, the questions surrounding the
wave/ particle duality in quantum physics, or the sociobiology debates
of the last few years.
These few positive points should be handled with care. Indeed, if
you are looking for handy formulas or recipes for practicing science
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Christianly, or if you somehow believe that a set of rules can be drawn
up which will insure a Christian science, you have missed the thrust of
my remarks. The heart of the Christian scientific enterprise is first of
all not science and its (tentative) results, but rather the Truth (the
Revelation) by which science is to be practiced. That Truth cannot be
objectified, pointed to, or put down on paper. Rather, it is the source
of renewal and the horizon of our life in all its multiplicity of actions.
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