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“Unto me, who am less than the least of all saints, is this
grace given, that I should preach among the Gentiles the
unsearchable riches of Christ; And to make all men see
what is the fellowship of the mystery, which from the
beginning of the world hath been hid in God, who created
all things by Jesus Christ. To the intent that now unto
the principalities and powers in heavenly places might be
known by the church the manifold wisdom of God, Accord-
ing to the eternal purpose which he purposed in Christ
Jesus our Lord; in whom we have boldness and access

with confidence by the faith of him.” (Ephesians 3:8-12)
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PREFACE

Concluding his History of Christianity 1650-1950,
James Hastings Nichols of the University of Chicago
wrote:

The modern Christian churches inherited the
great new enterprise of medieval and Reformation
Christianity, the endeavor to penetrate and ‘“Chris-
tianize” civilization. For three hundred years they
continued this attempt, yet, on the whole, with ever
less success. There are, one might guess, as great
a proportion of convinced and practicing Christians
as ever. But the great forces and structures of mod-
ern civilization have increasingly eluded Christian guid-
ance and have pursued new gods, tribal or utopian.
In recent years Christians have become increasingly
aware of the width of the chasm between the tone of
the industrial West and anything that might be called
Christian. It does not yet appear how they will adjust
to this situation. Will they return to the policy of
the church in the Ancient Roman Empire, in which,
whether persecuted or recognized by the state, the
church entertained no serious hope of transforming
society, but sought rather to manifest another quality
of life within its own community? Or will the church
continue to seek, and perhaps find, some way of
humanizing and rendering responsive to Jesus Christ
a militarized, technological and mass civilization?!

What indeed has Christianity to say to the temporal
activities' and institutions of modern men? What is the
relation of the Christian to the modern world? What is
the nature of political obligation and the limit of politieal
authority? How is government related to business, in-
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dustry and technology? What is the relation of a trade
union to a political party? What relation should exist
between church and state and between state and religion?
What relation should exist between the church and the
school, between the government and the education of the
children of Christian parents, and between religion and
education? Has the church any right to “interfere” in
politics and lay down official lines of policy for all the
faithful in Christ to follow? Should Christians seek to
leaven the lump of secular political parties and institu-
tions or should they seek to form their own political and
social organizations based upon their own Christian con-
victions? Is a public consensus to be found in some form
of revived natural law in terms of which Christians and
secular humanists can try to work together for the com-
mon good and by means of which greater social cohesion
can be established between differing social classes, creeds
and ideologies? How can an effective Christian witness
be made in an increasingly pluralistic society such as
the English-speaking world has now become? Above all,
how can Christ’s kingship over Anglo-Saxon culture be
given concrete expression in the lives of his English-speak-
ing followers?

All these questions have become increasingly urgent
during the past hundred years, and they have received
much attention in contemporary Christian writings. Not
theologians only but Christian historians, philosophers,
lawyers, sociologists and poets also have shared in the
discussion and the debate. In this book we shall join the
great debate by trying to answer these questions in the
light of the Christian philosophy of the Cosmonomic Law-
Idea, especially as this new Christian philosophy has been
developed in the political, legal and sociological thought
of Herman Dooyeweerd, Professor of the History and
Philosophy of Law at the Free University, Amsterdam,
Holland. According to Dooyeweerd, Christians will be able
to exert a specifically Christian influence in the fields of
law, politics, education, labor relations and industry only
if they can put forward truly Christian answers to the
pressing problems of our age. It is his firm conviction
that such Christian answers are available to Christians
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if only they will make the necessary effort of thought and
if only they will submit their minds and hearts to God’s
Holy Word written in the Holy Scriptures and be guided
by God the Holy Ghost.

If the reader is encouraged by this work to study for
himself the great contribution to a truly Christian phi-
losophy of law, politics and the state already made by
such Christian scholars as Herman Dooyeweerd, H. Van
Riessen, J. M. Spier, A. L. Conradie and H. Evan Runner,
and if he will join forces with other Christians in taking
effective Christian political and social action along the
lines suggested in this book in his own neighborhood, vil-
lage, town, city, state or province and nation to make
Christ’s kingship real, then I shall consider myself amply
rewarded for all the effort and time it has taken me to
write this book.

It only remains for me to thank my dear wife for
her encouragement and support. I would also thank my
esteemed Christian brothers, Bernard Zylstra, Gerald
Vandezande, Harry Antonides and Professors H. Van Ries-
sen, J. M. Spier, H. Evan Runner and A. L. Conradie for
bringing me in touch with the most exciting intellectual
development in Christian thought since the time Thomas
Aquinas wrote his famous apologies in defense of Christian
truth as he then understood it. I would especially thank
Bernard Zylstra for his enthusiastic help in so many direc-
tions and for his guidance in the interpretation of Dooye-
weerd’s thought. Then I would thank Professor Robert L.
Reymond who edited the original manuscript and Charles
H. Craig, Director of the Presbyterian and Reformed Pub-
lishing Company without whose interest, support and spirit
of Christlike understanding this book would never have
been published.

Finally I would like to thank Miss Sandra Lee of

Greengates for so generously giving of her time and talent
in the re-typing of large portions of the typescript.

None of these persons, however, must be held in any
way responsible for any of the opinions I have expressed
in this book nor for any inadvertent errors I may have
made.
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May the Holy and Sovereign God and Father of the
Lord Jesus Christ bless all readers of this book and may
God use it to his glory and in the extension of Christ’s
kingship over the hearts and minds of my fellow English-
speaking peoples in the British Isles, North America, South
Africa, and the Australasias.

Eastertide,

1965.
E. L. (Stacey) Hebden Taylor,

St. John’s Vicarage,
GREENGATES, Bradford,
Yorkshire, England.

* James Hastings Nichols, History of Christianity 1450-1950 (The
Ronald Press Company, New York, 1956), p. 460. k
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INTRODUCTION

One of the great tragedies of the Protestant Reforma-
tion was the failure of the great Reformers John Calvin
and Martin Luther to develop a doctrine of law, politics
and the state upon truly reformed and biblical lines. The
Reformers did not bring about any radical departures in
the spheres of political science, statecraft and jurisprudence
for the simple reason, as the German scholar August Lang
has shown, that they were so involved in theological dis-
putes, religious controversy and the very struggle for sur-
vival that they simply did not have any time left in which
to develop a reformed and biblical theory of politics and
government. Although in his article published in the
Princeton Theological Review entitled “The Reformation
and Natural Law” in 1909 Lang addressed himself directly
to the problem of Natural Law, his concern was with the
whole cultural problem. Allow me to quote his own words:

Students of recent history have long agreed that
the close of the 17th century, the conclusion of the
religious wars, marks the beginning of a new epoch
in Chureh history. The peculiarity of the new period
is expressed in one word, what is called “modernism,”
or the modern spirit. But if the division is a real
one, there arises the question, embarrassing to everv
evangelical Christian, How is the modern spirit, which
since the 17th century has been unfolding itself with
ever increasing vigor, related to the Gospel of the
Reformation? How could the age of the Reforma-
tion with its conflicts of faith be followed so suddenly
by an age whose views about historical criticism and
natural science, about politics and social life, are in
part directly opposed to the Reformation conception
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of the world? What forces of the Gospel had a part
in the development of the new way of thinking? What
other unevangelical tendencies intruded themselves and
therefore because they arose, for example in Catholi-
cism or in the unbelieving and therefore pernicious
development of civilization, must be combatted and
eliminated 2

After thus showing the wide range of his interests
Lang expressed the desire to make a contribution towards
an answer to this question by “examining the relatior
between the Reformation and Natural Law” and he moti-
vated his choice of topic by pointing out that “natural
law was one of the principal historical factors in the forma-
tion of the modern spirit . . . it became also the starting
point for natural theology,” the broad religious basis of
the religion of the English Deists and Cambridge Platon-
ists as well as of the European movement of thought known
as the “Enlightenment.”? How, Lang asked, ‘“could this
natural law spring up on the ground of the Reformation,
take such deep root and put forth such wide-spreading
branches?” Later in his article Lang asked the more
specific question, “How did it happen that it was precisely
Calvinists who first among the men of evangelical faith,
and so early as the 16th century, not merely developed
Natural Law theoretically, but at the same time as political
publicists, made it a weapon in the conflicts of the time?”?

Lang answered as follows:

The Reformation at its very beginning found itself
in the presence of problems and exigencies of in-
definite range, first of all conflicts of purely religious
and theological character—doctrinal, liturgical and
constitutional conflicts. What an amount of spirit-
ual strength was consumed even by these conflicts.
How much there was which went wrong. What unrest,
what losses these conflicts produced. . . .

Much more dangerous however was the second
adjustment, which lay more on the periphery of re-
ligious truth and yet was no less necessary—namely
the adjustment to the general ethical, political, and
social problems of the age, to science and art. The
adjustment, I say, was unavoidable, for if Protestant-
ism, over against the Medieval Catholic world, involves
a new world view, then there must of necessity be a
Protestant science of politics, a Protestant philosophy
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and science, a Protestant art, etc. . . . For such an
adjustment, however, in the very nature of things,
time is required; it cannot be accomplished by one
man or by one generation. It was indeed a thank-
worthy undertaking, when Calvin in his Institutes
did not entirely ignore politics, but the results were
of such a kind that they did not give satisfaction even
negatively, on the question of the obedience of sub-
jects, and the rights of resistance much less positively.

But now the tasks and problems of culture came
upon the young evangelical churches in a storm. . . .
The Reformed were obliged to fight the hardest battles
for existence; then after the final victory, they had
new states to found both at home and in the wilder-
ness; above all, they had to settle the question of
tolerance between the different parties that had arisen
in their own camp.

Calvin had inspired in his disciples that energy of
piety which abhors all halfway measures, which boldly
endeavours to make all the affairs of life subject to
Christ, the Head and Lord. . .. But what was needed,
viz., firm principles about the relation of the Reforma-
tion to the forces of modern emerging culture—to
the state, science, and art—this was lacking, and how
could it be attained all at once in the midst of all the
unrest of the time? Regarded in this way, we believe
the appearance of natural law doctrine becomes com-
prehensible. A doctrine of the state constructed on
evangelical principles was not in existence. But such
a doctrine was imperatively needed and demanded by
the need of the time. Men needed to have clearness
about the relation of the ruler to the subjects, about
the problem of Church and State, about the relation
between different churches in the same country. No
wonder that in the lack of a conception of the state
revised in the light of fundamental evangelical ideas,
men had recourse to the political theory taught in the
traditional jurisprudence, without heeding the fact
that that theory had an origin foreign to the Reforma-
tion, and involved tendencies and consequences which
would lead away from the Reformation. These ten-
dencies, of course, became apparent later in slowly
developing after-effects, and then, especially after the
spiritual enervation sustained in the protracted re-
ligious wars, they could not fail gradually to dissipate
and destroy the Reformation’s basis of faith. . . .

Unless all indications are deceptive, the progress
of events was similar in the case of other cultural
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questions. The desire for knowledge, the desire for
activity, which was experienced by the individual after
he had been liberated through the Reformation, plung-
ed itself into all the problems of the spiritual life of
man, became absorbed in the traditional manner of
their treatment, and was all too quickly satisfied with
solutions which were not in agreement with the funda-
mental ethical and religious factors of the practical
religious life of the Reformation. The reaction did
not remain absent. The evangelical life of faith be-
came shallower instead of deepening itself and de-
veloping in all directions. . . If it is true that the
religious spirit of the Reformation in passing through
Deism, was moving on a downward path, the reason
for its deterioration was that the adjustment between
the Reformation and culture was neither brought to
a satisfactory conclusion nor even earnestly enough
attempted.*

As a result of this uncritical acceptance of the re-
ceived classical and medieval doctrines of law, politics and
government and because of their failure to redefine the
basic postulates of jurisprudence and political science in
terms of the biblical and Reformed doctrine of man in
society, Protestant Christians were unable to withstand the
onrush of the new secular humanist conceptions of law,
politics and the state which emerged in the writings of
political thinkers such as Thomes Hobbes and John Locke
in England, Johannes Althusius and Hugo Grotius in Hol-
land,® and Benjamin Franklin and Thomas Jefferson in
the United States;? conceptions which were to destroy the
ideological and philosophical basis of the so-called Ancien
Régime as this social order had developed in Western
Europe since the revival of civilization at the end of the
barbarian invasions and which still underlie the modern
British and American liberal humanist theory of the na-
ture, purpose and origin of human government. In his
book The European Mind, Paul Hazard has clearly revealed
the secular and apostate basis of this modern liberal hu-
manist theory of natural law and of political obligation.
Thus he writes: ‘“Natural Law was the off-spring of a
philosophy which rejected the supernatural and the divine
and substituted for the acts and purposes of a personal
God an immanent Order of Nature.”s
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In the face of this humanist onslaught upon the medi-
eval synthesis of classical Graeco-Roman and Latin Chris-
tian conceptions of law, politics and the state, Reformed
Christians found themselves in the unhappy position, of
which most of them were not even conscious, of trying to
answer the modern liberal humanist set of political, legal
and economic principles in terms of classical and Cathclic
principles. Lacking a carefully worked-out Reformed doc-
trine of law, politics and the state, it is hardly surprising
that Protestant Christians have been powerless to meet
the needs and challenges of modern society and to provide
it with Christian answers to all its pressing problems. Not
that modern men have looked to Christian citizens for
such guidance. As James Hastings Nichols has pointed
out in his History of Christianity 1650-1950:

In the seventeenth century, for the first time in
a thousand years in Western history, a deliberate at-
tempt was made on a grand scale to organize a re-
ligiously neutral civilization—a political, economic,
ethical and intellectual structure independent of Chris-
tianity. This great transformation was effected in
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries by the move-
ment sometimes described as the Enlightenment. . . .

Modern Western culture, whatever its positive
meaning, may be distinguished from that of earlier
phases by its emancipation from explicit Christian
direction. . . .

In their domestic policies . . . modern Western
states have no longer recognized Christian criteria for
policy. Most of them, to be sure, at least in the early
modern period, thought of themselves as ‘‘Christian
states” and maintained established churches. But the
emergence and prevalence of the theory of ‘“‘sovereign-
ty” show that in fact the modern state has insisted
on its independence of and superiority to Christian
direction. The actual criterion has been the military,
commercial and general economic welfare of the state.
The modern state has generally declined to serve as
the “secular arm” of a Christian society, and the
political influence of the Christian churches has been
confined to secondary and indirect manifestations.
Modern political thought has found the governing
sanctions for political association in the nature of man
in general, without benefit of biblical revelation or
ecclesiastical authorities. The established churches,
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Roman Catholic, Anglican, Lutheran and Reformed,
contested this development and relinquished their con-
trol of state power and social discipline only under
constraint, but the governmental elites and the domi-
nant social classes have admitted ever less religious
interference in politics. Modern Christians have gen-
erally thought and acted in politics independently of
their faith.®

This secularization of Western political life which
thus began in the seventeenth century reached its apostate
apogee in the French and Russian Revolutions of 1789
and 1917 respectively. The leaders of both these revolu-
tions not only ignored the God and Father of the Lord
Jesus Christ but as a matter of deliberate state policy
sought with all the means at their disposal to deprive
God of any influence upon the lives of millions of citizens
and to persecute, imprison and kill his faithful servants.
Both revolutions refused to recognize a deeper ground of
political life than that which is to be found in “nature”
and in man’s reason, scientific method, and brute will to
power. The sovereign God of the Scriptures was dethroned
and apostate man enthroned upon the vacant seat. It is
the will of unbelievers, humanists and apostate Christians
which henceforth decides political issues. All power and
authority on this earth is now proclaimed to proceed from
the sovereign will of the state or of the will of the majority
or of whoever seizes power.

Most modern forms of the state and most modern
theories of law and politics are derived from and related
to these two revolutions in one way or another; and it
should come as no surprise that modern “progressive”
secular thought has corrupted the Christian citizens of the
English-speaking world no less than those of Continental
Europe, Russia and China to such an extent that Chris-
tians themselves no longer expect a unified directive to
be available to them in the Word of God for matters ap-
pertaining to subjects, political, economic, educational or
juridical.

In his book The Christian in Politics, Walter James
even goes so far as to justify such passivity and acquiescence
in the pagan political and economic status quo by arguing:
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The Christian is called upon to act beside other
men and no assurance is given him that he will sense
God’s purpose better than they. He can no more aim
to be a Christian statesman than a Christian engineer.
Politics has at any one time its own techniques, aims
and standards, vary though they may, and in the light
of them as they are in his lifetime, the Christian’s
effort must be to make a good politician and no more.
He stands here on a par with the non-Christian, just
as there are no denominations in the science of physics.
His religion will give him no special guidance in his
public task, as it will do within his personal relation-
ships and close neighbours.'®

In a similar vein D. L. Munby argues in his Riddell
Lectures, The Idea of a Secular Society, that a secular
society is neutral in faith and studiously non-committal
in its views of the nature of the universe. It is egalitarian
in aim, democratic in shape, pragmatist in morals, and it
welcomes the increasing specialization in human life. It
is everything which the majority of Christians most dislike.
Yet it is there and for the true gospel’s sake it ought to
be there. Munby calls upon Christians to accept the secular
society in which they now live and to entangle themselves
in the modern world, not to disentangle themselves from
it, “because there God is to be found.”?

In thus advocating that Christians must abide by the
prevailing doctrine of neutrality which seeks to exclude
religion from politics and in suggesting that Christians
should restrict their religion to the field of personal rela-
tionships, both James and Munby have neatly fallen right
into the secular liberal humanist trap which tries to place
religion alongside man’s other activities and interests,
whether these be academic, social, economic, political or
artistic. This modern idea of “religion” is one which the
secular apostate world around us today loves to have Chris-
tians accept. Unbelieving humanists have no objection to
our Christian faith at all, provided we reserve it strictly
for ourselves in the privacy of our homes and church
buildings, and just as long as we do not try to live up to
our Christian principles in our business and public life.
On no account must the Spirit of the Lord Jesus Christ
be allowed to enter the “market place” where modern
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men deal with the real issues of life today, with such vital
matters as education, politics, labor relations and profits
and wages. These activities are all supposed to be “neu-
tral” and they can therefore be withdrawn from sectarian
influences so that the secular spirit of the community may
prevail. This is the spirit of reason, science and the com-
mon sense of the practical Anglo-Saxon for whom truth
is only what works out in practice and for whom the God
of the Bible is thought to be the projection of the father
image or at least a being concocted out of man’s image
of himself,

According to the secular humanists, people may hold
differing views and religious beliefs with respect to their
personal lives, but in polities, education, industry, law and
labor relations, such basic religious convictions need play
no part. In all these areas of modern life it is supposed
that men and women, races and classes, and nations and
peoples can be united by an appeal to common utility,
expediency and technical reason rather than by an appeal
to a religious criterion such as, for example, is revealed
in the Word of God. As Bernard Zylstra well said in
his address entitled Challenge and Response before the
National Convention of the Christian Labor Association
of Canada in 1960 held at Snelgrove, Ontario, Canada:

Neutralism is the view that man can live wholly
or partly without taking God’s Word into account.
Those who pay homage to the fiction of neutrality
maintain that many segments of modern culture are
merely technical. It is then thought that a corpora-
tion, a union, a school, a government can be run by
making exclusively factual, technical decisions which
have no relation to one’s ultimate perspective on ‘‘the
basic issues.” It is clear that this “technicalism”
which controls most univergity faculties, is but the
analogue of neutralism. It is the result of a pragmatic
philosophy. The defenders of “technicalism” are
among the most dangerous guides to a wholly secular
world. For it is inevitable that the realm of the
“neutral” and the “factual” will constantly increase
until it has swallowed all of human morality and
faith.1?
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This hatred of modern secular humanists for Almighty
God expressed in this “neutrality” concept is the hardest
of all practical forms of modern idolatry and unbelief to
overcome since they suppose that their faith in reason and
scientific method is nothing less than the universally valid
dictates of human reason and thus they can shrug their
shoulders and claim to have a “neutral” or ‘“technical” or
“scientific” reason for refusing to accept a Christian solu-
tion for any problem whenever one is proposed. This
modern faith in human reason is behind all organizations
and institutions directed by secular humanism and explains
their attempt to gain monopoly control in society. Un-
fortunately, far too many Protestant Christians in the
English-speaking world have fallen for this line of human-
ist argument, including the late William Temple, Arch-
bishop of Canterbury. After arguing the case for “the
Church’s right to interfere in politics,” Temple made non-
sense of this right by conceding to the expert the right to
determine the means adopted to realize the policy suggested
by the Church. As he said in his book Christianity and
Socital Order, “The Church may tell the politician what
ends the social order should promote; but it must leave to
the politician the devising of the precise means to those
ends.”’3  Temple obviously must have forgotten that the
means adopted will inevitably determine the nature of the
end achieved. Aldous Huxley authored a whole book en-
titled Ends and Means in which he analyzed the supposed
distinction between ends and means and proved by numer-
ous examples that it is a useless distinection to draw for the
reason we have just given.l*

Too often in the past two hundred years the expert’s
theories have been represented by the expert as ‘“facts”
and “laws of nature.” And yet it is beyond dispute that
such expert theories have hindered the proper ordering of
human society. As J. C. Gill points out in his pamphlet
The Mastery of Money :

The factory laws and the humanizing of the
scandalous Poor Law of 1834 came about because there
were people who valued human life and believed in
God, and refused to accept the expert opinions of the
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political economists of their day. They would not be
silenced by them. From then till now, laws and cus-
toms have developed which it was forecast by the
experts, would accomplish the nation’s ruin.'®

It was proclaimed by the experts of the day that if the Ten
Hours Bill was passed, prohibiting the employment of
women and children for more than ten hours a day in the
factories in the land, England’s economy would go bank-
rupt.1¢

Temple no doubt conceded to the expert his right to
decide the best course to pursue in realizing a given social
end of policy, because it sounds so fair and reasonable to
heed the expert. It seems to many a sign of true tolerance if
one does not drag religious principles into a political argu-
ment or a labor dispute and if one does not consciously start
from a religious presupposition for one’s policy and conduct.
What this argument seems to have forgotten is that every-
one including the so-called expert also starts from a pre-
supposition and that there can be no facts at all without
some undergirding value system and frame of reference.
Christians have too easily conceded the claim of the expert
to his claim to neutrality. Why make enemies unneces-
sarily? Who am I that I should think myself to have a
corner on the truth? What insufferable pride is this for
me to think that Christian truth is absolute? And with
more satanic sophistry the modern Christian is finally
silenced and he withdraws into the citadel of personal re-
lationships leaving the entire realm of modern culture,
politics and industry to the humanists, scientists and
technicians. Such a withdrawal of Christians from the
most important areas of modern life, e.g., politics, industry,
education and communications is exactly what Satan most
encourages Christians to do, for no battle was yet won in
history where the soldiers refused to fight.

If Christians accept James’ and Munby’s thesis, not
only will the Christian case go by default but also Christians
themselves will inevitably become traitors to Christ’s cause
in modern society. In fact, all that is now necessary for
the complete triumph of apostate secular humanism is for
Christian men and women to sit back in their pews at
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“church,” sing hymns, and do absolutely nothing outside
in the workaday world of business, education, labor and
politics.

The affirmation of neutrality blatantly assumes that
English-speaking people can become independent of God
to the point that they can with impunity completely dis-
regard Christ’s claims upon their hearts’ allegiance. Neu-
trality in fact constitutes the essence of the secular hu-
manist mind, which since 1689 has been trying to make of
the Christian faith a thing apart from week-day British,
American and Canadian life. Liberal humanist historians
such as G. M. Trevelyan and Thomas Babington Macaulay
in their treatment of the so called ‘“Glorious Revolution” of
1688-89 and its resultant constitutional settlement taught
generations of British school children to “see” it as a tri-
umph of liberal and Whig principles of government. Thus
Trevelyan writes in his book The English Revolution 1688-
89:

The Settlement of 1683 was in its essence the
chaining up of fanaticism alike in politics and in re-
ligion. Religion in those days was the chief motive
of politics, and after the Revolution a movement to-
wards latitudinarianism in religion enveloped first
England and then for a while all Europe. This lati-
tudinarian movement, of which the origins can be
traced in Charles II’s reign in the Royal Society and
the Broadchurch theologians, was one of the causes
of the reasonableness of the Revolution Settlement,
because the men of 1689 found the idea of Toleration
less abhorrent than it had seemed in 1640 and 1660.
And one of the chief results of the Revolution was the
wide extent and long duration of the latitudinarian
influence in the eighteenth century. After a last out-
burst of Church fanaticism at the end of Anne’s reign
in the Sacheverell affair and the Schism Act, the spirit
of religious persecution withered in the Hanoverian
atmosphere. “Enthusiasm’ became bad form among
the governing classes. And even the “enthusiasm’ of
Wesley was not an armed and persecuting creed like
the earlier Puritanism. Living in an age of Toleration,
%he Wesleyans had no need to assert their tenets by

orce.l?

If we ask the question to what social ends this freedom
was put, the answer given by the events of modern British
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history can only be freedom from God. Modern secular
liberalism in all its manifestations denotes this freedom
from the authority of the Living God of the Holy Scrip-
tures. It is as Sir Isaiah Berlin pointed out in his famous
lecture on Two Concepts of Liberty a purely negative idea
of freedom. According to this view, freedom is what is
left to a man after the effects of coercion have been de-
ducted from the sum of his powers. I am, in other words,
free negatively to the extent to which no human being inter-
feres with my activity. The reference to other human
beings in this view of liberty is important. Physical in-
capacity, acts of God, the workings of vast impersonal
forces can and do constrict me in my movements, but they
do not touch my liberty, for they cannot be ascribed to
human agency.'® This idea of freedom of the Revolution
Settlement of 1688-89 was enacted in the Bill of Rights in
1689, the Triennial Act of 1694, the Toleration Act of 1689
and the Act of Settlement of 1700. This new liberal defi-
nition of freedom as independence from the authority of
God meant that the old Christian doctrine that kings rule
only by the “grace of God” and derive their power from
him was extinct. As a tragic result the distinction between
Power and Authority was lost. In fact if not in theory
sovereignty passed out of the hands of the King who had
previously ruled as God’s earthly vicegerent into the hands
of politicians, financiers and businessmen who now ruled
by manipulating votes. A new form of coronation oath,
imposing specific obligations to govern ‘“according to the
statutes in Parliament agreed on” and to maintain them
was prescribed to Prince William and Queen Mary and all
their successors.!® New oaths replaced the ancient oaths of
supremacy and allegiance.?® Of the true secular humanist
significance of these radical changes in the structure of the
British Constitution Sir David Lindsay Keir has well
written :

Thus perished, at the hands of an assembly ani-
mated by an authority which can hardly be otherwise
regarded than as popular sovereignty in action, the
idea of a sacred and inalienable governmental powers,
inherent in kings possessing a divine, indefeasible
hereditary title . . . Thus also were dissolved moral
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obligations, fortified in many cases by oath, incurred
towards a kingship so constituted. As the Restoration
statutes had demolished the moral and religious sanc-
tions underlying the solemn League and Covenant, so
now did the Revolution statutes destroy those under-
lying kingship by Divine Right. The subjects of Wil-
liam and Mary . . . repudiated an allegiance hitherto
regarded as sacred . . . This duty might in certain
cases be reinforced by oath. Yet its basis was to be
found not in the imperious voice of conscience but in
the law of the land in which the will of the community

was enshrined . . . Royal powers might be regarded
either as the outcome of an original contract between
King and people . . . or, if contract seemed to assure

too much to the Crown, then simply as a revocable
trust conferred by the people, such as Locke presently
enunciated in his Second Treatise on Civil Govern-
ment. This inevitably leads to an essentially practical
and largely secular notion of monarchy.?!

In this way the British Constitution began the journey
along the dismal road towards complete secularization in
the twentieth century, and of what the Canadian philoso-
pher John Farthing has well epitomized in his great work
on the Canadian Constitution, Freedom Wears a Crown,
as “government by arithmetic.” According to Farthing
numbers rather than principles have become the dominant
factor in Canadian politics, and he suggests that the win-
ning of elections rather than the upholding of integrity
and truth in the national life has become the dominant
concern of Canada’s major political parties. As he well
writes :

The Canadian government is now based on three
principles: That a Prime Minister has the absolute
right to effect the death of a Parliament as soon as it
threatens to oppose his will: or, in other words, that

the will of a Prime Minister is absolute as against the
will of all other representatives elected by the people.

That any and every question can be for all time
answered and settled by the majority vote in any single
election; or, in other words, the majority will in any
election completely determines without further ques-
tion, right and wrong, truth and error.

That on one day in every four or five years the
government presents a four or five-year accumulation
of all such questions and issues to the people, and in
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so doing asks them to decide whether they do or do
not wish to receive any further monthly cheques from
a bountiful government . . ..

Such are the ideas on which our national life is
now based . .. Having been bilked of our Constitution
as a democratic people, and being far gone in the
process which is uprooting all sense of authority in
our national life, we are left with only the bare and
arid fact of power based on absolute will. A majority
vote: that is what we have the moronic audacity to
call democracy. Deny the ideal of democracy and with
it goes the sense of loyalty; the sense of constitutional
authority enshrining an ideal; the sense of tradition
and of history which nourishes respect for such au-
thority. Thus having so destroyed our Constitution we
destroy all truth and principle belonging to the fabric
of our national life. We are left with nothing to
revere but the idol of power based on appeal to mere
opinion or will. So long as it is the will or opinion of
the greatest number, it is sacred, no matter what it
may be.

Power is freed from respect for authority; opinion
from concern for truth; will from principle; and the
life of a people in the present from all that comes from
the past to inspire and guide it to the future. Propa-
ganda in the service of power leads all opinion to a
national worship of the new golden calf: the greatest
possible number.2?

Farthing’s bitter words apply just as much to the degen-
eration of the British and American Constitutions as they
do to the Canadian.

For the Christian citizen the will of the majority may
never be considered the origin of political obligation and
the source of authority over men, but rather he finds it in
God. The right to exercise authority over man is derived
from God alone. No one hag the right to rule over another
man; otherwise, such a right necessarily and immediately
becomes the right of the strongest. Neither can a group of
men by some so-called contract undertaken in the remote
past compel you or me to obey a present government offi-
cial. What binding force is there for me in Locke’s allega-
tion expressed in his infamous humanist treatise on Civil
Government that ages ago one of my ancestors made a
“social contract” with the other men of his time, surrender-
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ing his absolute right to freedom in order the better to
secure his right to life, limb and property? As a person
created in God’s holy image I stand free and bold, over
against the most powerful men in big government and big
business. In the sphere of human government I do not
yield or bow down to anyone who is a mere man, as I am
mere man, nor do I have to bow down to the will of the
majority. Do I have to obey the will of the majority should
it decide to abolish the Ten Commandments? Of course
not! The Christian citizen who values his freedom rejects
this liberal humanist and democratic theory that Parlia-
ment or the Congress is supreme and that either elections
or majority votes can determine principles or should inter-
fere with his God-given rights and freedoms. Authority
over men cannot arise from men, certainly not from the
will of the majority since history proves that very often
the minority was right. As Bishop Gore used to say “Christ
had a profound contempt for majorities.” Was it not the
majority who brought about our dear Lord’s death, crying,
“Crucify him, Crucify him”?

Together with this manipulation of majority vote at
every General Election we may also refer to another de-
plorable development in British political life. We refer to
the transformation of the exercise of ruling power from a
primary personal function and office under God into a
purely bureaucratic function, the dreadful feature of which
is the difficulty, if not the impossibility, of crystallizing,
settling and fixing responsibility. For a thousand years we
have tried in the English-speaking world to subject the
power of our rulers and politicians to the control of con-
science because in the last resort it is only God himself who
can subject the power of politicians, judges, police, em-
ployers and workers, doctors, clergymen and teachers to
conscience. Such a doctrine of individual responsibility for
one’s conduct has not only curbed the arbitrariness of the
Crown and of the executive branches of British and Ameri-
can states but also of each individual citizen. According
to this historic Christian doctrine of government, which
can be traced back to the biblical idea of human nature as
created in God’s holy image, each of us from the Queen and
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the President down to the humblest village policeman is
held responsible to God’s higher moral law. In his classic
work on The Law of the Constitution, A. V. Dicey of Oxford
University pointed out that no one in Britain is allowed to
plead in his defense for any unlawful act that he did it
under the orders of a master or a superior. “It is this
doctrine of individual responsibility,” he writes, “which is
the real foundation of the legal dogma that the orders of
the King are no justification for the commission of a
wrongful or illegal act. The ordinary rule therefore that
every wrongdoer is individually responsible and liable for
the wrong he has committed is the foundation on which
rests the great constitutional doctrine of ministerial re-
sponsibility.”’?3 Each of us from the Queen or President
down to the humblest citizen of Britain, Canada or America
is held responsible for what we do or do not do to God’s
Moral Law as revealed in the Ten Commandments. Thus
in principle God is the real source of our political and legal
obligations as is proved by the fact that in spite of humanist
objections to the contrary, we still have to take oaths upon
the Bible in all our American, British and Canadian courts
of law and no one can hold any public office under the
Crown or the President unless they have first sworn on the
Bible to obey the known laws of our lands.

Unfortunately these historic Christian doctrines of the
origin and purpose of government have become eroded
under the pernicious influence of humanistic and so-called
scientific theories of law, power and the state. As a result
our British and American governments stand in grave
danger today of becoming the servants of Satan rather than
of God, in so far as they have become cold, cruel and above
all impersonal in their increasing infringement upon fam-
ily, educational, recreational and business life. Our govern-
ments are in grave danger of becoming soulless and a com-
plete reversal of what Christians have understood as to the
nature and purpose of the state. This depersonalization of
our governments into impersonal bureaucratic machines
or great Leviathans is inevitable as long as the liberal
humanist theory of the nature and purpose of government
continues to be taught in all our so-called “liberal’” universi-
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ties and law schools and as long as it dominates the thinking
of most of our lawyers, professors and politicians.

The division of Anglo-Saxon life into two parts, the
sacred part when men and women may worship Almighty
God on Sundays, and the secular part when people think
they can safely ignore God’s claims upon their lives is, of
course, a division that no true Christian could possibly
accept and remain a Christian. A religion that only has
its meaning on Sundays is no religion at all. Real religion
pervades the whole of life: our social, political and in-
dustrial and educational no less than our personal and
private lives. In fact, it is precisely in his political and
business life that a true Christian will seek with God’s
help and guidance to live up to his Christian convictions, for
it is precisely in political and business life today that the
power of Satan, sin and selfishness is so great.

Whether James or Munby like it or not, it is impossible
for anyone to withdraw certain areas of life from the
sphere of religious motivation. By religious motivation
let me make clear that we refer to the most important basic
commitment that a human being makes with respect to
whatever he considers to be his god and in whatever thing,
person, power or force he places his final trust.

The opposite of true religion is never described in the
Bible as atheism, secularism, agnosticism, or neutralism as
Bishop John Robinson seems to suggest in his book Honest
to God.2* Instead it is described as idolatry, apostasy, and
rebellion. Unbelief is not thought of in the Bible as the
absence of belief but as misdirected faith in a false god or
idol. According to the Word of God people can no more
grow out of religion than they can grow out of their skins.
To ask whether a person believes in “God” is thus com-
pletely to misunderstand the vital issue at stake. The
proper question facing all and each of us, as the biblical
writers are never tired of reminding us, is rather what or
who is your god? As the biblical writers see it, it is impos-
sible for anyone to withdraw certain areas of life from the
sphere of one’s basic convictions and fundamental criterion
of value. Whether “God” is taken to mean one’s own
human scientific and technical reason, political party, fami-
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ly, trade union, social class, property and money, spouse,
profits, wages, sex, alcohol, nation or state, science or the
Lord Jesus Christ—all of these commitments are of a
religious nature since they involve a person’s belief about
that which he believes to be ultimate and capable of saving
him from disaster and meaninglessness. Any community
or group of people who share a belief in any one of these
gods and share a common system of values can thus be
described as a “church.” Any lord or savior is known and
experienced through the community of people whom he
or it delivers and who serve him or it. This is true of
“Americanism,” of Hitler and his Nazi party, of John
Bull and the Union Jack, even of a bartender and his
clientele. All of these are “lords” and ‘“churches”—com-
munities within which meaning and purpose for life are
discovered by people. Martin Luther realized this well
when he said: “Whatever then thy heart clings to and
relies upon, that is properly thy God.”?5 Religion in other
words is what a person worships and lives for in life.
Human life is religion because we have all been created in
God’s image and none of us can escape our need for purpose
and meaning in life.

In terms of this biblical understanding of religion it
is not hard to realize that secular humanists who uphold
the doctrine of neutrality in politics and social life and
claim to be agnostics and ‘“free thinkers” in respect to the
biblical revelation are just as religious in their own apos-
tate way as any Christian, and they believe often ardently
and with true religious fervor in the independence of
modern man from God, in man’s inherent goodness and per-
fectibility, in human progress,2® in the sovereignty of the
will of the majority, and in the infallibility of scientific
method and social planning.?” What really is at stake
here is the faith by which men in fact live, and the external
criterion of value by which men’s choice of standards and
values in life depends.

It would never occur to the biblical writers to record
the biography of a man or a nation apart from reference to
this faith and value criterion or “god.” Taken by itself the
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word “god” carries as little specific meaning as the word
“good.” As E. La B. Cherbonnier points out:

Both [these words] are empty receptacles whose
content varies from man to man and religion to re-
ligion. They are functional words, the linguistic re-
flection of the fact that man is that creature who, in
the exercise of his freedom, necessarily appeals to some
criterion of good and evil. To ask whether a man be-
lieves in “God” is consequently to misunderstand the
issue. The proper question, as the biblical writers
never forget, is rather What (or who) is his god ?2#

The most important question we all have to ask our-
selves in life is therefore the urgent question: Which of
the various gods is the true God and what am I in fact and
not in theory making my matter of ultimate concern in life?
Am I worshiping the Almighty Dollar or the Automobile
or the material standard of Comfort? At the moment a
lot of Anglo-Saxons would appear to be worshiping the
great god ‘“‘automobile,” judging by the tender care it
receives every Sunday and by the amount of income spent
on its purchase and upkeep. To imagine that you have
stopped being religious when you stop going to church to
worship Jesus Christ as your Lord and Savior, and when
you stop making Christ the criterion of your value—judg-
ments, is thus to make the biggest mistake of your life.

To suppose, as Bishop Robinson seems to suppose, that
Europeans and North Americans and Russians and Chinese
are no longer religious because they have stopped being
Christians is simply to ignore the frenzied pursuit of mil-
lions of modern men throughout the world today after
various false gods and saviors. Idolatry is just as ram-
pant in Britain and North America, Asia and Africa and
the Australasias in the nineteen-sixties anno Domino as it
was in the nineteen-sixties before Christ, and it has become
even more of a menace since it has learned to wrap itself
up in the scientific jargon of the Huxleys, the Chisholms
and the Russells of our modern world. Yet unrecognized
perils are always the most dangerous to combat. As La B.
Cherbonnier truly says: “The sophisticated ‘isms’ and
‘ologies’ in which modern man puts his trust simply func-
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tion as graven images in modern dress.”?® In his funda-
mental work on The Protestant Tradition, J. S. Whale
warns us:

We should be living in an atmosphere of fantasy
if we assumed that the only religious loyalties avail-
able to modern men are provided by those traditional
faiths of which they are the natural heirs—notably
Islam, Buddhism; Hinduism, Judaism and Christian-
ity. There are other faiths to which men give them-
selves. The mystique of racial destiny or imperial mis-
sion takes many forms, as the pages of de Gobineau,
Dostoievsky or Kipling testify. Political ideologies
evoke and sustain the devotion of the elect Party and,
through it, of the disciplined multitude; either assum-
ing an explicitly religious character, or using quasi-
religious ritual forms and philosophies of history.
Fascism, Nazism, Communism, Japanese bushido and
Emperor cult are modern versions of the immemorial
“religious” secularism which would deify the State or
Society by giving it an absolute character. The omni-
competent State absorbs the sacred rights of the in-
dividual; it repudiates the unique status of the human
person with cynical ruthlessness, prescribing not only
how he is to live from the cradle to the grave, but how
he is to think and what, in fact, he is to worship. Na-
tionalism becomes the chief end of man. The parade-
ground is its symbol; the ant-heap its working model.
Right and wrong are no more than tiddly-winks for
political opportunism to play with. Truth has no
transcendent, absolute, meaning . . . .

Our liberal philosophers would be more convincing
to many if they looked to Mount Zion as well as to
Hellas, and learned from the Hebrew prophets rather
than the Greek philosophers something of the mean-
ing of religious faith. For this is ultimately a re-
ligious issue. In E. M. Forster’'s Two Cheers For
Democracy and in George Orwell’s Shooting an Ele-
phant (to name two of many modern liberal mani-
festos) there seems to be little recognition of the di-
mension of the transcendent and the eternal, coming
down from heaven upon the plane of human history
like the plumbline of the prophet (Amos vii, 7-8),
what our Calvinist, Puritan or Convenanting fore-
fathers knew as the prerogatives of Christ the King.
When the Huguenots were besieged in St. Quentin by
the Spanish representatives of Hapsburg absolutism,
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an arrow was shot over the city wall into the market
place, carrying a scornful demand for surrender. Colig-
ny ordered it to be shot back again bearing the words
Regem habemus (we have a King) .

Without a similar world- transcendlng faith, lib-
eralism is wistful and lost. It complains that a Hltler,
a Stalin or any dictator typical of the modern age has
no sense of the sanctity of individual personality. This
is true. It is the most ghastly truth of our time. But
if there be no 11v1ng God, the sovereign Creator and
Redeemer in whose image man is made, why should the
individual take precedence over the mass; over the
Party or Nation or Race? . ..

It is precisely in those countries where they care
nothing for Christ’s death that in a very short space
of time they come to care nothing for a man’s life . . . .
It has become increasingly evident to us that the
sacred right of the individual human person is a
sacred right, but only because it presupposes dogmatic
faith in a revelation from on high. The sanctity of
the free personality of man is going to depend in the
future, as it has done in the past, not on the so-called
decencies of man, nor on the benevolent paternalism of
the welfare state, nor on the tender mercies of private
enterprise; nor on the visionary operations of inevit-
able progress; but on the vitality of supernatural re-
ligion; in short, on the vindication of the crown rights
of the Redeemer in His Church.?"

Religion understood in these terms is man’s ineradi-
cable situation; it is what makes a man specifically a human
person rather than an animal. Man is created in God’s
image and he is therefore responsible to God, to whom he
must one day render an account of all his doings.

The Christian citizen will therefore seek to be directed
by the true God’s will as revealed in the Holy Scriptures,
while men who lack this light and direction for their lives
will be prompted by reason of their now perverted religious
nature to do for themselves what God’s Word ought to do
for them. Man acts in this religious way of demanding an
ultimate point of reference for his thinking and doing be-
cause of his having been created in God’s image, that is, as
a religious being. For this reason the prophets of ancient
Israel did not define man as homo sapiens, a rational animal,
but as homo religiosus, a religious animal. On this defini-
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tion it is meaningless to distinguish between religious and
non-religious areas of life or between religious and irre-
ligious men. He who rejects one religion or god can only
do so in the name of another.

None of us can escape our religious nature. We will
place our final trust and faith either in the God and Father
of the Lord Jesus Christ or in some idol of our own de-
vising and, as Paul teaches, thus try to hold down the
truth in unrighteousness.

For this very good reason James’ and Munby’s argu-
ments for keeping religion out of politics and for joining
the secular bandwagon of apostasy from the living God of
the Holy Scriptures in the name of neutral secularism or
liberal humanism are exposed as being only specious propa-
ganda on behalf of the god of modern secular humanism.
It is not a question of whether we should or should not
bring religion into politics and legal life, but the crucial
question is this: By which religious motivation and by
which religious criterion of value and religious directive
will men and nations in fact be governed in their political
and social life? As William Penn saw over two hundred
years ago when he warned Americans in his famous words:
“Men must choose to be governed by God or they condemn
themselves to be ruled by tyrants.” Again Peter Howard
has also warned us:

The Red men are few. But they are formidable
in their Marxist faith. They succeed because they
are red-hot where so many democrats are lukewarm
... We stand for nothing, so we fall for anything. If
we are Christian, we shrink from the charge of “med-
dling in politics.” We dare not say that Communism
is wrong, and so we cut Christ to the shape and size
that suits anti-Christ. We sit while others shout. We
compromise while others communize. We stay at home
while others vote at Trade Union Meetings. We de-
nounce those who fight for faith as fanaties.3!

A true Christian will surely prefer to be guided by
a biblical motivation and evangelical criterion of value than
by a secular humanist one. A person can no more avoid
being religiously committed in his political and social be-
havior than he can avoid breathing the air around him. If
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he is not consciously being directed in his behavior by a
Christian motivation, then he will be directed by a human-
istic, communistic or materialistic motivation, whether he
is conscious of the fact or not, and whether he admits to
it or not.

If Christians really acknowledge that God rather than
man or the state or the party or the dollar is sovereign
in this universe, then I do not understand how they can
avoid admitting that God’s dominion and supremacy must
extend over every aspect of life, political, economic and
social as well as personal, and that the living Lord cannot
be shut up within the walls of a church building or a
limited circle of Christian believers. Do the Christian
neutralists such as James and Munby think that God has
abandoned the world outside the church to Satan and the
powers of darkness? God’s sovereignty and supremacy
are surely at work in the life of that unbaptized unre-
generate world outside the Church, and for that reason
every child of God redeemed by Christ from the power
and grip of sin and selfishness cannot summarily with-
draw from that life in the world without committing
treason against Christ the King and thus denying his Re-
deemer of his crown rights over the whole creation. If
God and his Christ are at work in that unregenerate world
by means of temporal conserving and restraining grace,
then the Christian’s hand, too, must be put to the plow
in that world in order that there also, as well as within
the circle of the faithful few, the name of the Lord may
be glorified.32

If God is supreme and sovereign, then his divine norms
and standards of justice, truth, goodness, beauty and love
must have the final control and motivation in everything
the Christian thinks, wills and does. These norms rather
than those of an apostate political, legal and social science
must become the directives by which the Christian is
guided as a citizen, as a worker, as a scientist, as a teacher,
as an artist, and as a parent ; and they alone must constantly
enlighten him or her in solving the problems with which
he or she is faced in all areas of life.
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The apostle Paul teaches us that God the Father has
committed all power and authority upon earth to his Son
through whom he now rules all things (1 Cor. 15: 24ff.).
The risen and ascended Christ has been entrusted by God
the Father with the great task of transforming not only
individual lives but all cultural, legal, political, scientific,
and economic life. As the Lord of history and of time
and space, Jesus Christ can be satisfied with nothing less
than a Christian organization of human society as a whole,
and it therefore becomes the bounded duty and privilege
and glorious task of all Christians to struggle for a condi-
tion of modern society which will give the maximum op-
portunity for other people, as well as for themselves, to
live a full, free, more abundant human life and to make
sure that Christians are never controlled by an apostate
and rebellious world, but that they control that world
in the strength and power of Almighty God.

In this book we shall show how this agelong vision
of Christians can be made to become a living and present
reality by considering something of the political and legal
thought of Herman Dooyeweerd of the Free University of
Amsterdam. His profound contribution to a truly Chris-
tian philosophy of law, politics and the state, and therefore
to the establishment of a truly Christian ordering of human
society, has been largely unknown and therefore ignored
in the English-speaking world because of the limitations
of the language barrier, the complexity of the Christian
philosophy of the Cosmonomic Law-Idea and the religious
background and coloring of Dooyeweerd’s teaching.

Unknown to most English-speaking Christians, the
much needed work of adjustment of Christianity to modern
culture, politics and science, the absence of which was so
bemoaned by August Lang at the beginning of our own
century, has in fact been underway in Dutch Reformed
circles since the founding of the first truly Christian
and biblically-motivated university in Amsterdam in 1880.%*
Under the heroic leadership of Abraham Kuyper, statesman
and Christian philosopher and teacher, and his two most
outstanding pupils, Herman Dooyeweerd and D. H. Th.
Vollenhoven, the great work of relating Christianity to
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the modern world on Christian rather than secular terms,
begun during the sixteenth century, has once more been
taken in hand after having been allowed to lapse for nearly
three centuries. If English-speaking Christians will give
as much heed to the teaching of Herman Dooyeweerd as
‘hey once gave to Calvin’s teaching, then a great reforma-
sion of Anglo-Saxon Christianity will take place, and
Christianity will once more begin to revitalize and renew
che flagging moral and spiritual energies of the great
English-speaking democracies, and give to the American,
British, Canadian and Australian peoples the vision of God,
without which they will most surely perish.
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CHAPTER 1

DOOYEWEERD’S PHILOSOPHICAL AND POLITICAL
BACKGROUND

A. Guillaume Groen van Prinsterer

Before we can begin to understand the teaching of
Professor Herman Dooyeweerd, we must first know some-
thing of his historical background and of the antecedents of
his legal and political philosophy. Primary among these is
the Dutch statesman and historian Guillaume Groen van
Prinsterer (1801-1876).

While the theologians and leaders of the Reformed
Church of Holland were succumbing to the spirit of the
age of reason during the seventeenth and eighteenth cen-
turies, a “thin line of faith” was kept in existence in the
hearts of many ordinary Dutch Protestant Christians.
This line of faith is distinguishable in the history of the
Dutch Reformed Church during these two centuries. After
the great international Synod of Dordrecht (1618-19), this
line of faith became very weak as the leaders of the state
church surrendered first to scholasticism in their opposi-
tion to Cartesianism and then to Cartesianism itself.! Yet,
in the congregations far removed from the arid debates
of the theologians, adherence to the full Word of God
remained intact. At the beginning of the nineteenth cen-
tury the line of faith was rejuvenated by a great spiritual
awakening known as the ‘“reveil” which followed the Na-
poleonic Wars, beginning with the evangelical revival in
Scotland, and spreading to Switzerland, France and Hol-
land.?
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The revival of evangelical Christianity first appeared
in Holland in the aristocratic and cultured circles of Am-
sterdam and the Hague, and then spread to the University
of Leiden where the great Dutch poet Bilderdyk became
converted to a living faith in Christ as the Lord of all
life as well as his own personal Savior, and as a result,
he rediscovered the meaning and value of historic Calvin-
ism, that is, the awareness of the total authority of the
Word of God for the whole of life. As Bilderdyk under-
stood it, Christ was the King of Dutch culture and society,
as well as the Savior of Dutchmens’ souls. This meant
that the religious revival in the Netherlands began to as-
sume a much greater significance than it did elsewhere
where it was more oriented to pietism and personal re-
ligious experience.

Such pietism, no doubt, expressed the religious re-
action of devout evangelicals against orthodox formalism,
and it tended to concentrate upon the doctrine of salvation
and to develop an Arminian rather than a Reformed doc-
trine of grace. God’s offer of salvation was supposed to
be made to all men and it was believed that Christ died for
all mankind. Given such a doctrine of grace it is not
surprising that pietists have tended, with a few notable
exceptions, to think of religion as being mainly concerned
with the salvation of the individual and with his spiritual
states of mind and feelings. As a consequence, pietism
has greatly assisted the secularization of Western society
as a whole, since its religious individualism takes for grant-
ed or ignores the structures of church and state, seeking
within society to build up significant religious cells. The
main concern of Dutch pietists, as of Wesleyan pietists
in England and America, became the salvation of one’s
individual soul rather than of society as a whole. Instead
of thinking that Christians should be concerned with the
whole of life—business, political, educational and cultural,
pietism demands the segregation of a certain sphere of
life as peculiarly religious and teaches that the believer
should concentrate his entire efforts upon cultivating sub-
jective religious states of mind and feeling, as well as vari-
ous personal devotional and ascetic disciplines. The larger
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questions of church and state and culture tend to become
discounted, sometimes because of apocalyptic expectations,
or because they are considered to be religiously neutral.
As a result, the attention of the evangelical pietist tended
to become concentrated upon personal rather than social
morals, and the sins of the flesh have been more often
feared than the spiritual sins, such as selfishness, pride,
envy and jealousy.?

Bilderdyk did not succumb to this type of sectarian
religiosity and he was able to convert many young Dutch
aristocrats to the vital necessity for reasserting Christ’s
claim to sovereignty over the whole of Dutch culture and
society. As he saw it, pietistic withdrawal from the world
denied the office and vocation of the Christian to bring
the whole of life into subjection to Christ, and he regarded
those fellow Christians who looked upon prayer, medita-
tion and works of mercy as higher concerns than one’s
daily activity and witness in culture as false to the great
cultural mandate given by God to restore his creation to
its original state.

Amongst these converts was Guillaume Groen van
Prinsterer, the son of upper-class parents, who had been
brought up as a typical liberal modernist Christian, under
the influence of a rationalistic supernaturalism which
sought to combine the orthodoxy of the Canons of Dordt
with the rationalistic humanism of the age of the En-
lightenment. The Christian ought to be biblical but not
dogmatic. Reason and revelation must be synthesized to
become worthy of a gentleman’s acceptance. Christ was
admitted to be an exceptional person, whose virtue should
become an example for all to follow. The ministers whom
Groen heard preach as a boy did not deny man’s fall into
sin; yet nevertheless, they maintained the purity of man’s
rational nature. It was not considered quite proper in
the religious circles in which Groen moved to be “enthusi-
astic” in one’s religious life. Instead, one should as far
as possible try to live by the golden rule.

At the age of thirty, during his stay in Brussels at
the time of the Belgian Revolt, Prinsterer came under the
influence of the court preacher Merle d’Aubigne, also a
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man of the reveil movement. As a keen student of the
Reformation about which he wrote an account of the
Reformation in England,* d’Aubigne preached a simple
but forthright Gospel message and he was able to introduce
Groen to the dynamic Christianity of sixteenth-century
Calvinism.

From this time onwards Groen came to realize with
increasing clarity the tremendous inroads which the secular
spirit of the Enlightenment had made upon European cul-
ture and society, and he began to raise his voice in protest
at the betrayal of Christian civilization. His position first
as Secretary to the Dutch government during the reign
of King William I gave Groen the opportunity to study
“practical politics” from a first-hand standpoint. As a
result of poor health he resigned from this office and
was appointed archivist of the personal papers of the
House of Orange-Nassau. This position enabled Groen
to find enough time in which to develop his own positive
Christian approach to. the problems of Dutch political life
and culture.

The political world in which Groen moved had few
clear-cut lines. In the eighteen-thirties and forties Dutch
conservatives and liberals were beginning to sort them-
selves out in the Dutch Parliament after the upheavals
caused by the French Revolution and Napoleon’s occupa-
tion of the Netherlands. For a number of years following
the Congress of Vienna in 1814-15 the distinctions between
liberals and conservatives were very blurred.

At first Prinsterer tended to support the conservatives,
but he gradually reached the conclusion, as a result of an
intensive study of the French Revolution, that the Dutch
conservatives were not basing their policies and principles
upon a Christian evaluation of contemporary affairs. As
a Christian historian he tells us in his introduction to
the Archives de la Maison d’Orange that he wrote history
with definite principles in mind. These can be summed up
as the ‘“‘unconditional subjection to the law of God who
has revealed himself in the Holy Scriptures.”® Groen did
not consider it correct to set aside the highest truth in
the writing of a science which is called to give witness
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to the whole truth. P. A. Diepenhorst in his biography
of Groen van Prinsterer says that this definite Christian
approach to historiography was not well received at the
time Groen first introduced it, but later historians, such
as Fruin and Motley, have recognized that in this way
Groen was the pioneer of modern historiography.®

As a confessor of the total authority of the Word of
God for the whole of life, Groen came to realize that the
dilemma between liberalism and conservatism was a false
one. He proved that his fellow Christians in supporting
the conservatives were in effect making a synthesis be-
tween their religious faith and the unchristian policies
and practices of the party of the right wing of Dutch
politics. He pointed out that both conservatives and liber-
als in Holland were in agreement on the basic principles
of modern politics. Both parties accepted the doctrine that
the source of power was to be found in the populace rather
than in the sovereignty of Almighty God. Both parties
had reacted against the extremities of the practical results
of the French Revolution. Yet neither party repudiated
the rationalistic ideas of the Enlightenment which had
brought Europe to the brink of disaster. All the leading
politicians of Holland remained ‘“enlightened” and the
theories of Rousseau and Montesquieu were the common
property of both groups. The only point where there was
any disagreement was in the area of the practical, and
of the means to be adopted to realize the utopian ideals
of the Enlightenment. Groen’s tremendous significance
for the future development of Christian Democracy in the
modern world lies in the fact that he broke with this
false choice between liberal and conservative by showing
that both liberalism and conservatism are united in their
common apostate humanistic presuppositions about man in
society. He was the first Christian statesman to bring
out into the open the fundamental issue in modern politics:
Will men and nations accept God’s authority and sovereign-
ty in the state or will they make their own reason sover-
eign? Is God or man sovereign in the body politic? As
Groen made clear, all shades of difference between liberal-
ism and conservatism are the same for the person standing
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on the anti-revolutionary or Christian historical side.”
There cannot be a status quo since history will move men
from their compromising stand as conservatives to the
more liberal, till finally radicalism will control the minds
and actions of the leaders of the people.®

By the end of the 1840’s Prinsterer had worked out
the basic political philosophy which today forms the basis
of the oldest of Dutch Protestant political parties, the Anti-
Revolutionary Party. Groen was not opposed to all change
in history. The freedoms sought by Dutch liberals were
often admirable, e.g., political democracy, economic com-
petition, guarantees of civil rights and toleration of minori-
ty groups; and in certain circumstances, as Calvin himself
had taught in his doctrine of the Christian’s right to resist
tyranny, a revolution might be the only way to achieve
them. But what Groen could not and would not accept
was the liberal and radical democratic affirmation, which
seemed to him to be embodied in the French Revolution,
of the supremacy of the will and of the sovereignty of
human reason, and of the state over against the Word of
God and the sovereignty and authority of God.

Through his work as historian at the royal court,
Groen came to realize the real spiritual meaning of the
French Revolution. It had marked nothing less than a
full scale religious revolt against God and “an overturning
of the divinely established Order.” Groen henceforth made
it his life’s work to remind his countrymen of the relation
between religious apostasy and political and social revolu-
tion, and he published two works, the first titled Ongeloof
en Revolutie (Unbelief and Revolution) and La Parti Anti-
Revolutionaire et Confessionnel dans L’ Eglise Réformée
des Pays Bas. As we shall be dealing with the former
work in our consideration of the religious significance of
the French Revolution in Chapter Five, we shall here con-
sider the latter book in which Groen defends his break
with Dutch Conservatism and his decision to organize the
Anti-Revolutionary Party, based upon a Christian confes-
sion of God’s total authority over the whole of life.

An article had appeared in a Swiss paper in 1860
written by a Walloon minister in the Hague attacking
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Groen’s Anti-Revolutionary Confessional Party for demand-
ing Christian day schools and thus de-christianizing the
public schools and the whole sphere of public life. The
reaction of unbelief was said in this article to be only the
result of the Anti-Revolutionary Party’s narrow-minded-
ness, intolerance and outmoded point of view, and above
all, of its confusion of politics and religion.

In reply, Groen took up his pen and published La
Parti Anti-Revolutionaire et Confessionnel dans L’ Eglise
Réformée des Pays Bas in the same year, in which book
he informed his friends in Switzerland, France and else-
where about his true position and to correct this gross
misrepresentation. Groen thus wrote in reply:

The true source of our weakness and misfortunes,
the principal cause of the triumph of indifference and
unbelief is to be found in the influence of the individ-
ualistic views, which, as a curious and sad mixture
of Christian faith with the spirit and doctrines of the
Revolution, aim at the dissolution of the religious and
political institutions and interrupt the natural and
historical development of society in its divine coher-
ence.?

This is the note which rings through the whole book
and is Groen’s main contention. As the situation in the
English-speaking world today is very similar to that in
which Groen lived and wrote, insofar as in our Anglo-
Saxon democracies the main issues in the fields of econom-
ics, politics, labor relations and education are all decided
on the basis of reason and issue out of the principle of
unbelief, we shall now quote part of Groen’s argument.
According to Prinsterer the only antidote to unbelief and
its revolutionary consequences for human society is belief:

The Anti-Revolutionary Party, they say, harms
both religion and politics, because it obstinately eon-
fuses that which ought to remain distinct and separat-
ed. However, how can they, fervently attached to
the evangelical beliefs, forget that the spirit ruling
at the time in which we still live, had its root and
origin in the disdain for revealed truth, or that the
overthrow of the religious, political and social orders—
not a passing change, but a state, a revolutionary
situation: the permanent Revolution—has been and
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remains the inevitable consequence of the denial of
man’s dependence on the God of nature, history and
the Gospels? Moreover, how can they forget that in
order to dispel evil, it is not sufficient to attack the
symptoms, but that the germ must be removed? Sys-
tematic unbelief has no antidote but faith. The anti-
revolutionary principle, therefore, is nothing but the
Christian, protestant principle, the principle of the
Reformation; the only one which, in the name of rev-
elation and of history, can successfully combat an
anti-religious, anti-social principle, and thus realize
through the Gospel what is true and salutary in the
unattainable ideals of the Revolution for the benefit
of church and state.

The simplest way to reveal the nature and full
significance of the anti-revolutionary principle, there-
fore, is to ask: ‘““What is the Revolution?’ For by
learning to know it, one will be able to conclude from
its physiognomy, the distinctive traits of the principle
which contains it. The principle of the Revolution
is the idolatrous cult of humanity; man recognizing
no sovereign but himself, no light but his own reason,
no law but his will, worshipping himself while de-
throning God. Destruction of all social ties, universal
license an unheard-of state of affairs which leads of
necessity, by way of intermediate religious systems,
to the final limits of doubt and, in polities, to the
dissolution of society. . . .

What is the true remedy in such a state of affairs?
We must get at the root of the evil (‘We must attack
the evil in the root.’) We must renounce completely
this independent subjectivism which, taking into ac-
count neither God’s sovereignty nor man’s frailty and
fall, undermines the foundation of all truth and is
ever demolishing without ever being able to build up.
We must again seize upon the unchangeable truths,
so long gone unappreciated, submit ourselves to the
Dlivlizle authority, and return to the Christian princi-
ple.

Unlike the conservatives of his generation, Groen alone
was thus willing to deal radically with the religious root
of the French Revolution. As Evan Runner points out:

It was this that Groen van Prinsterer saw, and
his prophetic insight and evangelical obedience elevate
him above all the other conservatives of his time. It
was what led him to break with conservatism. His
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act of evangelical obedience has given the Netherlands
another political history in the nineteenth and twen-
tieth centuries than the Anglo-Saxon countries. The
difference is not a matter of national or radical dif-
ferences; it is a difference in religious insight. . . .
His fundamental analysis can be summed up. . ., “To
get rid of the evil it is not sufficient to combat its
symptoms, but the germ has to be removed. The only
antidote to systematic unbelief is belief.”1!

In his analysis of contemporary political and social
trends in the light of God’s Word, Groen thus got beyond
humanistic political thinking altogether. As he saw it,
both liberals and conservatives were just as basically op-
posed to the Word of God and neither party had any real
desire to acknowledge God’s sovereignty over Dutch society.
Groen devoted the rest of his life to the task of arousing
his fellow Reformed brethren to insist upon the Word of
God, as interpreted by the Reformation, as the independent
and final authority in their public as well as in their private
life.

Of this biblically-orientated political philosophy of
Groen van Prinsterer, Michael Fogarty well writes in his
classic study of Christian Democracy in Western Europe,
1820-1953:

The affirmation of the supreme authority of the
Word of God had in his thinking, and has to this
day in that of the Dutch Christian Democratic move-
ments of which he is the ancestor, the same signifi-
cance as the affirmation of Papal Infallibility and the
Temporal Power has in that of Catholics. Here was
the essential ‘no,” the limit of the claims of the State
and for liberal or socialist philosophy: but also the
essential guide and safeguard, thanks to which Chris-
tians could place themselves confidently on the ground
of modern democratic freedom. The first Anti-Revo-
lutionary members appeared in the Dutch Parliament
by the ‘fifties,’ largely in connection with the schools
question, though they were not yet an organized
party.1?

In other words, Groen van Prinstrerer was willing to
accept the techniques of modern democracy, but he denied
the totalitarian claims of the liberal humanists to order
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human affairs solely in accordance with human reason
without any reference to divine revelation. As Fogarty
says:

What did call forth mass Christian movements—
above all political movements—before 1880, and led
Christians to ingist on an independent voice in the
modern world, was the fact that the liberal and related
movements were humanist in the sense of laicist, and
moreover were militantly so. They denied that the
Christian revelation had any over-riding authority in
matters of, particularly, politics and economics; or
even, often, that it had any authority at all. And
they did not stand by their own principle of tolerance
and mutual respect. In country after country they
ingisted that the State was entitled at its convenience
to interfere with, suspend, or destroy the Church’s
internal management, its religious foundations and its
schools, that is, its machinery for preserving the mes-
sage of Revelation intact, for expressing it in the high-
est form of Christian life, for defining and proclaim-
ing its relevance to current problems, and for trans-
mitting it to the next generation.'®

Groen’s determination to fight the prevailing unbelief
of his day led him to found the Anti-Revolutionary Party,
and he represented it for many years in the Dutch Parlia-
ment single-handed, earning for himself the title “The
General without an Army.”

For many years Groen’s main effort was concentrated
upon winning the right of Christian parents to educate
their own children in their own Christian day schools.
He was opposed by the “Liberal” Party, which supported
the already existing state monopoly of education created
by the French Revolution. Only such religious views could
be expressed in these so-called neutral state schools as were
common to Jews and Christians, that is, deism. In 1842,
private schools, religious or otherwise, were permitted for
those who could afford them, although many “Liberals”
would have required attendance at the state schools whether
the parents liked it or not, a pattern of compulsion which
was soon to be repeated in America, Canada and Britain.

The Revolution of 1848 extended the franchise to about
two per cent of the population, permitting ‘Liberal”
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merchants and bankers to vote for representation in the
Second Chamber. Civil liberties and “liberty of educa-
tion” were also proclaimed. Groen argued that this should
mean freedom for religious instruction in the schools, but
with no avail. He found, as Reformed Christians were
to find in America and Canada, that freedom for a human-
ist only means freedom for humanism, not for Christianity.

Both Calvinists and Roman Catholics in Holland
agreed that religious faith should permeate the whole
process of the education of youth. Unlike most Americans,
Britons, and Canadians of today, they were not satisfied
with merely starting the school day with morning prayers
and Bible readings, and perhaps adding a few hours of
religious instruction to the school curriculum. Both groups
in the Dutch nation held that education is the joint responsi-
bility of the parents and the school teachers rather than
of the state, and that there should be an inner consistency
between the inspirational influences of family and school.
It was not much use for Christian parents to inculcate
Christian values at home only to have them sneered at
and derided by unbelieving scientific humanist teachers at
day school.

By a Christian education Groen van Prinsterer under-
stood not an education with some general religious color-
ing—neither directly influencing nor offending nor hold-
ing any particular belief or value-system—but rather an
education that is consciously and definitely based upon the
principles and truths found in the Word of God and in
the historic confessions of the Christian faith. Groen
wanted the children of the New Covenant not merely to
be taught some knowledge of the Bible at school and to
learn to pray, but rather that they should study all their
subjects in the light of God’s revelation of himself, given
both in nature and in the Scriptures. His desire was not
merely to add the fourth “R” (religion) to the other three
“R’s” but to have all subjects of the school curriculum
taught and studied from a truly biblical and Christian
point of view. In short, he wanted Christian children
to be taught to worship God with their minds as well as
with their wills or “hearts” and to learn to think about



PHILOSOPHICAL AND POLITICAL BACKGROUND 39

God’s creation as Christians, not as secular scientific hu-
manists and unbelievers.

With this objective of Groen van Prinsterer surely no
Christian parent can possibly disagree. A truly Christian
education does not consist, as Mr. Butler falsely supposed
in his Education Act of 1944 enacted in the British Parlia-
ment, in merely adding religion to other subjects taught
at school, but in providing a Christian curriculum of studies
in which all subjects from history to physics and chem-
istry to even mathematics are taught by believing Chris-
tian teachers from a truly biblical and Christian perspec-
tive. When the writer put forward this point of view in
a recent letter to the editor of the Church of England
Newspaper it was met by a storm of disapproval from
so-called Christian teachers who objected most strongly to
the writer’s question: How can Christian teachers
reconcile their baptismal oaths “to renounce the world, the
flesh and the devil” with their contracts to teach in the
godless school system now operated by the Ministry of
Education 714

The Calvinists and Roman Catholics not only wanted
to establish their own denominational schools, but also
wanted equality with the “public” state schools in the mat-
ter of government financial support. In the face of tre-
mendous opposition from modernistic Christians, liberal

“humanists, and rationalists, the Calvinists and Roman
Catholics in Holland joined forces and launched what has
since come to be called the “sixty years school struggle.”
The school question became a national issue of such critical
importance that it provided both the Anti-Revolutionary
Party and the Roman Catholic People’s Party with the
incentive to take direct Christian political action at the
polls to secure their just rights.

The ‘“school war” lasted sixty years. The first limited
subsidies for private schools were enacted by Parliament
in 1889 and then they were increased about twenty years
later. A Royal Commission then recommended the ac-
ceptance of the idea of full financial equality. Gradually
the modernists and humanists and liberals were forced to
accept the justice of the principle of full financial equality.
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Gradually a compromise was reached and in 1917 a full
legal settlement of the school question was reached. Since
then, the Dutch Constitution has stipulated that the central
Government is permanently obligated to provide the means
for education in all forms and in all types of schools.

As many English-speaking Reformed and Catholic
Christians, who take their educational responsibilities ser-
iously, are now engaged in a similar school struggle to
win the same right to educate their own children in Chris-
tian day schools without any financial penalty in so doing,
we shall now list the main principles which today underlie
the Dutch educational system.

In a lecture given before St. Michael’s Roman Catholic
University, Toronto, Canada on December 8th, 1960, Dr.
Maarten Rooy of the liberal humanist University of Am-
sterdam defined these principles as follows:

(1) Education is a joint responsibility of the
family and the school. Education is more than the
conveyance of factual knowledge. It implies training
the powers of interpretation and judgment in the per-
spective of a faith or of a philosophy of life and value
system. All education must be implemented within a
basic concept of the human being and his relation to
the universe.

(2) Freedom of education should be seen in close
relationship with the freedom of religion. Those who
wish for their children an education in harmony with
the religious and moral principles they inculcate in
the home must be given the necessary facilities.

(3) If it is recognized that the state must pro-
vide for education out of public funds, since it is too
expensive to be paid only by parents, then it is a
principle of equity and justice that these funds should
benefit both public and private schools that live up to
the same legal provisions and standards.

(4) Public funds are collected by compulsory
taxation, irrespective of the creeds of the citizens. Be-
cause all education is recognized as a matter of state
care, the payments for all schools should be made
from the consolidated budget. Hence there can be no
question of individual citizens or corporations ‘“ear-
marking’’ tax money in preference for this or that
form of education.'®
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These principles are derived from Groen van Prinster-
er’s political philosophy that in the modern state formal
recognition of freedom is not enough. The state must pro-
vide whatever material means are shown to be necessary
to implement those freedoms. Any school system which
thus discriminates in favor of one particular system is
grossly unjust to the supporters of Christian day schools
since they are thereby reduced to an inferior rank and
status of citizenship. The prevailing Anglo-Saxon liberal
humanist doctrine that public funds should be denied by
law to certain schools, simply on the grounds that they
wish to teach the Christian philosophy of life, is not in
conformity with the principle of distributive justice. This
principle surely requires that Christian day schools should
receive financial aid from the state in proportion to the
number of pupils of the total population which they edu-
cate.

Is it not time that liberal humanists within the Eng-
lish-speaking world openly admit that our Anglo-Saxon
societies are now “pluralistic” and that justice requires that
full freedom be granted to all ideological groups within
our societies to educate their children in accordance with
their own life- and world-view without financial penalty?
If Holland’s school system can reflect to the highest possi-
ble degree such a respect for basic human freedoms, es-
pecially the freedom to educate one’s own children in ac-
cordance with one’s own basic religious and moral convic-
tions, then there is no technical reason preventing all
Christian parents in America, Britain and Canada from
enjoying the same educational rights. Let all Christian
parents in the English-speaking world who wish to bring
up their children in the “fear, nurture and love of the
Lord” organize a great Christian day school movement
and demand as a matter of distributive justice of their
respective governments full financial support for such
schools. The battle for the minds of future generations of
Americans, Britons and Canadians will be won or lost in
the schools and it is therefore imperative that Christian
parents should establish Christian day schools without any
further delay before another generation of Christian chil-
dren are lost to Jesus Christ.
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. During his own life time Groen van Prinsterer did
-not harvest any great success. Again and again he had
to cope with great and many disappointments. Through-
out his lifetime he stood virtually alone but he never forgot
that one man, provided he is on God’s side, always consti-
tutes a majority. But when that section of Holland which
had become religiously self-conscious in 1834 also awoke
politically after Groen’s forty years of prodding, Abraham
Kuyper and his associates were able to build on the strong
Christian intellectual foundations laid down by Groen and
with the guidance of God’s Holy Spirit to accomplish the
great revival of Reformed Christianity which gave birth
to two great national Christian political parties, a Chris-
tian labor union and a Christian school system. Thanks
to Prinsterer, Dutch Christians came at last to realize that
God’s laws and ordinances must be obeyed in the totality
of life of every believer. His courage never abated and
he did not look for immediate results but humbly obeyed
his God, who gave him the strength and joy to persist in
his confession of the gospel truth. After his death the
fruit of what he had sown was harvested by others. As
Paul said of his work for the Gospel, “I have planted,
Apollos watered; but God giveth the increase” (I Cor.
3:6). The Lord does indeed give the increase but only
in his own time. Let not English-speaking Christians
become discouraged but remember Groen van Prinsterer
and remain faithful to Christ as he remained faithful.

B. Abraham Kuyper

The second outstanding influence upon Dooyeweerd’s
development as a Christian jurist and political scientist
was Abraham Kuyper (1837-1920). As leader of the Anti-
Revolutionary Party, as editor of the daily newspaper The
Standard, as well as of the religious weekly The Herald,
as founder of the Free University of Amsterdam and co-
founder with Groen van Prinsterer of the Christian day
schools of Holland, and above all, as Prime Minister of his
nation between 1901 and 1905, Abraham Kuyper proved
that the Christian’s relation to the modern world need not
be one of passive acquiescence and apathetic indifference.
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Upon his seventieth birthday at a national celebration in
his honor it was said of him: ‘The history of the Nether-
lands, in church, in state, in society, in press, in school
and in the sciences of the last forty years, cannot be
written without the mention of his name on almost every
page, for during this period the biography of Dr. Kuyper
is to a considerable extent the history of the Nether-
lands.”’16

What was the secret of Kuyper’s almost superhuman
powers? In 1897, at the twenty-fifth anniversary of his
editorship of The Standard, Kuyper said:

One desire has been the ruling passion of my life.
One high motive has acted like a spur upon my mind
and soul. And sooner than I should seek escape from
the sacred necessity that is laid upon me, let the breath
of life fail me. It is this: That in spite of all worldly
opposition, God’s holy ordinances shall be established
again in the home, in the school and in the state for
the good of the people; to carve as it were into the
conscience of the nation the ordinances of the Lord,
to which the Bible and Creation bear witness, until
the nation pays homage to God again.'?

In his assessment of Kuyper’s contribution to his own
thought, Dooyeweerd mentions (1) Kuyper’s discovery of
the Scriptural principle of the sovereignty of God as the
basic idea of philosophy, (2) Kuyper’s grounding of all
human thought and science in the heart, (3) Kuyper’s
doctrine of common grace as the foundation of human
culture, (4) Kuyper’s doctrine of the antithesis between
regenerated and unregenerated human science, and (5)
Kuyper’s doctrine of sphere-sovereignty.'®

Kuyper first intended to reform the theology of the
Dutch Reformed Church, since he began his career as a
minister in the state church, but this gradually developed
into a re-examination of all spheres of human knowledge,
which he tried to relate to the underlying presuppositions
of Calvinism. Thus he said in his famous Lectures on
Calvinism delivered in America at Princeton University in
1898:

Theology is only one of the many sciences that
demand Calvinistic treatment. Philosophy, psycholo-
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gy, aesthetics, jurisprudence, the social sciences, liter-
ature, and even the medical and natural sciences, each
and all of these, when philosophically conceived, go
back to principles, and of necessity even the question
must be put with much more penetrating seriousness
than hitherto, whether the ontological and anthropo-
logical principles that reign supreme in the present
method of these sciences are in agreement with the
principles of Calvinism, or at variance with their very
essence.?

What then are the basic principles of Calvinism as
understood by Abraham Kuyper? In his Stone Lectures,
Kuyper answers that Calvinism is neither an ecclesiastical,
nor a theological, nor a sectarian conception, but an all-
embracing view of life.2? Such a life- and world-view, in
whatever culture we find it, demands an insight into the
three fundamental relations of all human life: namely,
our relation to God, our relation to man, and our relation
to the world. The reader is asked to refer at this point
to the scheme we have provided of Kuyper’s theory of the
main life- and world-views of mankind (pp. 45-48).

Calvinism expresses these relations as follows. For
our relation to God it believes in an immediate fellowship
with the Eternal, independent of priest or church; for our
relation to man, the recognition of each person as a value,
which is his by virtue of his creation in the image of God,
and therefore, of the equality of all men before God and
his magistrates; and for our relation to the world, the
recognition that in the world the curse of sin is restrained
by God’s common grace,?! and that the life of the world
is to be honored in its independence from ecclesiastical
control, and that we must, in every domain, discover the
treasures and develop the potencies hidden by God in nature
and in human life.22



THE MAIN LIFE- AND WORLD-VIEWS OF MANKIND

LIFE SYSTEM

OUR RELATION TO GOD

OUR RELATION TO
EACH OTHER

OUR RELATION TO
THE WORLD

PAGANISM
Animism
Totemism
Polytheism
Hinduism

Buddhism

Worships God in the crea-
ture and recognizes no dis-
tinction between man and
the world. Mythopoeic way
of regarding the universe.

The strongest and cleverest
persons must rule over the
weak, e.g., the witch doctor,
tribal chief or king. Weak
and ignorant are without
‘mana’ or magic power and
so must become the slaves
e.g., of the more powerful,
Indian caste system, Arab
slavery. Collective rather
than individual sense of re-
sponsibility, and the tribe,
clan or group takes prece-
dence over the individual.

Owing to its pantheistic
tendency it places too high
an estimate on the world and
so tends to lose itself in the
world, e.g., 1idol worship,
worship of sacred cows, cats,
snakes and monkeys. Society
is governed by custom and
remains culturally undiffer-
entiated.

ISLAM

Isolates God from the crea-
ture and thus is able to. dis-
tinguish man from the world
and capable of a scientific
approach to reality.

The believer in the prophet
Mohammed has the right to
rule over all unbelievers as
well as over his wives who
are veiled as a sign of their
subservience to their man.
A developed legal system
and an awareness of certain
rights of individual Moslems
but not of unbelievers. No
true sense of the equality
of all men.

Tends to hold a low estimate
of the world and believes
that ‘what will be will be.
Moslems are thus fatalistic
(Kismet-Fate). For  this
reason Moslems for cen-
turies did not try to change
their environment but ac-
cepted it fatalistically.

ROMAN
CATHOLICISM

Acknowledges both the tran-
scendence and the imman-

All men are related to God
hierarchically within the so-

In principle sees all He
world as under God’s curse
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LIFE SYSTEM

OUR RELATION TO GOD

OUR RELATION TO
EACH OTHER

OUR RELATION TO
THE WORLD

ence of God who is related
to the world by Natural Law
acting as a bridge. God is re-
lated to man by means of a
mystical middle link, the
Church of Rome, which
alone mediates God’s grace
through her control of the
seven sacraments. Capable
of a scientific approach to
reality.

cial order, with the Pope of
Rome at the head of the
social pyramid as the Vicar
of Christ, then kings, nobles,
burghers, merchants, peas-
ants. Holds an aristocratic
and feudal rather than a
democratic view of the na-
ture of human society. Be-
lieves that society must be
governed by Natural Law
which man can discover by
means of his reason. Tends
to prefer autocratic and
oligarchic forms of govern-
ment but will tolerate demo-
cratic states if necessary.
Believes that Truth is what
is defined by Canon Law and
not by secular organs of
government.

and therefore to be shunned
in favor of concentration
upon the vision of God, e.g.,
celibacy of the clergy and
the flight to monasteries.
Rome claims by means of
her control of the miracu-
lous sacramental powers of
God’s grace to be able to
exorcise the demonic forces
at work in the world by tak-
ing up under her wing the
secular institutions and
values of society and thus to
baptize them into Christ,
e.g., Rome’s claim to control
marriage and to subordinate
the state to her own
purposes. Rome’s thought is
dominated by the nature and
grace motive.

CALVINISM |
Puritanism
Presbyterianism

Anglicanism
(Reformed Wing)

Methodism

Acknowledges the sovereign-
ty of God over creation and
believes that man can enter
into direct, personal and im-
mediate relations with God
the Father through God the
Son in the fellowship of the
Holy Spirit.

Accepts the majesty of in-
dividual conscience and the

Believes that all men and
women, rich and poor, weak
or strong, colored or white,
stand as equals before God
in their sin and that it is sin
that creates social dishar-
mony, not environmental
conditions. Christ alone can
cure men and women of this
sin. Believes in the right to

Honors the world as God’s
creation and calls upon man
to have dominion over it and
to remove the effect of sin
in the world, e.g., abolition
of slavery, child labor; the
provision of hospitals and
schools. Believes that God’s
common grace saves men
from the worst consequences

9%
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LIFE SYSTEM

OUR RELATION TO GOD

OUR RELATION TO
EACH OTHER

OUR RELATION TO
THE WORLD

right to private judgment
led by God’s Holy Scriptures
and Holy Spirit.

God is the source of all
earthly power and authori-
ty and the creator of all
facts within the Universe.

self - government in both
church and state and pre-
fers a democratic ordering
of social relationships. Be-
lieves 1in constitutionalism
and the rule of law. Free-
%01(711 means dependence upon
od.

of their sinfulness and pro-
vides the only basis for hu-
man culture and science.
Man is called to serve God
and his neighbor both in
church and out in the world.
Dominated by  Christian
basic motives of creation,
fall into sin and redemption
by Jesus Christ in the Com-
munion of the Holy Spirit.

MODERN

HUMANISM
Scientism
Socialism
Communism
Conservatism
Nihilism

Thinks that God does not
exist or, if he does, does not
care.

All moral, legal and political
values are held to be rela-
tive and the product of his-
torical forces.

Man’s reason is the only val-
id source of all norms and
values. Man’s mind creates
the ‘facts’ of science. Man
is born naturally good and
he only behaves badly be-
cause of evil social condi-
tions which can and must be
changed by the scientific re-
organization of society, by
planning, and by the scien-
tific management of men.
Thinks that all power and

Denies and abolishes all dif-
ferences between the sexes,
between races, classes and
nations on the grounds of a
supposed common reason all
share. It thus tends to put
every one on a common level
of equality, trying to make
women into men, children
into adults before they are
grown up, colored men into
white and vice versa. It
does not really believe in
true personal individuality
but would place everyone
under the ban of social uni-
formity, e.g., the rational-
istic reorganization of all
social relationships and ap-
plication of technical ration-

Sees this world as the only
place where man can save
himself by building a Utopia
by means of the scientific
conquest of nature and of
society, i.e., the control of
the population by social
scientists and by means of
social engineering. Looks
to medicine and psychology
to cure men of their anti-
social conduct.

Humanism in all its forms is
dominated by the Dbasic
motive of science and the
free autonomous personali-
ty.
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LIFE SYSTEM

OUR RELATION TO GOD

OUR RELATION TO
EACH OTHER

OUR RELATION TO
THE WORLD

authority proceeds from the
will of the state or of the
majority by reason of a ‘so-
cial contract.’

ality wherever possible. It
oscillates between the poles
of individualism and collec-
tivism. As a result of the
failure of laissez-faire eco-
nomics, now prefers social-
istic panaceas for man’s life
in modern society., Freedom
means independence from
God.
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The importance of this summary account for our
purpose lies in Kuyper’s conception that man’s relation to
man and to the world, which involves the very possibility
of any kind of human science, depends on his prior relation
to God. What he understands by this “immediate fellow-
ship with the Eternal,” Kuyper tries to explain in his next
lecture on the connection between Calvinism and religion.

In the first place, Kuyper states that religion is not
confined to one group or church, but is common to all men.
No man can claim to be constitutionally devoid as a human
being created in God’s image of the semen religionis which
the Creator has implanted, together with the sense of the
divine, in every man. Moreover, Kuyper claims, religion
is a relation of the whole man to God. Quoting Christ’s
repetition of the great commandment, “Thou shalt love God
not only with all thy heart and with all thy strength, but
also with all thy mind,” Kuyper states that the religious
organ is to be found, not in a part of our being, for example
our intellect, will or feelings, but in our whole being,?3 at
that point where all the faculties are drawn together in
a unity. He says:

If such an action (i.e., our interpretation of our
relation to God) is to put its stamp upon our entire
life, it must start from that point in our consciousness
in which our life is still undivided and lies compre-
hended in its unity—not in the spreading vines but
in the root from which the vines spring. This point,
of course, lies in the antithesis between all that is
finite in our human life and the infinite that lies
beyond it. Here alone we find the common source
from which the different streams of our human life
spring and separate themselves.2* . . . as the entire
creation reaches its culminating point in man, so also
religion finds its clear expression only in man who is
made in the image of God, and this not because man
seeks it, but because God himself implanted in man’s
nature the real essential religious expression . .. God
himself makes man religious by means of the sensus
divinitas, i.e., the sense of the Divine, which He causes
to strike the chords on the harp of the soul. The
heart . . . is to be understood not as an organ of
feeling but as the point from which God acts and
from which He acts on the understanding.2s
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In these passages Kuyper with one tremendous sweep
has destroyed the whole apostate humanist anthropological
concept of man. He has led us beyond the temporal func-
tions of man, including thought, to the central religious
root, the human heart, as the concentration and deeper
unity of our whole existence.

From this it follows that there is no aspect of our
existence which can be considered to be indifferent or re-
ligiously neutral. God is absolute sovereign; all life be-
longs to him and is created by him, according to its proper
law and nature. The sovereignty of God over the whole
cosmos is thus, for Kuyper, the fundamental principle of
Calvinism. “First stands the confession of the absolute
sovereignty of the Triune God,” he writes, “for of Him,
through Him and unto Him are all things. This is the
fundamental conception of religion as maintained by Cal-
vinism, and hitherto, no one has ever found a higher con-
ception.”’2?¢ Everything created, he continues, was furnish-
ed by God with an unchangeable law for its existence.
Because God has ordained such laws and ordinances for
life, all life must be consecrated to his service. “If every-
thing that is, exists for the sake of God then it follows
that the whole creation must give glory to God.”??

What then does the Calvinist mean by his faith in
the ordinances of God? Every aspect of life, Kuyper an-
swers, has a law for its existence, instituted by God him-
self. These laws or ordinances we may call laws of nature,
provided that by this term we mean, not laws originating
within nature, but laws imposed upon nature.?® From this
doctrine of God’s sovereignty over all aspects of creation,
Kuyper developed his conception of sovereignty in each
orbit, applying it especially in his political and social phi-
losophy. Ultimate sovereignty belongs to God, while de-
rivative sovereignties belong to the various spheres of
human society, so that these spheres are coordinately,
rather than subordinately, related.

Defining what he understands by sovereignty in the
sphere of society, Kuyper writes:

In a Calvinistic sense we understand hereby, that
the family, the business, science, art and so forth are
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all social spheres, which do not owe their existence
to the state, and which do not derive the law of their
life from the superiority of the state, but obey a high
authority within their own bosom—an authority which
rules by the grace of God, just as the sovereignty of
the State does.2?®

Evan Runner points out that if we are to understand
Kuyper’s teaching on sphere-sovereignty we must recover
an insight into the biblical doctrine of “office” as service
of the living God. He says:

The biblical idea of office brings us to the heart
of religion. While the word itself scarcely occurs in
Scripture, the idea of office is expressed by such terms
as “service,” “servant of the Lord.” Present in the idea
are such related concepts as commission or charge or
mandate and delegated authority, definite appoint-
ment to carry out the mandate. “Office” speaks of
service in the first place, but there is the additional
idea of preserving order. Thus office in the Scripture
suggests the allocation of a particular task (of service
in preserving order) and the bestowing of a particular
right to perform it. Such office implies a Sovereign,
One whose absolute right it is to give the command,
to make the appointment, to hold responsible and then
the delegated sovereignty, the right to act sovereignly
in the name of the Sovereign by virtue of His com-
mission. Office means therefore limitation; for the
person in office is not himself the Sovereign but
stands under the absolute sovereign authority. We
conclude that office expresses the fact that man is
placed to a certain task with a divine calling to per-
form it. It is the familiar idea of the cultural mandate.
How better could one express the scriptural revelation
that all our life is religion, a single-hearted service of
God in the whole creation. For that reason the con-
cept of office is close to that of the fear of the Lord, in
fact to that of faith and of being a child of God.

Office is not merely service; it is also administra-
tion . . . Office as administration (preserving and
orderly form giving) includes the idea that the future
weal or woe of what is being administered depends
upon whether the office-bearer does or does not serve
God. Scripture speaks of a number of such offices,
that are both service and administration; of prophet,
teacher, priest, judge, king, father, husband, etc. The
authority of a father over his children does not really
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lie in his having begotten them but in his having been
charged by God himself with that responsibility. This
isf fa divine ordinance and that is what is meant by
office.30

As Kuyper sees it, all the offices that thus stand
alongside one another in our functional life find their con-
centration in the office of man as covenant head of the
creation. Christ, the second Person of the Godhead, pos-
sesses absolute sovereign authority and power. As such,
our Lord Jesus Christ, is the full and complete Office-
bearer, and he is therefore the origin and source of all
power exercised on earth. Christ has delegated only partial
sovereignties to men. In him alone all these earthly sov-
ereignties are united in an undivided service of God that
involves nothing less than the redemption of the whole of
human life,

In this way Kuyper arrived at his idea of the univer-
sality of religion or of life in its totality as religion, which
makes it possible to see the difference between the church
as an institute of special grace and the central religious
rule of Christ over the hearts of all men.” With this view
of Kuyper’s we may compare a similar view being expressed
in England by Frederick Denison Maurice during the same
century in his book, The Kingdom of Christ. Maurice be-
gan with the fact that the Christ who comes into this world
comes into his own, and that it is Christ himself who exer-
cises his kingship over men, not a vicegerent—whether
Pope, Scriptures, church or inner light—separate from the
Incarnate Word. ¥arly in his life the conviction had been
forced on him that Christ is the Lord of mankind whether
men believe in him or not. So in a letter to his mother he
wrote:

God tells us, *“In Him,” that is, in Christ, “I have
created all things, whether they be in heaven or on
earth.” Christ is the head of every man. Those men
who disbelieve it “walk after the flesh” . . . They do
not believe this, and therefore they do not act upon
this belief . . . But though tens of hundreds of thou-
sands of men live after the flesh, yea, though every
man was so living, we are forbidden by Christian truth
and the Catholic Church to call this the real state of
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man . . .. The truth is that every man is in Christ. . ..
Except he be joined to Christ, he could not think,
breathe, live a single hour.3!

For Maurice the center of the creation is the Christ
of God in whom all things were created to live in union
with God and with each other. Christ reveals the true
1ature of life and the law of the created society as well as
:he sin and rebellion of its members; he redeems men in and
lor communion with one another in God.

The essence and meaning of the whole history of the
Kingdom of God recorded in the Scriptures is contained in
Christ’s amazing prayer, “That they may all be one, as
thou, Father, art in me and I in Thee, that they may be one
in us.”®> Hence Maurice, together with Groen van
Prinsterer and Abraham Kuyper, found himself in conflict
not only with “unsocial Christians” but also with ‘“un-
Christian Socialists”; the former based man’s relation to
Christ on external rites, substituted religion for a faith in
Christ’s kingship over the whole of life and took no re-
sponsibility as Christians for human social life; on the
other hand, the socialists were inclined to base society on
man’s supposed animal nature, and to make common self-
interest and utility the only ground for social action and
policy.

For both Kuyper and Maurice the office of the ecclesi-
astical institution is limited to the administration of the
Word and the blessed sacraments. Its office-bearers have
an authority limited to the ecclesiastical sphere. But the
Word of God for both men and every other sphere is a rule
for the whole of life; each with its God-given rights and
responsibilities must express God’s will for its own area of
activity. Such in brief is Kuyper’s doctrine of sphere
sovereignty. Of it Runner says:

Sovereignty in this expression means delegated
sovereignty, and also limited sovereignty, sovereignty
that is limited to a certain sphere. But it carries also
the meaning of co-ordinate sovereignties. No dele-
gated and limited sovereignty is subordinated to any
other; each delegation of authority is directly from
Christ. Thus, for instance, the husband’s authority is
not derived from the state of which he is a citizen or
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subject, but from Christ Himself (Eph. 5:28ff., I Cor.
11:3). Thus all these co-ordinate services and admin-
istrations do not within themselves display relation-
ships of part and whole, but each of them is part of
that total service of God that is rendered to God by
Jesus Christ, as Head and Root of re-born humanity.33

Kuyper lived at a time when the centralization of

power in the state was becoming increasingly evident in
European political, legal and constitutional developments.
To that tendency which Lord Hewart gave the name The
New Despotism in a book which discusses the growing en-
croachment of the administrative organ of the executive
branch of government upon civil and eriminal law,3* Kuyper
directed the following prophetic word which has been well
paraphrased by Runner and which we do well to remember.

The State has as much power as God bestows
upon it; no more but also no less. It sing not only by
usurping authority but also when it does not make use
of all the authority given to it. The power of the state
is constantly limited by that of all the other life-
spheres. It does not stand by itself, but is only one
of the links in the great chain which holds all the
Creation intrinsically together. It cannot interfere in
that life which properly belongs to another sphere be-
cause God has not delegated it competence therefore.
The father, for instance, exercises his proper authori-
ty also by divine commission, and the government may
not enter into that divine arrangement. Government
as office is an institution of divine origin, quite in-
dependently of whether the persons of the govern-
ment fear God. The grace of God lies in the existence
of the governmental authority itself and therefore we
must obey it, but only within the God-ordained limits
of its powers. Thus the state takes its place not
above but alongside the other spheres.

A nice illustration of sphere-sovereignty is pro-
vided by considering what is involved in the completing
of a marriage. Marriage, says. Kuyper, is a matter
for the bride and bridegroom. It is their solemn oaths
to each other that is the essential thing. But, of course,
the two families are also involved. And church and
state. Neither the state, however, nor the church
performs the marriage. But the state regulates the
marriage with respect to its civil side and the church
with respect to its sphere of competence.3s
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In the great address Kuyper delivered upon the official
opening day of the Free Univergity in 1880, he used a
graphic figure of speech to express his wonderful view of
man’s life in the spheres of society.?¢

“We see,” he said, “that our human life is neither
simple nor uniform, but an infinitely complex organism,
30 put together that that which is individual exists only in
zroups and that only in those groups the whole can be re-
vealed. We might call the parts of this one great machine
ogged wheels, the spheres of human society. [I am ex-
panding Kuyper’s illustration a little to bring out its full
force.] As this machine is put into motion, each wheel
turns on its own individual axis (the law for that sphere)
but the cogs slide into each other as happens for example
in the gear system of a car. The wheels work upon each
other, but they do not interfere with each other. If, how-
ever, one wheel were of its own accord to extend its cir-
cumferential boundary, its cogs would crash into the other
cogs and damage, if not destroy, the operation of the
machine.””37

From such a standpoint Kuyper could point to the
fact that in the past when one life-sphere attempted to
interfere in the proper affairs of another—e.g., the gov-
ernment in business or churches in state and vice versa—
things did not go well. Thus, for instance, even totalitarian
godless Communism has found that it interferes with
sphere sovereignty at its peril. The developments within
Russia after the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917 are a striking
example of this principle. The Communist leaders, in spite
of their theories of free love, trial marriage, and divorce
by consent, were forced by the resulting social confusion to
reacknowledge to a certain extent the intrinsic significance
of marriage and family as well as that of private property.
Here, in the midst of man’s rebellion against God’s norms.
and ordinances for human society, something of his right-
eousness and superior power is revealed.

By means of his doctrine of sphere sovereignty, Abra-
ham Kuyper has provided Christians with a weapon against
both the rugged, selfish individualism of the nineteenth-
century laissez-faire variety and the suffocating collectiv-
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ism of the totalitarian Communist variety. As developed
by his pupils, especially Herman Dooyeweerd, Jan D.
Dengerink and H. Van Riessen, the doctrine has become
the keystone of the Christian philosophy of human society.
It is a badly needed corrective to the theologism, ritualism,
pietism, and sacerdotalism which have contributed so much
to the disintegration of Protestant Christianity in the
English-speaking world and rendered Protestant Chris-
tians so impotent and directionless and politically irrespon-
sible in the twentieth century. With Van Riessen, we must
agree that there is no evangelical theme more in need of a
forceful, relevant interpretation and application to the
English-speaking world of our time than this one of sphere
sovereignty. ‘At this point,” he writes, “the decisive blow
will be dealt in the struggle against totalitarianism and for
a Christian society.””3®

Dooyeweerd is not only indebted to Kuyper for his
doctrine of sphere sovereignty, but he is also greatly in-
fluenced in his own thought by Kuyper’s doctrine of the
antithesis between regenerated and unregenerated human
science and scholarship.

What then does Kuyper teach about the antithesis be-
tween Christian and apostate science and learning? Kuyper
answers this question by asking whether religion is “nor-
mal” or “abnormal.” Must we reckon de facto with man in
his present condition as normal, or as having fallen into sin
and become abnormal, in which case religion must neces-
sarily assume a soteriological character?® If we consider
man as normal, his religion is then conceived of as a slow
process of development from the most primitive stages to
its present status as the “unconscious feeling for an un-
known Infinite” and sin itself is explained in terms of an
evolution from a lower to a higher moral position.*® Ac-
cording to the abnormalist theory, man, being created in
the image of God, was also created with a pure and genuine
religion. The degrading religions of primitive pagan com-
munities are not natural to man but the outcome of his
Fall, and religion can consequently only be restored to its
original purity in a soteriological manner, by a radical re-
generation of man. Palingenesis (rebirth), however, is
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not only an immediate act of God’s grace “setting right the
crooked wheel of life,” but also it involves the necessity of
Scriptural revelation, which presents us with a clear con-
sciousness of our relation to God. In our abnormal condi-
tion, our immediate communion with God is lost; sin has
brought separation and darkness, and the ‘“necessity of
artificial illumination” arises. As Kuyper well puts it:

When the sun shines in your house, bright and
clear, you turn off the electric light, but when the sun
disappears below the horizon, you feel the necessitas
luminis artificiosi, i.e., the need for artificial light,
and artificial light is kindled in every dwelling. Now
this is the case in matters of religion. When there are
no mists to hide the majesty of the divine light from
our eyes, what need is there for a lamp unto the feet,
or a light upon the path? But when history, experi-
ence, and consciousness all unite in stating the fact
that the full and pure light of Heaven has disappeared,
and that we are groping in the dark, then, a different,
or if you will, an artificial light must be kindled for us
—and such a light God has kindled for us in His Holy
Word . ...

For the Calvinist, therefore, the necessity of the
Holy Scriptures does not rest in ratiocination, but on
the immediate testimony of the Holy Spirit,—on the
testimonium Spiritus Sancti.t?

If we accept the Abnormalist rather than the Normal-
ist point of view, then we must believe that all human life,
including the life of human science and scholarship, must
be regenerated by God’s special grace in Jesus Christ be-
cause it is now corrupted by both original and actual sin.
The radical fashion in which sin influences intellectual
activity Kuyper describes as follows: (1) Corresponding
to the abnormal condition of the universe, falsehood in
every sense of the word is now prevalent. This especially
affects those sciences which depend upon personal com-
munication, sympathy, and understanding, that is, the cul-
tural and social sciences. (2) In addition to actual falsehood,
we have the unintentional mistake, in observation and
memory as well as in the actual processes of thought, from
which follows (3) self-delusion and self-deception, making
true self-knowledge impossible. (4) Because of the ab-
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normal condition of our imagination, the boundary between
phantasy and reality becomes blurred. In some the imagin-
ation works weakly, in others it is over-excited. (5) The
abnormal element in the condition of other minds affects
us. The power of education, language, and the spirit of
the age in which we live cannot be resisted. (6) The
effects worked by sin on the body deserve equal considera-
tion. No one is in a normal bodily condition and our
spiritual disposition is consequently affected. (7) The dif-
ferent parts of the content of our consciousness affect
and contaminate each other. Thus the evil indefinitely
multiplies.42

Palingenesis is therefore not confined to the order of
religion, but, in conformity with Kuyper’s conception of
the radical unity of man in his religious root, the heart,
it is of immediate importance for the proper exercise of
thought itself. There will thus be two kinds of science,
determined by a twofold point of departure: the one
rooted in the unregenerate heart, the other in the regen-
erate. Since there are two kinds of people in the world
due to the fact of regeneration, whereby the unity of hu-
man consciousness has been broken, there must of neces-
sity be two kinds of science, of which only one can be
essentially true. For this reason “the idea of the unity
of science, taken in its absolute sense, implies the denial
of the fact of palingenesis, and therefore from principle
leads to the rejection of the Christian religion.”*?

From this it follows that for Kuyper there can be no
conflict between faith and science. What Dooyeweerd
terms Kuyper’s “great Scriptural conception” is his insight
that all science is rooted in faith. According to Kuyper
faith is the presupposition of every science. Faith is “that
formal function of the life of our soul which is fundamental
to every fact in our human consciousness.”** Without
believing in oneself one cannot take the first step in the
quest of science; it is the starting point of conduct for
which there is no empirical or demonstrative proof. All
rational demonstration proceeds on unproved axioms ac-
cepted by faith. As a matter of fact, all of life proceeds
on faith. “In every expression of his personality as well



PHILOSOPHICAL AND POLITICAL BACKGROUND 59

as in the acquisition of scientific conviction, every man
starts out from faith.”’45

For this reason it follows that the whole scale of the
Christian sciences, theology included, must be contrasted
with the whole scale of the non-Christian or apostate sci-
ences, modernistic “liberal” theology included. While form-
ally faith functions in both cases, so that we may say
that “Christianity and paganism stand to each other as
the plus and minus form of the same series,”*® they are
at the same time absolutely antithetical to each other, be-
cause both proceed from a central religious attitude of the
heart, the one Christian, the other apostate.

With regard to this antithesis that characterizes the
world in which we live and extends to the realm of scien-
tific and so-called “neutral” academic thought, Kuyper
states that it is not a conflict of faith and science but a
conflict between two different kinds of faith, the one Chris-
tian and the other apostate. Thus he writes:

Not faith and science, therefore, but two scien-
tific systems, or if you choose, two scientific elabora-
tions, are opposed to each other, each having its own
faith. Nor may it be said that it is here science which
opposes theology, for we have to do with two absolute
forms of science, both of which claim the whole domain
of human knowledge, and both of which have a sug-
gestion about the supreme Being of their own as the
point of departure for their world-view. Pantheism
as well as Deism is a system about God, and without
reserve the entire modern system of theology finds
its home in the science of the Normalists. And final-
ly, these two scientific systems of Normalists and Ab-
normalists are not relative opponents, walking together
halfway, and further on peaceably suffering one an-
other to choose different paths, but they are both in
earnest, disputing with one another the whole domain
of life, and they cannot desist from the constant en-
deavour to pull down to the ground the entire edifice
of their respective controverted assertions, all the sup-
ports included, upon which their assertions rest. If
they did not try this, they would thereby show on
both sides, that they did not honestly believe in their
point of departure, that they were not serious com-
batants, and that they did not understand the pri-
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mordial demand of science, which of course claims
unity of conception.*?

In spite of Kuyper’s radical distinction between the
“Normalists” and the “Abnormalists,” between a degen-
erate and a regenerate science, he nevertheless, like Calvin
himself, acknowledges that pagan thought, both ancient
and modern, reveals many excellent characteristics. The
names of Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle are still honored by
Christian thinkers, and the philosophy of Aristotle had
been an invaluable aid in the training of the Christian
scholar.*® This is explained by Kuyper in terms of the
doctrine of common grace. How can we account for the
good with the bad in the unregenerate? Kuyper asks. He
answers, not by aseribing such goodness to some innate
natural goodness in the heart of the unregenerate, but by
recognizing in the heart even of the unregenerate God’s
common or general grace and help. In his great work
on Common Grace Kuyper points out that this doctrine was
first formulated by John Calvin.+®

By means of his common or temporal conserving grace,
God maintains the life of all men, relaxes the curse which
rests upon them by reason of their disobedience, and ar-
rests the process of corruption and decay, while his church
mediates to men his saving grace in Jesus Christ. Without
God’s common grace, which thus curbs the effects of sin
in human life, there could be no possibility of human
science and culture at all, and pagan life and thought would
collapse in chaos.’® Thus man’s temporal life with its
family, state, marriage, legal and economic relationships
is preserved in heathen lands which have not heard the
Gospel even when renewing, regenerating grace is not avail-
able. Even when men deny God, his goodness and favor
towards man enables them to perform civil good, to honor
legal contracts, think rational thoughts, compose great
music and create great art, to love each other and to enjoy
social graces and virtues. According to Kuyper it is God’s
common grace which makes human culture possible. Hu-
man society would have been utterly destroyed if the com-
mon grace of God had not intervened. As such, common
grace is the foundation of culture, since God’s great plan
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for the creation is achieved through common grace. It is
not spiritual and regenerative but temporal and material.?!
It is based upon and flows forth from the confession of
the absolute sovereignty of God, for, says Kuyper, not only
the church but the whole world must give God the honor
due to him; hence the world received common grace in
order to honor him through it. Thus Kuyper upholds the
catholic claims of Christianity and urges its validity for
all men.

Kuyper’s conception of the sovereignty of God in all
spheres of life, his doctrine of the heart as the central
unity of human existence, his doctrine of sphere sovereign-
ty, of the antithesis between regenerate and unregenerate
science, and of common grace, have played a fundamental
role in Dooyeweerd’s attempt to construct a truly biblically-
based Christian map of the modern world. They have
provided him with the foundations upon which he has been
able to erect his impressive superstructure of the Christian
philosophy of the Cosmonomic Law-Idea. It is to Dooye-
weerd’s own teaching that we can now turn, having ex-
amined the political and philosophical background and ori-
gin of his thought.
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CHAPTER 11

THE TRANSCENDENTAL CRITIQUE OF WESTERN
THEORETICAL AND SCIENTIFIC THOUGHT

As we have sought to explain in the previous chapter,
Herman Dooyeweerd is the product of Dutch Calvinism as
revived by Groen van Prinsterer and Abraham Kuyper.
He was educated in the Faculty of Law at the Free Uni-
versity of Amsterdam, where he became a full professor
of the Philosophy and History of Law in 1926. The author
of many works in the fields of philosophy, jurisprudence,
and political science, he has in addition held many posts
of a public nature in the Netherlands. For many years
he was executive secretary of the Abraham Kuyper Found-
ation at The Hague, and as such he established its quarterly
Antirevolutionaire Staatkunde. He is a Fellow of the Royal
Dutech Academy of the Sciences and he has played a notable
part in the policy making of the Anti-Revolutionary Party.

From the very beginning of his academic development
as a jurist and a philosopher, Dooyeweerd has sought
consciously to work out a doctrine of law, politics, and
the state on the definite basis of a biblically and evangel-
ically orientated philosophy of human life. Together with
D.H. Th. Vollenhoven, Professor of Philosophy at the Free
University, Dooyeweerd has developed a new school of
Christian philosophy now generally known as the Philoso-
phy of the Cosmonomic Law-Idea, the main outlines of
which he has expounded in his monumental treatise A New
Critique of Theoretical Thought, first published in Dutch
in 1935-36 with the title Wijsbegeerte der Wetsidee and
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then translated into English and enlarged into four volumes
in 1953-58.

This new Christian philosophy has found adherents in
all parts of the world, especially in Calvinistic circles in
the United States and South Africa. Numerous publica-
tions are now appearing in the various fields of the human
and social sciences inspired by Dooyeweerd’s pioneering
activity in relating theoretical thought to its primary re-
ligious roots.2 Critiques of this new philosophy are also
beginning to appear from Roman Catholic quarters on the
continent of Europe, with which Dooyeweerd has been in
constant oral and written debate. One such Roman Cath-
olic philosopher has recently tried to prove that Dooyeweerd
is actually a Neo-Thomist!® It is fervently to be hoped
that Anglican theologians and writers will likewise reveal
an interest in the most important development in Christian
philosophy since Thomas Aquinas wrote his great Summas.
As one of the few Anglicans who have so far shown any
interest in Dooyeweerd’s philosophy, the present writer
wishes to offer this book as a salute from the ecclesia
Anglicana for Dooyeweerd’s marvellous contribution to-
wards a truly biblically-based Christian philosophy.

Before we can understand Dooyeweerd’s profound legal
and political thought it will be necessary for us to give a
brief summary of his general philosophical viewpoint and
life- and world-view. Readers who are not well-versed in
philosophy may, if they choose, turn immediately to the
following chapters of this book. However, they will find
a careful study of this chapter well worth their while in
coming to better understand Dooyeweerd’s political and
legal thought.

Dooyeweerd unblushingly takes the revelation of God
contained in the Bible as his starting point. As he sees
it, religion cannot be assigned to a separate department
in man’s life but permeates his whole being and activities.
Thus he opposes all forms of modern humanism which
would place religion alongside man’s other interests and
activities, whether these be academic, social, economic,
political, or moral. Religion cannot be placed on the same
level as these other activities, since they themselves are
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only temporal expressions of man’s most basic self or heart,
which as Kuyper has shown is a religious self. For Dooye-
weerd all philosophic and theoretical or scientific thought
proceeds from presuppositions of a religious nature. The
starting point, not only of all practical but also of all
theoretical activity, proceeds from man’s religious depths.
Such a starting point can be found only in man’s heart
or transcendental self. All the issues of life arise out of
the human heart which is the concentration point of our
entire human existence. Out of it arise all our deeds,
thoughts, feelings, and desires. In our hearts we give
answer to the most profound and ultimate questions of
life, and in our hearts our relationship to God is determin-
ed. The heart or transcendental self of man may never
be identified with any of our vital functions such as feeling
or even faith. It is deeper than any vital function and
it transcends the temporal world altogether. It is as far
from the body as it is from the mind. The heart is the
point where man decides his relationship with Almighty
God. It can never be neutral. It loves God or it is hostile
to him. It i3 being renewed by the Spirit of Jesus Christ
in the communion of the Holy Spirit, or it still lives in
apostasy. As a consequence, theoretical and scientific
thought can never be a neutral and autonomous activity.

Western science and philosophy have assumed that the-
oretical thought in the very nature of the case is an
autonomous activity based upon a supposed universality
of reason. Dooyeweerd has shown, however, that this so-
called universality of reason itself contains a great prob-
lem. If all philosophical schools chose their points of
departure in reason alone and not in deeper axioms, it
ought to be possible to convince an opponent in a purely
theoretical way that his arguments are true or false. But
what actually happens is that philosophers reason at cross
purposes; a philosopher of the Thomist school, for example,
can never succeed in convincing one of the Kantian school.
In reality the universality of reason is an unecritically ac-
cepted dogma, cloaking diverse supra-theoretical points of
departure. However, Dooyeweerd continues, the time has
come when we may no longer accept this dogma as self-
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evident, but must examine it as a critical problem, and
this requires a critical investigation into the structure of
thought itself.

Dooyeweerd defines this transcendental critique thus:

By this we understand a critical inquiry (respect-
ing no single so-called theoretical axiom) into the uni-
versally valid conditions which alone make theoretical
thought possible, and which are required by the im-
manent structure of thought itself.?

In examining the structure of thought, three trans-
cendental problems arise. Dooyeweerd defines the first
transcendental problem as follows:

What do we abstract in theoretical thought from the
structures of empirical reality given in naive experience,
and how is this abstraction possible? How is theoretical
and scientific thought characterized in contrast with pre-
theoretical naive experience ?¢

To answer this question, Dooyeweerd must first of
all give an account of what he understands by naive ex-
perience. He finds it necessary to emphasize from the
start his break with the traditional Western humanist
conception of naive experience as a theory of reality, the
so-called copy theory. Naive experience is given, it is the
first datum for any theory about the nature of reality and
of knowledge and not that theory itself.

In naive experience we experience the aspects of the
cosmos in their mutual coherence with each other and with
ourselves. All aspects of reality are grouped in an indis-
soluble duration of time, as individual structures intertwin-
ed in concrete events. Further, Dooyeweerd writes, there
is as yet no vestige of abstraction, no analytical distinc-
tion between the aspects of the cosmos. We become aware
of them only implicitly.?

Although abstraction is absent from naive experience,
Dooyeweerd nevertheless allows a non-theoretical relation
between what he terms the subject and the object. We
experience things as objects opposed to ourselves as sub-
jects, and in this subject-object relation reality remains
intact as a nexus. In this relation objective functions are
ascribed to things and events with modal aspects where
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it is not possible for them to function as subjects. Thus,
for example, we know that a rose does not feel or think
or engage in aesthetic valuation as a subject; yet we ascribe
to it objective qualities of sensory color and odor, objective
cultural qualities and objective beauty. Furthermore, this
subject-object relation in the attitude of naive experience
is grasped as a structural relation of reality itself—the
objective functions belong to things themselves only in re-
lation to possible subjective functions which the things do
not possess themselves in the aspects of reality involved.
By ‘“‘object” Dooyeweerd thus denotes things or concrete
events as individual unities. Science cannot have an object
in this sense. By the term “subject” he denotes man as
a unity of all his different functions, and he sharply criti-
cizes theories of knowledge in which the object is identified
with the known and the subject with the knowing function.

Thus for Dooyeweerd, in his naive experience, man
stands as subject in an integral subject-object relation to
concrete things and events, while the various modal aspects
of this relation are only known implicitly without being
explicitly distinguished from one another.

In theoretical and scientific thought, however, this
cannot be the case, since, as Dooyeweerd argues, theoretical
thought can never be satisfied with the mere meaning-
systasis of cosmic reality.® It must necessarily analyze
this systasis (this “standing-together”) into a dis-stasis
(a “standing-apart”) of modal aspects. Because of its
own internal structure, the analytical or logical function
in man must necessarily separate or distinguish between
the unbroken texture of naive experience into different
modalities or aspects. Thus the various modal functions
of man and the corresponding modal aspects of the cosmos
in which these functions are operative are theoretically
distinguished and set over against each other. The integral
character of our knowledge is broken up in this way, and
the various modal aspects of our act of knowing are an-
alytically separated.®

Theoretical thought, then, has an antithetic structure
on account of the antithetic relation which logical analysis
brings about between the analytical and non-analytical
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function. Every attempt by the analytical function to
grasp the opposed non-analytical function in a logical con-
cept is resisted by the latter because of its non-logical
character. Dooyeweerd calls this antithetic relation the
Gegenstand-relation. It does not correspond to the struc-
ture of empirical reality, but is merely the consequence
of the necessity of theoretical abstraction of the modal
aspects from their coherence in the cosmos. These aspects
can be theoretically abstracted, but their coherence can
never be eliminated from reality.1°

Thus the difference which exists for Dooyeweerd be-
tween the naive pre-theoretical thought and the theoretical
attitudes of thought may be stated as follows. First of
all, while the theoretical attitude of thought breaks up the
cosmic coherence of meaning theoretically into various
modal aspects which are set antithetically over against
each other, the naive pre-theoretical attitude leaves the
cosmic coherence of meaning intact. Secondly, while the
pre-theoretical attitude of thought operates with the con-
crete subject-object relation, which is a structural relation
within the cosmic coherence of meaning, the theoretical
attitude of thought operates with the intentional Gegen-
stand-relation by which also the concrete subject-object
relations of naive experience are broken up into their
abstracted modal aspects.

The distinction between these two attitudes of thought
is of basic importance for philosophy, says Dooyeweerd,
since it underlies the problematic character of theoretical
and scientific thought. When this is overlooked, the sub-
ject-object relation in naive experience is invariably identi-
fied with the theoretical Gegenstand-relation, and this has
had far-reaching consequences for man’s understanding of
his place in the universe and of his theory of knowledge
about that universe.!?

Dooyeweerd thus points to the medieval scholastic con-
cept of substance and the Kantian concept of “thing-in-
itself” as foreign to naive experience and the result of
the above false identification. They are mere figments of
an apostate imagination. Naive experience is thus not so
easily to be dismissed. It must be accepted as the primary
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datum of a true view of reality. He points out that human-
ist philosophers have tended since Descartes and Locke to
tear reality apart in the diversity of its modal aspects,
completely denuding God’s world of all its glorious quali-
tative aspects of sound, smell, touch and sight. In so doing,
modern apostate philosophers have falsely interpreted
man’s naive experience as a theory about reality and identi-
fied it with the so-called uncritical “copy theory” of the
plain man. Then in alliance with certain modern scientists
and physiologists with their theories about the “specific
energies of the senses” they have undertaken the easy task
of refuting this so-called naive realism and suggested that
the world is only an appearance, not reality itself.

While thus recognizing the validity of our naive ex-
perience, Dooyeweerd, of course, allows the right of the
scientist to “abstract” one mode from reality and make
it the “object” of his special attention. This process of
abstraction of scientific “facts” from naive experience
Dooyeweerd considers to be the scientific attitude towards
reality, and it is perfectly permissible, provided that the
scientist does not absolutize the particular aspect of reali-
ty he is investigating and provided he does not forget to
return to ordinary humdrum life in the ordinary world
and remember that he is still a man rather than an in-
vestigating machine. Above all, he must not mistake the
abstractions of his particular science as the only truth
available to himself or others. Scientists who fall into
these traps are guilty of scientism, of absolutizing their
own particular methods of investigating reality.

Under such theoretical and scientific analysis, Dooye-
weerd continues, the cosmos reveals its aspects as number,
extension, mathematical movement, the energetic, the bio-
tic, the sensory, the analytical-logical, the cultural-histor-
ical, the linguistic, the social, the economic, the aesthetic,
the juridical, the moral and the pistical (faith).!2 Dooye-
weerd is prepared to admit that further examination may
reveal more aspects than the fifteen presently enumerated
by him. It should further be noted that the terms ‘“as-
pects,” “modalities,” “modal aspects,” and later “spheres
of law” or ‘“modal spheres,” are interchangeable terms.
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By this, Dooyeweerd states, he means the fundamental uni-
versal modalities of temporal being which do not refer to
the concrete “what” of things or events, but are only differ-
ent modes of the universal “how” which determine the
aspects of our theoretical view of reality. The so-called
“historical event,” for example, is an event the historical
aspect of which we primarily emphasize. The same event
will -also Have many other aspects or modalities.

The second transcendental problem Dooyeweerd form-
ulates as follows:

From what point of view can we reunite synthetically
the logical and the non-logical aspects of naive experience
which were set apart in opposition to each other in the
theoretical antithesis?'3

As it stands, the second transcendental problem seems
to be concerned with the question of how the antithetical
relation‘can issue on a theoretical synthesis, that is, in a
logical concept of the non-logical Gegenstand. However,
except for stating that the true starting point of the the-
oretical syn‘thesis‘ cannot be found in any of the two poles
of the antithetical relation, Dooyeweerd does not return to
it until the second volume of The New Critique of Theoreti-
cal Thought, where he presents his own epistemology (the-
ory of knowledge). Here he proceeds at once to an associat-
ed problem, which stands revealed as the true transcendental
problem, namely, what is the point of departure of the
philosopher in his account of cosmic reality? Dooyeweerd
is not simply concerned with how the special scientific
act of thought—the theoretical synthesis—is achieved, but
how the philosophical “glance of totality” over all aspects
of the cosmos is achieved.

According to Dooyeweerd this is the central problem
of the transcendental critique. By raising it he claims
that every possible starting point of philosophical thought
is subjected to a fundamental criticism, for a truly critical
attitude of thought does not allow us to choose such a
starting point in any special aspect of reality.

By this Dooyeweerd means that there are as many
types of theoretical thought as there are aspects of the
cosmos. 1n every case there is a synthesis of the logical
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aspect with one of the non-logical aspects of our experience.
When we take any of these non-logical aspects as a point
of departure, we interpret the whole of reality in terms
of that one aspect. This is the remote cause of all ‘isms”
in philosophy: biologism, materialism, scientism, historic-
ism, etc.

Dooyeweerd maintains that only the Word of God can
provide us with a true point of departure and thus enable
us to “see” the facts studied in the various sciences in
their proper order and relationships. The facts do not
“speak” to us unless we see them in their order. If the
scientist or philosopher refuses to be taught by the Word
of God what this order of the creation is, then he will be
forced to substitute some principle of total structuration
of his own devising. Such an apostate thinker will then
be forced to seek his ultimate principles of explanation and
point of departure in one aspect of the created universe
rather than in the Creator of the Universe. For this rea-
son Dooyeweerd speaks of all non-Christian systems of
thought as being immanentistic in character, because they
refuse to recognize the ultimate dependence of human
thought and science upon God’s revelation. As a result,
all such immanence philosophy and science, that is, all
human thought which takes its origin somewhere in tem-
poral reality and not in God’s revelation of himself as Cre-
ator of the Universe cannot grasp the intrinsic unity and
coherence of all reality but is bound to fall into a false
dialectical dualism in which one aspect is played over
against another aspect, i.e., matter over against form as
in the history of Greek philosophy.

Evan Runner points out in his wonderful lectures de-
livered at the first Unionville Conference of the Association
of Reformed Scientific Studies held in 1960 that the apos-
tate scholar:

. .. thinks of himself as just this thing here. But
since this something that is just here, our temporal
existence, exhibits a great diversity of moments or
aspects—e.g., the numerical, spatial, energetical, physi-
cal, organic, psychical, analytic, historical-cultural,
lingual, social, economic, aesthetic, jural, ethical and
pistical-——all these are seen in the light of the Word of
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God as relative aspects of the religious unity of our
life. Apostate man, however, is driven by his religious
needs for security and meaning in life to find a substi-
tute to fill in for the true unity and to absolutize one
of the relative aspects of life and to elevate it to the
place of the heart . . . . He must find an absolute in
the relative. He is bound to the creation-structure;
he must know himself. At the same time we see him
wilfully substituting his lie to replace the Truth. He
must have his absolute, even if it means that he must
distort what observation will readily disclose to be
relative. His rational analysis is accompanied by the
deeper drive, which in the fallen state requires a dis-
.tortzi)n of the very “facts” he is in process of analyz-
ing.

In this tendency to absolutize something which is only
relative may be found the origin of most of the philo-
sophical and scientific ‘“isms” which have plagued the
history of human thought. All these are totality views
about man that arise not from a mere scientific observation
and analysis of positive facts presented to our minds—if
such were in fact the case there would be no conflict be-
tween them—but rather from apostate man’s failure to
realize that these aspects of his life are relative and not
absolute, and from the consequent effort to explain all the
remaining aspects of reality in terms of the one aspect that
has been religiously absolutized and so made the source of
unity of all the other aspects. As an example we may re-
fer to Hegel’s attempt to take the analytical-logical aspect
of reality as his point of departure with the consequence
that the whole of reality became for him logicized or ideal-
ized. For Hegel the rational alone is the real.

Dooyeweerd points out that these “isms” are unecrit-
ical in two respects: first, the antithetical relation gives
no ground for the pretended absolutism of any aspect, and
avenges itself in the antinomies of which the history of
philosophy is full. Secondly, each “ism” returns the basic
problem of theoretical synthesis, for it presupposes a syn-
thesis of the logical and the non-logical aspect, which is
then proclaimed to be “absolute.” But the absoluteness of
any aspect cannot be proclaimed before that aspect has
been abstracted by means of a theoretical analysis.’®* The
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“divine irony” thus reveals itself in this, that the absoluti-
zation of any cosmic aspect is at the same time relativized
by the possible absolutization of every other aspect.1®

The problem here revealed by Dooyeweerd’s critique is
the problem of the Archimedean point of philosophy. As is
well known, Archimedes once said, “Give me a place on
which to stand outside the earth, and I will move the earth.”
So the Christian philosopher finds his Archimedean point in
the Word of God, the Word of God from the Beyond in
terms of which man alone can determine the meaning of
his life in this world. Dooyeweerd expresses it differently
by saying that the philosopher must ascend a tower from
which he can survey all aspects of the cosmos. Only thus
can he achieve that “glance of totality” so sought after by
Kuyper.

Dooyeweerd admits that the notion of the Archimedean
point_has been recognized in the history of philosophy, as
the existence of the “isms” mentioned above illustrate. In
all these cases one aspect or one type of theoretical thought
is. abselutized and is considered as an Archimedean point
from whieh the whole of reality can be interpreted. What
is not realized, however, is that this process of absolutiza-
tion itself is not a theoretical but a religious activity, more-
over, .a religious choice of standpoint in .an idolatrous
sense.'”

From this, Dooyeweerd concludes that we can obviate
the “isms” of philosophy only if we choose the Archimedean
point in the human heart or self which is operative in all
acts of thought and which constitutes a “subjective totali-
ty,” a “concentration point” of all the modal aspects. While
theoretical thought is dispersed in all the diversity of mean-
ing in so far as it is always directed to some or other ab-
stracted aspect of the cosmos, the self, while participating
in every single modal aspect, yet transcends them all
“There is no single modal aspeet of our cosmos in which I
do not actually function,” Dooyeweerd writes. “I have an
actual function in all the modal aspects. There I remain
the central point of reference and the deeper unity above
all modal diversity of the different aspects of my temporal
existence.”’18
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Without critical reflection on the self there can thus
be no reflection on the totality of meaning or on the nature
of philosophy. A deeper knowledge of the self is required,
as Socrates realized when he raised the Delphic maxim to
the primary requisite of philosophical reflection. “Know
thyself” must be written above the portals of philosophy.!?

At once the third transcendental problem arises:

“How is this critical self-knowledge, this concentric
direction of theoretical thought on the self, possible, and of
what nature is it?’2¢

This question is pertinent because we have seen that
for Dooyeweerd theoretical thought is abstractive thought,
and can function only within the diversity of moments. As
the self transcends this diversity, it cannot become a Gegen-
stand to the logical function; only aspects of man are ac-
cessible to theoretical analysis. As Dooyeweerd says:

If you ask the special sciences active in the field
of anthropology: what is man? you will obtain a di-
versity of items from physical-chemical, biological,
psychological, cultural-historical, linguistic, ethnolog-
ical, and sociological points of view. These items are
invaluable. But no special science, nor an encyclo-
paedic sociology, can answer the question what man
himself is in the unity of his selfhood. Human I-ness
functions, to be sure, in all modal aspects of reality.
But it is, nevertheless, a central and radical unity
which as such transcends all temporal aspects.2!

If the self cannot thus be adequately defined in terms
of any one science or group of sciences how can it be de-
fined? Dooyeweerd replies that the human “I” is nothing
so long as we try to conceive it apart from the three central
relations which alone give it meaning. The self or heart of
man exists in three fundamental relations: in relation to
cosmic time, in relation to other selves, and in relation to
God. Apart from these relations, the selfhood is an empty
abstraction which dissolves itself int6 nothingness. But
as we have already seen, the selfhood cannot receive its
positive content from its relation to cosmic time alone,
because in its radical unity it transcends time. The tem-
poral order of becoming with its diversity of aspects, can
only turn away our view from the real center of human
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existence, so long as we seek to know ourselves from it.
Neither can the selfhood receive its positive content from
other selves, because when viewed in themselves alone, all
selves are equally without content. They all refer beyond
themselves for their fulfilment. As Dooyeweerd points
out, “The ego of our fellow-man confronts us with the same
riddle as our own selfhood does.”22 For Dooyeweerd, as
for Calvin, the self’s relation towards God is the determin-
ing one. The self can be understood only in the light of its
true or pretended origin. - Self-knowledge is thus in the last
analysis dependent on our knowledge of God. The charac-
ter of the selfhood’s relation to its true or pretended origin
determines the character of its relation to cosmic time, to
other selves, and also the content of the selfhood itself.
Thus Dooyeweerd adopts the same position as Calvin. He
writes; “The words with which Calvin starts the first
chapter of his textbook on the Christian religion: The
true knowledge of ourselves is dependent on the true knowl-
edge of God, are indeed the key to answer the question:
‘Who is man himself’?723

Dooyeweerd hastens to explain that this knowledge of
God is not the same thing at all as mere theological knowl-
edge of God, for theological knowledge is still theoretical
knowledge. It is the result of the synthesis of the logical
aspect of thought with a non-logical Gegenstand, in this
case, the modality of faith. The knowledge of God to which
Dooyeweerd is referring here he terms a ‘“supra-
theoretical” knowledge, a “central” and religious knowledge
rooted in man’s heart. Such a central knowledge in his
own words “can only be the result of the Word-revelation
of God operating in the heart, in the religious center of our
existence by the power of the Holy Spirit.”2¢ This correla-
tivity of self-knowledge and God-knowledge is involved in
the biblical declaration that man was created in the image of
God. Thus the Word of God, operating as a power in our
hearts, reveals God to us, but also our own selfhood in its
radical integral unity. Just as God is revealed in the
Scriptures as the Creator, the absolute and integral Origin
of all things who can have no second origin over against
him, e.g., matter, so man, created in his image is revealed
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to himself in the religious unity of his creaturely existence
(the heart).

Dooyeweerd’s reply to the third transcendental basic
problem can thus be stated as follows: self-knowledge is
dependent on knowledge of the true or pretended origin, a
knowledge which is not “theoretical” but “religious.”

What does Dooyeweerd mean here by the term ‘“re-
ligious”? He does not mean what most people understand
by this term, that is, faith. For him religion transcends
all modal aspects including that of faith. Thus it cannot
be grasped in a theoretical concept. It can only be ap-
proximated in a theoretical idea. Hence he defines religion
as follows:

Religion is the innate impulse of human selfhood
to direct itself towards the true or pretended absolute
origin of all temporal diversity of meaning, which it
finds focussed concentrically in itself.2>

He calls this the law of religious concentration. On
account of this law, Aristotle’s view of man as a rational
animal, a being defined in terms of his analytical-logical
function, is determined by his view of God as noesis
noesoos, and Kant’s view of noumenal man, as a being
qualified by a transcendent moral function, is determined
by his moralistic view of God as a postulate of practical
reason. Even in primitive religions this law of concentra-
tion is found to be operative.2®

According to Dooyeweerd, then, the true knowledge
both of God and of ourselves surpasses all theoretical and
scientific thought. This knowledge cannot be the theoret-
ical object of any dogmatical theology, philosophy, or sci-
ence. He says that religion, even in its apostate forms, is
never a mere temporal phenomenon which manifests itself
within the temporal structures of human life. Therefore,
with respect to its inner essence, religion can never be ade-
quately described ‘“phenomenologically” and by scientific
analysis and definition because it cannot be made a Gegen-
stand.2?

For this reason religion is no mere “psychological”
phenomenon as Sigmund Freud supposed in his book The
Future of an Illusion; it is no mere emotional feeling per-
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ception as Schleiermacher expounded in his famous Ad-
dresses on Religion to its Cultured Despisers. It is not to
be characterized as an experience and awareness of the
holy and the sacred as Rudolf Otto supposed in his book,
The Idea of the Holy. Tt cannot be treated as the Gegen-
stand of theoretical thought as William James tried to treat
it in The Varieties of Religious Experience. Religion is
man’s specific eondition. It is what makes us human rather
than animal. It is the existent condition in which the
human ego is bound to its true or pretended firm ground
and origin which is revealed in the restlessness of man in
search of the Absolute. Sharing in the meaning character
of all created reality, the selfhood can find no rest in itself,
but restlessly seeks its Origin in order to understand its
own meaning, and in its own meaning the meaning of all
created reality.

As Augustine summed it up long ago in his beautiful
words, “Thou hast so created us that our hearts will always
be restless until we find our peace in Thee.”” This restless-
ness of the selfhood is transmitted to all the temporal
functions in which it actually operates. In this way scien-
tific and theoretical thought, as activities of the selfhood,
also come to share in the restless search for the Absolute.

Thought will not be set at rest in the preliminary philo-
sophical questions, until the Arche is discovered, which
alone gives meaning and existence to philosophic thought
itself. Philosophic thought cannot withdraw itself from
this tendency towards the Origin. It is an immanent con-
formity to law for it to find no rest in meaning, but to think
from and to the origin to which meaning owes its ground.”®

If theoretical thought is not able to reach the true
absolute Origin of meaning in God, it is forced to raise some
aspect of the cosmos to the status of being absolute. In
Dooyeweerd’s opinion this is the cause of all absolutization
of the relative. Every such absolutization of a theoretically
isolated aspect of reality to act as root and origin of all the
others is basically of a religious nature and a manifestation
of the law of religious concentration to which theoretical
thought is subjected.??
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If the selfhood is unable to find the true absolute in
God, it is forced to absolutize some aspect of the relative in
order to give itself content in the light of the absolutized
aspect. In the last analysis, religion is absolute self-
surrender. The selfhood can only find its own meaning
and content in self-surrender to the absolute God or, in
the case of apostasy, to the absolutized relative.

In Dooyeweerd’s opinion, all theoretical knowledge
thus presupposes self-knowledge, while the latter is only
possible in religious self-surrender to the one true God or
to an absolutized relative aspect of God’s creation. The
self-knowledge gained in this way is therefore of a religious
and not of a theoretical or scientific character. From this,
Dooyeweerd rightly concludes that theoretical and scientific
thought is not self-sufficient and the so-called autonomy of
scientific thought is therefore exposed as a myth. The con-
tent and direction of theoretical thought are determined by
a supra-theoretical starting point in which the selfhood
participates and whence it receives the direction of its
concentric activity.
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CHAPTER III
THE GROUND MOTIVES OF WESTERN THOUGHT

As we saw in the last chaper, Dooyeweerd hzs dis-
covered a twofold presupposition of theoretical and scien-
tific thought: first, an Archimedean point from which the
selfhood can direct its view over the diversity and coherence
of meaning in the cosmos; secondly, a choice of what the
self considers to be the absolute ground and origin of all
meaning, and which determines the content of its view.
And as we also saw, this is always a religious act, ‘“because
it contains a choice of position in the concentration point
of our existence in the face of the Origin of meaning.”!
This religious choice of the selfhood is not yet, however, the
starting point of theoretical thought in the fullest sense of
the word. While it is true that the supra-theoretical pre-
suppositions make their influence felt in philosophy
through the self, this self is not an island of thought unto
itself. The selfhood can exist only in a religious communi-
ty. Moreover, scientific thought is not an individual activi-
ty, but a social task involving a tradition of thought. But
such a religious community shares a common spirit which,
as shared and accepted by the individual self, constitutes
the true starting point of theoretical thought, its religious
a priori or religious basic motive. As Dooyeweerd well
says, “Philosophy itself is not the mere product of individ-
ual thought. Rather, it is, just as human culture, a social
task, which can be fulfilled only on the basis of a long
common tradition of thought. This, too, requires a spiritual
community as its root.”?
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In the history of Western scientific thought Dooye-
weerd has so far unravelled two such basic religious
ground-motives or spiritual tendencies which have played
a major role in the development of Western civilization.

“These fundamental motives,”” Dooyeweerd writes,
“are the true motive forces which have dominated the evo-
lution of Western scientific and philosophical thought.
Each of them has established a community among those
who have started from it. And the religious motive as
hidden motive force of his spiritual community dominates
the thinker all the more if he is unconscious of it. The
thinker, indeed, can fashion this motive according to his
individual view, but the motive itself is supra-individual.”’?

Two such basic religious motives have appeared in the
history of the human race. The first is the motive of cre-
ation, man’s fall into sin, and man’s redemption in Jesus
Christ in the communion of the Holy Ghost.* According to
this motive all mankind is spiritually included in Adam.
In him the whole race has fallen into sin and disobedience
to God, and in mankind also the entire temporal cosmos was
affected by the Fall because it is found- concentrated in
man. In Jesus Christ the creation which had apostatized in
the Fall is again redirected to its true origin and is again
one in root, as the members of one body. Our selfhood is
then for Dooyeweerd rooted in the spiritual community of
mankind. It is no self-sufficient “substance,” he writes, no
“windowless monad,” but it lives in the spiritual communi-
ty of the “we” which is directed to a divine “Thou” accord-
ing to the original meaning of creation.?

A. The Christian Ground Motive

While we shall be dealing later on in greater detail
with the Christian life- and world-view, it may be useful if
we indicate briefly at this point something of the pro-
found meaning of the Christian ground motive.

The Christian believes that in Jesus Christ man has
already in principle, if not always in fact, been brought to
his proper “place” in God’s creation, that place where all the
complex functions of his earthly life assume a meaningful
place within the whole. This meaningful place is the cen-
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tral place where man is called by his Creator to stand; it
is religion; man is ereated and placed before God in a cov-
enantal fellowship of persons to render to his Creator praise
in a whole-hearted service of love and obedience, first to God
and then to his neighbor, within the length and breadth of
God’s creation.

By describing religion as a “place” we are not refer-
ring of course to a spatial place because when we say re-
ligion is a place we mean something beyond all merely
temporal aspects of reality. As Evan Runner points out:

The word ‘““place” is the bearer of many meanings;
it is, as we say, multivocal, as opposed to univocal. It
can have any number of modal meanings. For example,
when my friend suddenly does something that hurts
me I can say that there was no place for such an act,
that it was not “fitting.” I mean then an ethical
“place.” I mean that our friendship excludes what he
did. Of a musical composition I can hold the opinion
that some subordinate motif or part does not belong,
does not have a place in the whole. Then I mean an
aesthetic “place.” . .. Besides all these modal meanings
of the word “place” there is that fulness or fulfilment
of meaning of the word “place” when we speak of
place in its central religious sense.®

According to the Christian religious presupposition
the world is not fundamentally the aesthetic ‘“world” or
the “world” of science or the “world” of thought or the
“world” of sports or the “world” of business or the “world”
of politics. These are all worlds, “universes of discourse”
as Charles Morris well calls them in his book, Signs,
Language and Behavior.” The world as it is being re-
created in Jesus Christ is the concrete world that God
created, headed by and centered in man, the world of re-
ligion, the world of God’s wonderful covenant fellowship
with us, the world in which all these other “worlds” or
aspects of man’s life in God’s creation assume their right-
ful and meaningful place. When God asked Adam the
question “Where art thou?’ He was not asking, “Behind
which bush art thou?” He was saying that he did not
find man in the place in which he had put him in the
creation. This is the religious meaning of “place” and is
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what Christians are referring to when they say that man
cannot really “see” the world and truly understand the
real meaning of his life unless he stands in his rightful
place.

Thanks to the propaganda of “scientific humanism”
which today controls most of our English-speaking uni-
versities and schools, millions of people have been condi-
tioned to think of the universe in terms of the picture
painted by the astronomers and the physicists as a vast
system of stars spread out in aeons of space rather than
in terms of man’s covenantal relationship with God. In
relation to such a so-called ‘“‘scientific” picture the only
meaning most people today can possibly attach to the word
“creator” is that of a sort of ‘““old man above the sky.”
The reason that the men of the Bible were able to use
the word ‘“God” without this absurd pagan suggestion and
indeed were expressly forbidden ever to think of God in
terms of such physical categories in the Second Command-
ment was that they did not start from this astronomical
physical “place” at all. Christians mean something quite
different when they talk about the world or the universe
from what scientific humanists understand by these terms.
Until modern humanists have grasped this fundamental
difference in approach they would do well not to dismiss
the Christian life- and world-view as being scientifically
outmoded.

This is not to suggest that modern astronomy is false
and ancient Hebrew astronomy is true. How often do we
read accounts of the development of the metaphysical and
religious ideas of the Bible which imply that the difference
between the biblical world-view and ours is simply one
of size and scientific accuracy. Modern liberal human-
ist theologians such as Bultmann and his school of de-
mythologizers have even suggested that the biblical writers
could quite happily believe in the living God as a sort of
old man above the sky because their thinking was so much
cruder than ours and their scientific knowledge so much
less advanced than our own. In the book Kerygma and
Myth Rudolf Bultmann states categorically that “the cos-
mology of the New Testament is essentially mythical in
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character. The world is viewed as a three-storied struc-
ture, with the earth in the centre, the heaven above, and
the underworld beneath. Heaven is the abode of God and
of celestial beings. The underworld is hell, the place of
torment. Even the earth is more than the scene of natural,
everyday events.””

Such statements are of course a gross libel on the men
of the Bible which cannot stand up to any serious examina-
tion. No doubt the men of the Bible did have astronomical
notions which were different from ours, but this has noth-
ing whatsoever to do with the point we are making. What
Dooyeweerd and Evan Runner are trying to make clear is
that the ancient Hebrew and biblical view of the universe
was not astronomical at all. It was religious and concerned
with such ultimate questions as man’s origin, nature and
destiny.

It is time that scientific humanists realized that as-
tronomical statements, or for that matter scientific state-
ments of any kind, never give us knowledge of the real
world at all, that is, the world experienced by men znd
women. They are simply abstract analyses of what we
already know in experience. The statement, water is H.Q.
for example, is utterly meaningless unless we already know
water as stuff we drink, bathe in, or put up our umbrellas
to avoid. As Dooyeweerd is always stressing, we only know
the real world in experience by living, moving and having
our being in it. What the scientist does is to analyze our
experience of life in this world in terms of certain ab-
stractions like distance, time, number, space and so on.
Now the scientific humanists would like to persuade the
rest of us that these abstract concepts of the physicist,
chemist and astronomer are the basic realities of the uni-
verse in terms of which our more immediate and naive
experience ought to be explained, but this procedure is to
stand life upon its head. As Herbert Dingle, the noted
astronomer-physicist and philosopher of science, has said,
“It is inconceivable that experience should be refuted by
deductions from experience.”

As John Wren-Lewis points out in his booklet, Return
to Roots:
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We do not know the Universe in experience as a
system of stars spread out in aeons of space, or as a
space-time continuum, or anything of that sort. We
know it first and foremost as an encounter with other
persons, a network of persons in relationship. Space,
time, matter and so on are abstractions of certain
aspects of our communication with each other. The
statement that London is 180 miles from Manchester,
for example, is an abstraction from concrete experience
of (for instance) the effort needed to get from one
place to see someone in the other; to think that the
distance is somehow more basically real than the re-
lationship between the people is to prefer abstraction
to reality and to cut off the branch we are sitting on.
Even the stars and galaxies are known to us, first
and foremost, as parts of the background against
which we meet our friends under the night sky. . . .

It is therefore quite wrong to think that the Uni-
verse is really a place, a system of stars or particles
of matter spread out in space, with ourselves inside
that system as inhabitants of a minor planet of a minor
star near the edge of one galaxy. The truth is that
the Universe is, as far as we can ever know, a personal
reality, a system of encounters between people, and
all the stars and galaxies and vast distances spoken
of by the astronomer are just as much contained with-
in the universe of persons as are the vast numbers
of molecules and atoms and electrons which make up
the air that carries our speech.?

The biblical religious understanding of the universe
is personal in just this sense, as is shown for example by
the Rabbinic statement that Adam (mankind)} before the
Fall filled the whole world. For modern humanists to
think like that requires a mental revolution. But is not
that just what our Lord demanded as a pre-condition of
understanding the real nature of the cosmos in which we
live? The Greek word “metanoia” translated “repentance”
in the New Testament means literally a “change of mind”
and when the first Christians preached to the people of the
Roman Empire they were accused of ‘‘turning the world
upside down.” The revolution was no less necessary for the
inhabitants of the Roman Empire than it is for most people
in the English-speaking world today, for they made just
the same mistake in thinking about the universe as we do.
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They thought of it as first and foremost a geo-physical
place, even if on a much smaller scale than that pictured
by modern astronomy.

This mistaken view of the real nature of the universe
is not the fault of scientific method as such. It is some-
thing far older and more deeply engrained in human nature.
The error comes, not in practicing science, but in thinking
that the scientific categories are the fundamental truths
about the world—and this of course is no mere intellectual
error but an expression of the fact that for the most part
people behave as if the real business of life were using
things, including people, as a means to their own selfish
ends, their relation to God and their neighbor being only
frills on the surface of that real business.

This utilitarian attitude towards other people is what
the Bible understands as the terrible tendency with which
every human being is born to put himself at the center of
the universe where God alone ought to be. The fact that
human beings see life as a matter of using things first and
loving God and their neighbor only second is the essence
of what the Bible means by saying that our world is a fallen
world. It is fallen in the sense that man is so blinded by
his sinfulness that he is no longer capable of seeing the
world aright as the place where he is called to serve the
living God and his neighbor. Instead he now thinks of it
as his own world to exploit in his own selfish interests,
using his science and even his religion in the service of
selfishness rather than of the Creator and his immediate
neighbor.

Only when this Christian basic religious motive re-
vealed in God’s Holy Scriptures takes hold of our hearts
and redeems us from this selfish way of thinking of the
world, by uniting us to Christ in the communion of the
Holy Spirit, only then are we made to “see” the meaning
and purpose of our lives. Only when our minds are re-
generated by the power of God’s Word acting upon our
minds by the Holy Ghost, only then do we become aware
of our true origin, nature and destiny and of our glorious
office as persons called to glorify God and worship him
for ever; only then are we made aware of our true and
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central position in the cosmos, a central position where
all the aspects of our created life are concentrated in the
meaning of life as service not of ourselves but of God and
of our neighbors. Under the divine illumination of God’s
powerful saving Word operating in the deepest recesses of
our being, we are enabled by God the Holy Ghost to recover
a true view of the universe, not as a mere geo-physical loca-
tion for the satisfaction of our instincts and animal pas-
sions, but of God’s creation as the plan of that wonderful
covenant fellowship which the Lord God has established
with man, who now in Christ has the vocation to think God’s
marvellous thoughts after him by means of his science, to
render back to God the offerings of worship and thanks-
giving which are God’s due and to carry out the great
cultural mandate “to have dominion over the earth” in
singleness of heart to the glory of the Creator.

B. The Greek Form-Matter Motive

The second basic religious motive is that of the spirit
of apostasy from the true God of the Scriptures which
prefers one’s own selfhood in preference to love of God
and one’s neighbor. It leads the human heart in an idol-
atrous direction, and is thus the source of all absolutizing
of creaturely aspects. Hence the apostate ground motive
through which it manifests itself in the lives and thoughts
of men can and does receive diverse contents. Dooyeweerd
suggests that in the history of Western thought this spirit of
apostasy has disclosed itself mainly in two such Dbasic
ground motives or presuppositions: (1) the motive which
dominated the classical Graeco-Roman world of culture and
science, and which since Aristotle has been called the form-
matter motive; and (2) the motive underlying the modern
humanistic life- and world-view, which since Kant has been
called the nature-freedom motive.

A third motive is that of nature and grace, introduced
by medieval scholasticism, as an attempted synthesis be-
tween the Christian and the Greek motives, but which in
modern times can also be directed to a synthesis between
the Christian and humanistic religious motives.
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These apostate religious ground motives of both class-
cal and modern humanist thought and science reveal two
ommon features. First, they cannot escape the law of
he divinely instituted order of creation, and simply follow
n existing pattern. Only because of the law of the re-
gious concentration of the cosmos can they absolutize an
spect of the cosmos.!® Secondly, these motives contain
1 themselves a religious antithesis. Because they abso-
itize a relative modal aspect of meaning, they evoke a
slative correlate which claims an absoluteness of its own.
s implacable and irreconcilable opposites they give rise
» a religious dialectic in which now one, now the other,
ole of the antithesis enjoys a priority. A true synthesis
f these religiously-opposed poles is impossible by virtue
f each one’s claim to absolutism. At best it allows the
warding of the first rank to one of the antithetical mo-
ives. 1!

Dooyeweerd clearly distinguishes between a theoretical
lialectic and a religious dialectic. The theoretical dialectic
or antithesis initiates the act of knowledge and requires
a theoretical synthegis by the thinking self. Dooyeweerd
criticizes attempts to treat the religious antithesis as a
theoretical antithesis. According to Hegel, for example,
the religious motives are opposed to each other as parts
of a larger whole, which encompasses both, the parts op-
posed being each other’s correlates and thus not absolutely
excluding each other. Among the different religions there
is, then, an ascending evolution. The Christian religion
is for Hegel a synthesis of the Greek and oriental religious
motives, the highest form of religion, though it means a
symbolical representation of the Absolute.!2 According to
Dooyeweerd, Hegel’s thought is dominated by the basic re-
ligious motive of Humanism, especially by absolutized
metaphysical thinking. Dilthey, again, in attempting to
penetrate to each religious point of view in a neutral man-
ner, does not realize that he himself is revealing the bias
of a fundamental religious motive, the Humanistic, specif-
ically absolutized historical thinking.!3

In the light of these distinctions, Dooyeweerd analyzes
the three apostate motives of Western thought and scien-
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tific thinking about man in society and reveals their re
ligious dialectic and the theoretical antinomies to whicl
they give birth.

The first great religious ground motive which we shal
consider in the remainder of this chapter is the Greek mc
tive of matter and form. This dialectical form-matte
motive, first given this name by Aristotle, was, accordin
to Dooyeweerd, the fundamental motive of Greek philosc
phy, science and political thought. It originated, he mair
tains, from the conflict within the Greek religious cor
sciousness between the old nature religions of pre-Homeri
Greece and the cultural religion of the old Olympic gods
which Nietzsche terms the Dionysic and Apollonic element
of Greek culture. The first is a deification of the formles
stream of life out of which periodically emerge generation
of beings subject to death and fate, anangke or moira
This cult of the ever-flowing stream of organic life or
the one hand, and on the other hand of Anangke, the blinc
avenger of every attempt to bind the divine organic forces
to a bodily and restricting form, was, according to Dooye-
weerd, the origin of the Greek matter-motive or religious
a priori, which found its most complete expression in the
worship of Dionysus.!*

The form-motive, on the other hand, was the central
motive of the younger Olympian religion, the religion of
form, measure and harmony, where the gods themselves
acquire individual immortality. It was rooted in the deifi-
cation of the cultural aspect of Greek society and found
its expression in the cult of the Delphic god Apollo, the
legislator.'®

The Olympian gods were believed to have left “mother
earth” with its eternal cycle of life and death, beginning
and ending, and to have received a personal and immortal
form, imperceptible to the eye of sense, an ideal form of
perfect splendid beauty, the genuine prototype of the Pla-
tonic ““ideal” as the imperishable metaphysical form of true
being. However, these gods who thus transcended the
cycle of life and death could have no influence over it.
They had no power over Anangke (Necessity) who con-
trolled the earthly cycle. Moreover, they could establish
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no moral sanction, and so they ultimately became the of-
ficial gods of the Greek city-state (the polis), while the
religious life of the people was bound to the mystery cults
»f the older religion, for example, the Dionysian and Orphic
nystery cults.

The form-matter basic religious motive originating in
he religious consciousness of the Greeks from the meeting
if these two antagonistic religions was not as such de-
yendent upon the mythological and ritual forms of the
atter. As its central motive, it ruled Greek thought from
he beginning. It determined the Greek view of nature,
vhich excluded in principle the biblical idea of creation
ind the fall into sin. It lay at the foundation both of the
sreek metaphysical view of being, in its opposition to the
visible world of becoming, as well as of the Greek view
of human nature and of man in society.

The tension between matter and form provides us with
the background for understanding the thought of Heracli-
tus and Parmenides on the one hand, and of Plato and
Aristotle on the other.

The ground-motive of Greek philosophy is of a dialecti-
cal nature because immanence thought, that is, human
thought which takes its origin somewhere in temporal real-
ity rather than in God’s revelation of himself as Creator
of the universe, cannot fully grasp the instrinsic unity and
coherence of reality which derives from God’s creation of
the world, but instead is bound to fall into a dualism in
which one aspect of reality is constantly played over against
another aspect.

For this reason the Ionian philosophy of nature be-
stowed primacy upon the matter-motive by deifying the
formless vital current as the divine origin of all things
which have an individual form and by conceiving of this
vital current as true nature or physis. According to Anaxi-
mander, all things eventually return to their origin in the
invisible and unlimited Apeiron. Heraclitus rejected the
existence of an eternal form of being and proclaimed the
divinity of the eternally flowing vital eurrent.1¢

The next stage in the dialectical development of Greek
philosophy was the bestowal of primacy upon the form-
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motive in the thought of Parmenides, the founder of the
Eleatic school. Contrary to Heraclitus, he denied the true
reality of flowing matter (hule) and sought divine physis
only in eternal invariable being. Matter became the princi-
ple of imperfection, and the divine nous was interpreted
as pure form which is independent from all matter. The
only sure way to truth and to knowledge of the Absolute
was therefore to be found in metaphysical thought (the
oria) and not in the belief (pistis) of the common people
since this latter was based upon uncertain opinion.

After the controversy between the Heraclitian and
Eleatic conceptions of divine physis, Greek thought aban-
doned every attempt at reducing form to matter or matter
to form. Physis or nature was considered a compound of
both. However, as the form-motive of the Olympic religion
gained primacy in the Greek city-state as well as in philos-
ophy, divinity was sought above the physis or natural and
interpreted as pure form which transcends the world of
sense phenomena. For Plato, these pure forms became the
transcendent eide which could only be reached by means
of the theoria. The dualism between form and matter was
maintained in Plato’s cosmogony in which the form-giving
power of the divine Demiurge or divine Reason was op-
posed to the power of blind Anangke, the principle of mat-
ter, which could only be restrained by persuasion and not
by divine domination.

Although Aristotle abandoned the Platonic conception
of transcendent pure forms, he could not escape the funda-
mental dualism within his religious basic ground motive.
His metaphysic reveals the polar antithesis between pure
matter (proto-hule) and pure form (divine thought) and
he knows no higher principle as a starting point for a true
synthesis.

This form-matter religious ground motive not only af-
fected the development of Greek philosophy and science,
it also influenced the Greek conception of politics, law and
the state.

Whereas the Egyptians and Mesopotamians had sought
to integrate their lives in the institution of a divine mon-
archy conceived as the mediator hetween the gods and na-
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ture, and hence as the basis of all ordered social existence
and harmony, the Greeks sought to integrate their lives
in the institution they called the ‘“polis” or city-state.l”
The idea of the “polis” achieved its fullest expression dur-
ing the great classieal period, the fifth and fourth centuries
B.C. Classical city states were extremely varied, and be-
1ind them lay a long complicated history, characterized
umong other things by a very uneven development in size,
n economic activity, in culture and political techniques.
{et every city-state shared a common ground with every
>ther one; they were each of them closed, autonomous
:ommunities in which the sole source of authority was the
:ommunity itself, and not an outside agency, human or
livine, or some individual standing above his fellow-men.
Whereas the Near Eastern ruler legislated and decreed in
the name of a god, and politics was a function of the re-
ligious organization of religion, if not of religion itself,
Greek religion became a function of political organization.
In the Greek city-state kinship, the previously accepted bond
of primitive society, had given way to citizenship. Like-
wise the subservience to the rule of the divine or semi-
divine monarch lost its hold upon the Greeks, and their
own kings either disappeared or became functionaries of
minor importance. City life might not have begun with
the Greeks, but thanks to their political genius it took a
revolutionary emphasis and distinctive form, namely in the
emergence of the ideal of citizenship as the best method
of living a civilized life.!® After the rise of a centralized
system of government at Athens which destroyed the old
kinship and tribal organization of the demes, the city-state
was generally considered the all-inclusive whole of Greek
society. This was due to the fact that the ‘“polis” had
become the center of the cultural religion of the Olympian
gods and the seat of Greek culture and science. By means
of the social organization provided by his ‘“polis” the Greek
citizen believed himself to be superior to his barbarian
neighbors who still roamed the plains as nomads.

Eleutheria—freedom—was perhaps the most favored
word in the Greek political vocabulary. With it a third
dimension was introduced into politics alongside authority
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and obedience, a contradictory dimension leading to tension
and conflict. The polarity between freedom and authority
was the most fructifying element in Greek life, as it neve:
was in the ancient Near East for the simple reason tha
the idea of freedom was basically incompatible with thei:
totally authoritarian notions of society and the cosmos
Thanks to this freedom of thought, the mythopoeic wa:
of regarding the world gave way to the scientific and ra
tional way of regarding it.'* Thanks to this freedom o
thought, the science of history as we know it in the Wester:
world was born in the writings of Herodotus.2¢

With the extension of Greek civilization the Greek
came to make the acquaintance of foreign peoples, somx
of old and advanced societies like Babylon and Egypt, anc
at the other end of the scale, some barbarian peoples suck
as the Scythians, Thracians, and Lybians. The comparison
of different customs, values and social institutions with
those of their own people challenged reflection and criti-
cism. It was this which led to the invention of history,
which is simply the Greek word meaning an investigation
or inquiry. History sought to answer such questions as
how did different peoples come to develop different values,
customs and institutions? Why do the barbarians behave
differently from the Greeks? At first tentatively, such
as Xanthus of Sardes, Hellanicus of Mytilene, and then
confidently like Herodotus, individuals set out to ask ques-
tions of the past, to ask why men did what they did, and,
as R. G. Collingwood writes, “to discover what man is by
telling him what man has done.”?' According to Colling-
wood, “History for Herodotus is humanistic as distinct from
either mythical or theocratic.”’?? Thus in the preface to
his famous Histories of the Persion War he tells us that
his purpose is to describe the deeds of men, and his object
is that these deeds shall not be forgotten by posterity. In
short, the new science of history is to become a source of
knowledge upon which to base future conduct, by telling
us what men have done in the past and why they have
done it.>3

Such investigations showed that profound differences
existed between the institutions and values of the Greeks
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and those of neighboring peoples, as well as the fact that
profound changes had occurred in the realm of Greek
customs and mores during the course of time. At the same
time that the Greek historians were investigating the past,
great dramatists such as Aeschylus, Sophocles, Euripides
ind Aristophanes were probing the deepest recesses of the
wuman heart. In their splendid dramas men saw their
swn hearts held up before them by the poet and saw the
wrocess of conflict in that heart—conflict with itself, with
rute circumstance, with society and government and with
he laws of God and man. Men learned to look deeper
nto the mystery of their souls and to bear themselves dif-
‘erently towards the inner life of their fellow men. Of
all the men of classical antiquity these Greek dramatists
most nearly approached the biblical interpretation of life.
But unlike the great Hebrew prophets they had no solution
to offer for the problems their plays present. In Aeschylus
and Sophocles the capricious jealousy of the gods against
the mortal men of Homeric legend becomes transformed
into the nemesis of Fate which awaits those who break
the eternal laws of the universe and who try to over-reach
themselves. Of both dramatists we may say it was their
purpose to “justify the ways of God to man.” Thus Aeschy-
lus represents human suffering as the punishment of sin,
and Sophocles tries to justify the law of nemesis against
human presumptuousness. In his great choral odes in
Antigone, Sophocles asserts as had never been done before
in ancient paganism the dignity, worth and value of man.24
In this same tragedy we also meet one of the first great
affirmations of the existence of an eternal and immutable
Justice and a justice which human authority ought to ex-
press but all too often fails to express. Thus Sophocles
has his heroine Antigone declare that her conscience is
altogether clear even though she had deliberately over-
stepped a law of King Creon by burying her brother against
his royal decree. She defends her action by appealing to
a law and justice higher than any man-made ordinance:

Your order did not come from Zeus, Justice
That dwells with the gods below, knows no such law.
U did not think your edicts strong enough
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To overrule the unwritten unalterable laws

Of God and heaven, you being only a man;

They are not yesterday or of to-day, but everlasting
Though where they came from, none of us can tell.
Guilty of their transgression before God

I cannot be for any man on earth.2®

As for Euripides no playwright other than Williar
Shakespeare has exerted so great an influence upon th
affairs of mankind. He accomplished a revolution in ht
man thought greater than that of Zarathustra and th
Buddha combined. His plays have been called “the Ne
Testament of paganism” and we may add of atheism, sinc
classical religion before and after Euripides were two dit
ferent things. As Aristophanes said of Euripides, “H
has made men think that there are no gods.” Witl
Euripides the gods became mere natural forces. Destiny
is now regarded as blind chance, and quite irrational
“goddess of change, blind Chance, disposing countless hu-
man lives to misery or fortune.”2¢ Again he says, “The
forces that control our lives are as unpredictable in their
behavior as any capering idiot.”27 As for the gods, Apollo,
he suggests, is only a fiction upheld by the priests of Delphi.
Eros and Aphrodite, Artemis and Dionysus may be divini-
ties, but they look more like irresistible natural powers.
Zeus certainly exists, but what he is no man knows.2®
While not rejecting the gods out of hand, Euripides thinks
of them more as motionless statues, deprived of their inner
content. The speech of Teiresias in the Bacchae may re-
flect his own belief: “We entertain no theories or specula-
tions in divine matters. The beliefs we have received from
our ancestors cannot be destroyed by any argument, nor
by any ingenuity the mind can invent.”2* Yet these gods
are powerless; they cannot contact mankind.

Starting from these ideas of the historians and dram-
atists, a group of men known as the Sophists proceeded
to subject every aspect of Greek political, social and re-
ligious life to scathing criticism and analysis. As the most
gifted of the Sophists, Protagoras put it: “Man is the
measure of all things, of those that are that they are,
and of those that are not that they are not.”?* For the
Sophists all laws, morals, institutions and customs are only
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relatively, not absolutely, valid. There is no absolute
morality and no absolute justice. In Pindar’s words quoted
with approval by Herodotus, “Use and custom is lord of
all.”

Applied to the realm of political discussion these ideas
resulted in the distinction being drawn for the first time
between conventional law and natural law. According to
the Sophist Hippias, conventional law often does violence
to the demands of nature and he therefore regards it as a
despot. The unwritten laws of nature he regards as eternal
and immutable because they spring from a higher source
than the decrees of men. To Hippias’ way of thinking
all men are by nature relatives and fellow citizens, evern
if they are not such in the eyes of positive law.3! As
another Sophist Alcidamas put it: “God made all men
free; nature has made no man a slave.” With one stroke
of his stylus he had undermined the whole prevailing eth-
ical and legal justification for slavery. The Sophist Anti-
phon even denied that there was “naturally” any difference
between a Greek and a barbarian. The Roman Catholic
historian H. A. Rommen in his great work on the history
of the doctrine of Natural Law points out that by thus
contrasting what is naturally right with what is legally
right these Sophists attained at this early age to the idea
of the rights of man and to the idea of the unity of man-
kind.?2

By depreciating nature as the unfolding of an orderless
vital process in the sense of the Greek matter-motive,
Protagoras at the same time depreciated the ancient kin-
ship and tribal organizations. As the centers of the older
natural religions, the latter had preceded the formation of
the Greek polis. Protagoras viewed them as unstable social
products of nature, lacking law and morality. According
to him, legal and ethical norms can only originate from
the nomos (legislation) of the city-state, not from nature.
Thus Protagoras rejected an individualistic conception of
the polis. He thought of it as a real communal whole
whose laws, viewed as the expression of the general opinion
of the democratic community, impose themselves upon the
citizens irrespective of their individual opinions.
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With later Sophists, however, a radically individual-
istic conception of the ‘“polis” emerged. And this radical
individualism, as it is represented by Polos, Thrasymachus
and Callicles, had its background in a shift of emphasis of
the primacy of nomos to nature. But this was now thought
of in Protagoras’ sense of an orderless vital process in
which the stronger individuals have a natural right to op-
press the weaker. It is the Greek matter-motive unchecked
by the form-motive which dominated this radical sophistic
individualism.3?

These Sophists who conceived of “physis’” or nature
as being amoral, ruthless, “red in tooth, and claw,” taught
that human nature was naturally hedonistic and self-as-
sertive and that men were either lovers of pleasure or
lovers of power. For Antiphon “nature” is simply egoism
or self-interest. The man who follows his own nature
would always do the best he could for himself. The argu-
ment of Thrasymachus that justice is only the ‘“‘interest
of the stronger,” since in every state the ruling class make
those laws which it considers most conducive to its own
class advantage, is in the same spirit. Nature is not a
rule of right but a rule of strength. A similar point is
made by Callicles in Plato’s dialogue, the Gorgias, when
he argues that natural justice is the right of the strong
man and that legal justice is merely a fiction invented by
the ruling class to protect its own interest.3*

From the biblical point of view these Greek dramatists
and Sophists were the few honest men in classical antiquity.
They alone recognized the fact of sin in man but they did
not call it by such a name. They alone saw through the
pretensions of the free citizens and ruling classes of Greece
that the “polis” was the embodiment not of justice and
harmony but of brute power. They alone had the moral
courage to face the truth that human beings are not natur-
ally good nor that they can achieve perfection by knowl-
edge. Modern humanist historians, philosophers and ideal-
istic theologians have completely failed to appreciate the
tremendous significance of these Greek Sophists. Refusing
to admit the awful truth about human nature which these
ancient critics of the City of Man propounded with such
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devastating effect, neither ancient humanists nor modern
ones have accorded to these men the full praise they have
deserved but have dismissed them as misanthropists. Had
Plato and Aristotle admitted the truth about human nature
and human reason revealed by these Sophists, they would
not have elaborated their idealistic systems of political sci-
ence which are nothing less than ideological rationaliza-
tions of vested interests.

As may be imagined, the ideas of the Sophists and
dramatists created a ferment in Athens and wherever they
spread. The working classes and lower orders of Greek
society seized upon them as a means of winning and ex-
tending the franchise and their liberties. By calling in
question every accepted political, religious and moral value
of the city-state it created a crisis in Greek civilization of
the first order. As Zeller said:

Sophism had by its philosophic scepticism not
merely thrown doubts on the possibility of science but
by its relativistic theories and the thorough-going in-
dividualism of some of its members had shaken the
existing authorities of religion, state and family to
their foundations.3®

C. Plato’s Doctrine of Man in Society

1t is therefore not surprising that as a result of this
scathing attack upon all existing institutions and values
civil war broke out in the Greek city-states. This internal
schism came to a head in the great Peloponnesian war
which divided Greece at the close of the fifth century and
in which Athens and Sparta took the leading role. Each
city appealed to the kindred faction in the city-state op-
posed to it, and every city divided against itself. As Lowes
Dickinson wrote: “The general Greek conception of the
ordered state was so far from being realized in practice
that probably at no time in the history of the civilized
world has anarchy more complete and cynical prevailed.”3¢
Describing this spirit of faction and class warfare as it
first showed itself at Corcyra, the great Greek historian
Thucydides writes in his History of the Peloponnesian War:
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Such was the savagery of the class-war at Corcyra
as it developed and it made the deeper impression
through being the first of its kind. . . In every polis
there were struggles between the leaders of the pro-
letariat and the reactionaries. .. This access of class-
war brought corresponding calamities upon the coun-
tries of Hellas—calamities that occur and will continue
toaoccur so long as human nature remains what it
is.37

Thus was the mortal blow dealt to the classical quest
for a harmonious social life centered in the city-state. Ac-
cording to Arnold Toynbee in his Study of History, “In
prospecting for a date for the breakdown of Hellenic
Society the historian would probably lay his finger on the
outbreak of the Peloponnesian War in 431 B.C., a social
catastrophe which Thucydides denounced at the time as
‘a beginning of great evils for Hellas’ . . . the mortal blow
was delivered six hundred years earlier than Gibbon sup-
posed, and the hand that dealt it was the victim’s own.”38

Instead of resolving the tensions generated within Hel-
lenic society by the acid criticism of the dramatists and
Sophists by establishing social justice for all, the ruling
classes, first of Greece then later of the Roman Empire,
proceeded to tighten their grip upon the common people
and the slaves. To justify such exploitation to themselves,
it was necessary to work out an ideology of power in terms
of which to justify their right to rule. It had to be shown
that the only way to make Hellenic society safe for civiliza-
tion was to entrust political power to the hands of the few,
rather than of the many, as the Sophists were demanding.
Such an ideology of power was provided for the political
world of classical antiquity by Plato, Aristotle, Polybius,
Livy and Vergil. Concurrently with these attempts to justi-
fy and rationalize power, power itself became more and
more concentrated into the hands of smaller groups of
men, until it was eventually summed up in the claims to
total sovereignty over society of Augustus Caesar and his
successors. With the destruction of citizenship as a mean-
ingful concept that occurred with the downfall of the
Roman Republic at the Battle of Actium in 31 B.C.,3° the
individual was once more reduced to the level of insigni-
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ficance he had previously suffered under the Oriental
despotic monarchies of the Ancient Near and Far East.
The classical humanist quest for excellence and virtue was
surrendered in exchange for security and protection, and
the hopes of mankind became placed in the august hands
of the Caesars of Rome and Constantinople to whom men
henceforth placed themselves in tutelage.

The first great thinker to provide the ruling classes
of Graeco-Roman society with an ideology by means of
which to justify their exercise of power was Plato. His
first ambition had been to enter public life in the role of
a reformer of his country’s ills. Then he discovered his
true vocation as a man of thought and so founded the
Academy where he hoped to train the future rulers, both
of Athens and of other Greek city-states. The pernicious
intellectual influences emanating from Plato’s Academy in
the ancient world have only been equalled in modern times
by those emerging from L’Ecole Polytechnique in nineteen-
th-century Paris and the London School of Economics in
the twentieth-century.?® May Protestant Christians who
sneer at the vital necessity for Christian schools and uni-
versities realize before it is too late the power exercised
by secular humanist universities and schools to shape the
future development of Western society.

For Plato, as for all succeeding philosophical idealists,
the secret of power is ‘“order”; and order both within the
individual and within society, if it is to be well-founded,
must be “just”; that is, it must bear or appear to bear a
definite and intelligible relation to a cosmic principle which
lies deeper than all mere conventions of behavior, whether
of individual or social life. Plato was thus committed to
the discovery of such a principle of order and stability as
the basis for a valid science both of “nature” and of “man.”
In other words, to answer the Sophist charge that the
institution of slavery, the degradation of women and the
ruthless exploitation of the proletariat was unjust because
it was against the natural law of the universe, Plato had
to try to prove that, on the contrary, slavery, the inferiority
of women and the exploitation of human labor were all just
because they were all founded on principles of ultimate
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reality. As Benjamin Farrington has pointed out in his
book, Greek Science:

The new conception of science which came in with
Plato and Aristotle demonstrably had its origin in the
new form of society which rested on the division be-
tween citizen and slave. There is no aspect of Plato’s
thought which does not reflect a fundamental dichoto-
my derived from this division in society. In the de-
veloped theory of slavery the slave was not regarded
as a rational being. The master alone was capable
of reason, the slave might hold ‘“correct opinion” if
he strictly followed the directions of his master. This
master-and-slave relation became fundamental for Pla-
to’s thought in every sphere.t!

For Plato such a principle of “order” cannot be dis-
covered by mere observation of the phenomenal world but
exists in a postulated ideal world of pure thought and
hence it is “hard to communicate.”” Nevertheless, Plato
claimed that he had found it. Where? The answer is in
the philosophical speculations of the Ionian thinkers. But
whereas these men had sought to make the universe amen-
able to rational inquiry and scientific treatment, and hence
capable of being controlled by man, now Plato reversed
the process and he tried to “theologize” physics as a method
of controlling men. By interpreting politics in terms of
‘“‘physiecs” he hoped to show that there is a parallel between
the ‘“legitimate” and the ‘“natural.”’+2

Plato’s “theological physics” are set forth in his dia-
logue, the Timaeus. In this dialogue Plato gives us an
account of his world-view or cosmology. Behind the world
we see with our senses there is, declares Plato, another
world of pure thought. It is ruled by a Cosmic Mind or
Intelligence who is not only the author of all motion and
movement in our phenomenal world but also of the char-
acteristic structure of the universe and all that it contains.

In this theory we can see Plato trying to express the
important truth that God’s Law for his creation is not to
be found in any subject-object functioning. Plato realized
that there exists both subjects and objects and so he grant-
ed the subject-object relation. But the Law was something
different from both. The Law was a separate realm of
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law-essences., This Platonic ontological view is known as
realism. Of this Platonic realism Evan Runner has this
to say:

In this Platonic realism we once more find an-
alytical advance that does not bring us one whit closer
to the Truth. . .. It is, of course, correct to say, as
Plato does, that the Law is not something within the
cosmos of functions. But Plato does not say that be-
cause, being in the grip of the Word of God, he knows
the truth about the Law. . . . Analytically, Plato has
found difficulties with identifying the Law with any
functions. But that does not bring him to the Truth
about the Law. For the Truth cannot be found an-
alytically. Without the revealing POWER of the Word
of God Plato can only use his analytical results in the
service of one more religious distortion. And that is
what realism is.

Plato taught a separate world of law-essences, of
things that are at one and the same time abiding and
sure principles of oughtness and perfect eternal models
of all earthly forms of existence. I am speaking of
Plato’s world of ideas. In this world we find, for
instance, what it is for the good to be, or the law for
the good. But this law is itself a perfect Thing, a
substance; it is the Good itself. Likewise, we find
there what it is for the beautiful to be, or the law
for the beautiful; but again, the law is also a Thing,
the Beautiful itself. And so also we find in this world
of ideas Man Himself (the law for what it is to be
man).

These law-essences are law substances that simply
subsist in the cosmos and have the force of law. Gods
and men are subject to them. They are called purely
intelligible essences, which means that they are beheld
by mind alone and not by the changing senses. It
is right at this point that we see the apostate char-
acter of Platonic realism. Really to known the Law
is to tremble before the God of the whole earth, Whose
word the Law is. In Plato the law has been divorced
from the sovereign God; it exists in itself. It is sub-
stance. And it is intelligible substance. That is, with
all the supposed calmness and self-possession of nor-
maley I simply look out with my Mind toward a realm
of eternally-existent, purely intelligible law-essences
and behold the Truth. And it is not the religious
depth-relation to God that is necessary here to know
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the Law and the Truth but only our rational life ele-
vated to the heart-position. The veritable Truth of
God, that reality is the covenant of life between man
and God, has been utterly lost sight of. Whatever may
be correct and noble in Plato’s analysis, we have to
do in his philosophy primarily with the falsity of
apostasy. Plato, fallen from his representative place
(Office) in the cosmos, cannot “see” the nature of
the Truth.*?

In short it is the difference between Isaiah’s vision of
the dependence of the creation upon the will of the living
God of Israel and that of a blind man trying to describe
the sound of the trumpet to a deaf man. H. Wheeler Robin-
son, writing of the Hebrew conception of Nature in his
work Inspiration and Revelation in the Old Testament, says:

The Hebrew vocabulary includes no word equiva-
lent to our term “Nature.” This is not surprising if
by Nature we mean ‘“the creative and regulative phy-
sical power which is conceived of as operating in the
physical world and as the immediate cause of all its
phenomena.” The only way to render this idea into
Hebrew would be to say simply “God.” In fact we
may say that such unity as ‘“Nature” possessed in
Hebrew eyes came to it through its absolute depend-
ence on God its Creator and Upholder. It has been
said that “Greek philosophy began, as it ended, with
the search for what was abiding in the flux of things”
(J. Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy, p. 156). The He-
brew found that in God.**

Returning to Plato’s cosmology we may further note
that his Cosmic Mind does not operate in vacuc. On the
contrary, it presupposes a substrate of uncreated primordi-
al matter, variously described by Plato as Necessity, blind
chance or the “errant cause.”” This primordial matter is
in a state of perpetual insignificant flux until it receives
the “forms” or “patterns’” which Mind or Intelligence im-
poses upon it. Thus in Plato’s own words, “The genesis
of this universe may be ascribed to a combination of In-
telligence with Necessity, the one influencing the other so
as to bring what comes into being to the best possible is-
sue.”* In this Platonic world-view matter and motion,
considered in abstraction, are neither good nor bad. They
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only become bad when they are impressed with form in
the phenomenal world. On the other hand, the forms or
patterns, which by impressing themselves on matter impart
to it the nature of physical bodies, do not on that account
lose anything of their formal character; they remain for-
ever timeless and immutable. Thus in the process of be-
coming, as Plato sees it, the role of Mind or Intelligence
is not so much creative as demiurgic; that is to say, Mind
or Intelligence is conceived as a Craftsman who makes use
of the material he has rather than an original and true
Creator of matter ex nihilo (out of nothing) in the Chris-
tian sense of God as the Creator. Plato’s God merely
furnishes the “archetypes” of being. As G. Grube suggests:

In teaching this Plato remains true to the old
Greek principle that nothing can be created out of
nothing and, within the myth itself, his Maker is not
a creator in the strict sense. Above and beyond him
are the eternal Forms, a pattern to which by the very
nature of his being he must needs conform.*"

The idea of an absolute creation and of a creative act
which presupposes nothing at all, whether a pre-existing
matter or a pre-existing form, is an idea which originated
solely with the Hebrews and constitutes the fundamental
differentiation between the biblical idea of God and the
Greek.

Because of his prejudice against the physical and ma-
terial aspect of human life Plato conceived of the Cosmic
Mind’s effort to impart form and structure to matter as
being difficult, and as a result matter is regarded as a
principle of disorder, if not a positive source of evil. The
world of “body,” that is, the material organism of the Uni-
verse, therefore never really becomes, since to do so would
be to transcend its nature as a body. It always remains
a mere reflection of the patterns in the real intelligible
world. In the real world, of course, everything realizes
its entire nature simultaneously; e.g., all the properties of
a triangle are present in the triangle at any given moment.
And so for Plato the world of becoming in time, temporal
succession, is merely the “moving image” of eternity. Such
a view of matter marked a radical departure from the
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Ionian point of view, which had been that there is a neces-
sary order in the material world, and that the human
mind grasps truth in so far as it grasps this necessary
order. This order they believed could only be grasped by
sense-evidence. For Plato, however, true science is teleo-
logical. It consists in interpreting phenomena in the light
of the ends at which the Mind, which strives to direct all
things, is presumed to aim. These ends are discovered,
not by observation, but by reason. Not by trying to act
upon nature, but by argument about ends, will the truth
be discovered. According to B. Farrington the explanation
for this reversal in Plato’s approach to reality is due to
his attempt to justify the institution of slavery.

The master-slave relation provides the basic pat-
tern for both Plato’s and Aristotle’s thought in every
sphere.*?

“Both men,” says Farrington, “viewed the master-and-
slave relation as a pattern that pervades all nature, and
hence both regarded matter as being refractory, disorderly
and disobedient. The Supreme Mind has as much difficulty
in making matter do what he wants as does the master in
making the slave do what he wants.”*8

Such an approach to reality was bound to stultify all
true scientific thinking about Nature, and Plato must there-
fore be held responsible, along with his pupil Aristotle,
for arresting the development of Greek science. Until
the Christian Church restored dignity to labor and abolish-
ed the universal cleavage of ancient society between free-
man and slave there would be no advancement of Natural
Science.

Plato’s cosmology not only arrested the development
of natural science by separating the logic of science from
its experimental practice; it also foisted a doctrine of hu-
man nature upon Western men which was to arrest the
development of individual personality. To begin with, Plato
envisaged man as a microcosm of the universe, a composite
of “body,” “soul” and “mind.” In this psychological hybrid,
neither Christian nor scientific, the part Plato defined as
mind was dogmatically identified with the cosmic principle
and conceived as a “scintilla,” a sort of chip off the Cosmic
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block and divine essence, and hence under certain conditions
it is held to be capable of apprehending the archetypal
forms. This composite, however, includes elements which
are held by Plato to be extraneous to this principle, viz.,
those which make up the “body” and “soul.” Plato’s doctrine
of matter as a principle of disorder and limitation gives
rise to grave problems which affeet his anthropology. Is
the material body, for example, to be thought of merely as
a tomb or prison-house as Pythagoras had suggested? If
so, it would follow that the supreme problem of mankind
must be one of escape. A hardly less serious difficulty
is that which concerns the human essence, whether or not
its character is archetypal. By suggesting that matter is
evil and a principle of disorder raises in an acute form the
question of individuality. As the late-lamented Charles
Cochrane asked:

To see in matter merely a principle of limitation

. . would be to raise in an acute form the question

of individuality; to ask in effect whether Peter, Paul

and John are not essentially one; destined as such

to self-realization only as they succeed in discarding

that which “separates” them as individuals in order to
find their place in a comprehensive whole.4?

If the humanity of the individual, that is, his essential
spiritual being, is by nature substantially based upon only
a participation in a common Universal Mind or Reason,
then in relation to men it must inevitably work out as the
recognition of that element which is common to all; of that
which is alike in all, and hence to deny any significance
whatsoever to individuality as such. For Plato it would
appear that the individual does not matter, except insofar
as he participates in a Cosmic Mind. All that is essential
about the individual is that which is in him by virtue of
which he belongs to the species, that which is typical in him,
that which is the same in all, the universal, that which is
rational.

That Plato has in fact sacrificed the individual in the
collectivity is apparent to any attentive reader of The
Republic. In this political tract for his times freedom for
Plato has no meaning except in regard to function. The
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individual counts only as the performer of his work within
the State and his importance depends upon the value of
the work he does. As Ernest Barker puts it:

What Plato’s Republic provides its citizens is not
so much freedom and protection as a definite life . . .
all the opportunities of a civilized existence. Thus
liberty is found in the services or the function that
each individual performs.5®

As Plato sees it, the individual cannot be distinguished
from the State in which he lives and which he thinks is
rooted and grounded in the very constitution of the human
mind, and being so grounded the polis must be perfectly
natural and not a product of a social contract as the Soph-
ists taught. The State is natural because it is an institu-
tion for that moral perfection of man to which his nature
moves. All features of its life—slavery, private property,
and the inferiority of women—are for Plato justified be-
cause or insofar as they serve that purpose. The existence of
the Greeks polis is thus justified by Plato in terms of its
purpose or end, which is to make possible a civilized life,
rather than in terms of its origin.

A moral life for Plato consists in every part of the
soul subjecting itself to, and developing in accordance with,
the law of its life which the insight of its reasoning part,
the mind, has dictated. It is only when the appetitive part
of the individual stands in subservience to the reasoning
part that it succeeds in achieving the good life for itself.
In his famous simile of the charioteer driving the unruly
steeds of passion, Plato implies that a truly human order
is one which involves the subjection to reason of all ele-
ments of irrationality; and this order he declares to be a
replica or counterpart to the fixed and immutable order of
the heavens.’!

As the individual is divided into three parts, so the
State rests upon a threefold division. The slaves and work-
ers living ‘“by their bellies and loins” correspond to the ap-
petitive element in the individual. The police and soldiers,
in whom bravery and the martial spirit predominate, cor-
respond to the soul or spirit of the individual. The rulers
or guardians, in whom the reasoning faculty predominates,
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correspond to the intellectual faculty of the individual. The
ultimate organization of the Greek polis must thus rest
upon a rational organization, and hence it is necessary to
restore oligarchy in place of democracy. Aptitude to
govern, rather than mere desire and will to rule, becomes
Plato’s criterion by which the individual’s place in the polis
is determined. The Athenian workers and slaves are justly
deprived of any Sophistic ‘“natural rights” to liberty and
equality with their superior masters and rulers. The lib-
erties of literature and thought and artistic expression are
also drastically reduced. Everyone is to read only those
books and to see only those plays which portray the gods
as good, and a rigid censorship is suggested as the answer
to the acid criticism of sophistic and dramatic individual-
ism. Likewise, social customs must be controlled in the
interests of stability and harmony. Men only may make
love in a given way and be educated by the state in accord-
ance with the Platonic world-view. As in men’s hearts, so
in the city, order must be imposed and all individual self-
expression suppressed. Not even the rulers are exempt
from this rigid regimentation. They are subjected to the
rigors of an education combining Spartan simplicity and
Platonic scholarship. Just in case the guardians forget
their duties, Plato devised effective sanctions in the
common-ownership of property and of wives.

In Plato’s Republic, then, individualism has been suf-
focated in collectivism. In a word Plato has laid down the
program of both classical Caesarism and modern totali-
tarianism.

If he were alive today he would no doubt give his full
approval to the Chinese Communist attempt to ‘“com-
munize” the people of China and deprive them of the last
vestiges of their humanity and individuality. Like the
Communists Plato has identified liberty with the economic,
military and deliberative service of the State.

D. Aristotle’s Doctrine of Man in Society

Unlike his master, Aristotle begins his attempt to save
the Greek city-state from collapse by envisaging the prin-
ciple of order as immanent rather than transcendent; that
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is, as diffused through individual objects in nature rather
than hidden up in the heavens. Where Plato had separated
the world of sense perception from the world of pure
“ideas” or “forms,” the proper objects of scientific, neces-
sary and true knowledge, Aristotle transfers the “ideas”
as the form which determines the formless matter into the
individual object, which therefore becomes for him the
primary substance. Our concern is not with Aristotle’s
theory of knowledge and of universals, but only with its
application to homo sapiens, that is, with its utility as the
basis for a “science” of human nature. And here we may
note, to begin with, that Aristotle accepts without question
the radical distinction between form and matter inherent.
in Platonic idealism, and like Plato he looks upon matter as
a principle of disorder. As with Plato, the master-and-
slave relation provides the basic pattern for his thought in
every sphere. By calling slavery natural Aristotle meant,
as Gregory Vlastos pointed out, that “it follows a pattern
that pervades all nature.” In Aristotles own words:

In all cases where there is a compound, consti-
tuted of more than one part but forming one common
entity . . . a ruling element and a ruled can always be
traced. This characteristic (i.e., the presence of ruled
and ruling elements) is present in inanimate beings
by virtue of the whole constitution of nature, inani-
mate as well as animate; for even in things which are
inanimate there is a sort of ruling principle, such as is
to be found, for example, in musical harmony.52

In other words, there is a principle of rule and sub-
ordination in nature at large. For Aristotle, therefore,
order in nature appears in the imposition of form and
structure upon a recalcitrant matter. But whereas Plato
believed in the existence of Forms apart from matter, Aris-
totle rejects their hypostatization and declares that Matter
and Form appear as two aspects of existence. Basing him-
self upon the work of the Ionian thinkers, Aristotle worked
out a theory of causation which could best account for de-
velopment in nature. Out of the Ionian reflections upon
the nature of things from Thales to himself, Aristotle saw
emerging a fourfold theory of cause.
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The early Ionians, with their quest for a first principle
had been looking for the MATERIAL cause of things. The
Pythagoreans, with their emphasis on numbers, had hinted
at the FORMAL cause. Heraclitus, with the active role he
assigns to fire, and Anaximenes with his doctrine of air
had been concerned to find the EFFICIENT cause. Soc-
rates, in insisting that the reason for things being thus
rather than so because it’s best that they should be as they
are, had suggested the FINAL cause. Taking up these four
causes, Aristotle declared that to possess the complete ra-
tional explanation of any product of nature or art, one
would have to know first out of what thing the particular
object under investigation had grown or had been made,
what is the element in the concrete thing before us which is
combined with a certain type of form or structure. This
Aristotle called the material cause of the thing. We must
also know what is the characteristic form or structure which
is combined with material in the individual thing now
before us. This is what Aristotle called the source of the
motion and later known in logic as the efficient cause. And
most important of all, we must know what the object before
us will be when and if the process of its making or growing
has reached completion. This Aristotle called the “end” or
“cause” as end or “final cause.”?® In this scheme for obtain-
ing knowledge of the facts and objects of nature the ex-
cellence of such facts and objects must be appraised in
terms of their ends, and for Aristotle natural and biological
processes only acquired meaning and value so far as they
tended in the direction ordained by nature, that is, towards
the realization of their appropriate form.

Applying this scheme to human beings means under-
standing them from the standpoint of their entelechy, that
is, as impelled by the law of their nature towards a pre-
determined type. The type in question is unique, being
made up of body, soul, and mind, the last of which consti-
tutes its differentia. Man is distinguished from all other
living beings by his Mind or Reason, which enters from
outside into the soul-germ which is transmitted from the
father to the child, and which remains unaffected by the
death of the body. For such a composite creature as man
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the “goods” must also be composite; for while its ultimate
excellence may well be that of scientific contemplation, this
mind has no residence apart from the body and soul in
which it finds itself. Man achieves his telos by education
into citizenship. As the highest good for any organism is
to be found in the complete development of the nature of
that organism, and therefore the realization of all its most
distinctive qualities, so man must strive after his particular
good and realize his full humanity, that is, his rational facul-
ties. It is therefore in the life of reason that the true end
of man must be sought. Aristotle distinguished two kinds
of reason: the practical reason and theoretical reason with
universal and unalterable truths. In fact it is only in the
activity of the latter type of reason that man can achieve
his true end and live the highest kind of good life, because
reason is the expression of the divine in man. The good
life in the last resort is in the life of the mind, whether it
is devoted to creation, to art, or the quest for knowledge in
science and philosophy. In other words, Aristotle like
Plato has sought to justify the life of leisure of the ruling
classes of Greece by grounding it in a doctrine of the su-
periority of reason over the base passions which they fondly
believed resided in the breasts of the slaves whom Aristotle
defined as “living tools.”

Despite superficial differences, the picture of human
nature thus presented by Aristotle points to conclusions
identical with those of Plato. While disagreeing with his
Master on his doctrine of Forms, Aristotle nevertheless
fully agrees with Plato in supposing that the individual
substance possesses significance only, so to speak, as the
carrier of a type. Likewise, both thinkers are agreed that,
while everything in man belongs to the ephemeral world
of “becoming” and “appearance,” the typical rationality in
men alone is permanent, essential and intelligible. For
both it is not the individual that matters but the genera
Man. The idea of Man is eternal, immutable, and neces-
sary; the individual is only a temporary and accidental
being partaking of the Universal Form of Man. Writing of
Arigtotle’s system, Etienne Gilson says:
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While the reality of the individual in Aristotle’s
thought is much more strongly developed than it is in
Plato, nevertheless in both the universal is the im-
portant thing. Although the only real substances he
will recognize are the men, that is to say, the svecific
form of humanity as individualized by matter, Aris-
totle considers the multiplicity of the individuals as
a mere substitute for the unity of the species. In de-
fault of an Humanity which cannot exist apart, nature
contents herself with the small change, that is to say
with men. Kach is born, lives a brief span, and dis-
appears for ever without leaving a trace behind; but
what does that matter if new men are born, live and
die, and are, in their turn, replaced by others? Individ-
uals pass away; but the species endures.™

Again, like Plato, Aristotle taught that for the realiza-
ion of his rational and intellectual life man requires to
ive the life of the polis. Thus conceived, the polis consti-
tutes a response to the specifically human demand for a
specifically human order. The State is at once due to man’s
reason and it is also the necessary expression of this reason.
The good of the State and the good of the individual are for
Aristotle one and the same thing.

Far from the State being a means for keeping the
middle classes in power as the Sophists had declared and
as something “naturally” immoral and “naturally” unjust,
it is on the contrary natural and proper in the sense that
the State is man’s destination in which and through which
his “telos” or “end” is realized. It is therefore natural inso-
far as man is concerned. But its ‘“naturalness” is in no
sense that of a mere spontaneous growth. On the contrary,
it is that of an institution designed within limits determined
by the potentialities of the material, to secure mankind from
“accident” or “spontaneity,” thereby making possible the
attainment of his proper telos or end. From this point of
view the order embodied in the polis is admittedly unhistor-
ical. What it offers, indeed, is immunity from the slings
and arrows of outrageous fortune and chance. And this is
why, declares Aristotle, “the man who first invented the
state was the greatest of benefactors.” The State is natural
then, not in the sense that it is a product of historical
growth, but in the sense that it is only in the State that a
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“civilized” as opposed to a “barbarous” life is possible.
Though the State came into existence for the sake of mere
life, it exists for the sake of the good life. For man’s end
is not reached until his well-being is secured, and it is this
which drives him on from primitive existence in a family
tribe, and village towards life in the polis, and it is both the
aim and the cause of the whole process. As we have seen
to say that the State secures the end of man is with Aris
totle equivalent to describing it as his nature because th:
realization of the nature of everything is its end. Agains
the Sophists, then, Aristotle finds the polis natural anc
essential to man, since it is only in the State that all man’s
latent possibilities ecan come into full play. The object of
history for Aristotle is not the emergence of individua:
persons but of the State.?®

Just as the State is thus “natural” for man, and there-
fore the Sophists’ charge that it is unnatural is nonsense,
so their demand for the equality of all men, women and
slaves as well as free men is also rubbish. Economic and
social inequalities are not due to the injustice of the ruling
class. On the contrary, they arise out of the very nature
of man. True equality, says Aristotle, does not consist as
the Sophists believe in every man counting for one and no
more than one. Equality does not mean the levelling of all
social distinctions or depriving the rich of their wealth. For
true equality is not numerical at all but something pro-
portional. It is not the equality of unit to unit but of ratio
to ratio. Equality means not that the recognition of the
better man is equal to the recognition of the worse but that
the ratio between the recognition and the merit in one case
is equal to the ratio in the other. True equality will there-
fore preserve rather than obliterate the distinctions be-
tween men. As Barker puts it:

A liberty which is subjection to a moral end, and
an equality which consists in inequality are the guiding
concepts of Aristotle.’¢

It is this assumption of the natural inequality of
human beings which underlies both Plato’s and Aristotle’s
anthropology and attendant sociology. Upon this idea turns
their theories of human government and society. For both
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thinkers the production of capital and consumer goods in
a civilized society should be carried on by slaves because,
it is claimed, slaves lack a truly human, that is, a rational
nature. In Aristotle’s terrible phrase they are “living
:001s.” On the other hand, government and the ownership
ightly rests in the hands of the ruling class because by
rery virtue of their wealth and position they have proved
hemselves to be superior beings, that is to say, they possess
he best intellects and the most self-control. Thus reason
onstitutes the cornerstone of their social science. Un-
ortunately, what Plato and Aristotle took to be the right
lictates of pure reason were in fact nothing but their own
ielf-righteous rationalizations. What they conceived the
ibsolute values of human existence in general, namely
such values as slavery, the inferiority of women and the
natural right of the Greek middle classes to rule and ex-
ploit the working classes, were in fact nothing but vast
generalizations from existing institutions which they were
so anxious to justify and preserve.

At the center of their thinking was the idea that the
polis exists not only to make men obedient but also to make
them virtuous. In other words the city-state was to be-
come both the source and the executor of moral value. The
sole and exclusive moral fulfillment of human beings they
held to lie in citizenship. Man can only become virtuous as
a member of the polis and in obedience to its laws. All edu-
cation and all morality in consequence becomes politics. As
Rommen points out:

The Greeks and the Romans knew only a politico-
legal morality. The city-state in their view is the
ultimate and absolutely supreme pedagogue, the ful-
fillment of the moral being of man.®

This idea that the individual can only realize his true
destiny in the polis presupposes that men are in fact at
liberty to choose between such abstract alternatives as
“vice” and “virtue.” But this presupposition is wholly fal-
lacious, since it implies that human beings stand in no es-
sential relation to social reality which in point of fact they
themselves constitute. This defect, of course, is not acci-
dental but springs directly out of the logic which, by ignor--
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ing this relationship, grossly misconceives the true nature
of the “law” actually operating in human society. The logic
in question is that of classical idealism. As Cochrane
pointed out:

The radical error of Classicism is to suppose that
the history of mankind can properly be apprehended
in terms applicable to the study of “objects” in “na-
ture,” i.e.. in the light of the conventional concepts of
form and matter.5s

Cochrane then showed that such a methodology reduces
the individual human being to the dimensions of a “speci-
men”’ embodying a type. But he says: ‘This is to abstract
from all those features which give to him his specific char-
acter . .. to envisage him in this light involves the assump-
tion that he becomes fully ‘intelligible’ in terms of structure
and funetion or, as Aristotle had put it, of ‘what he was
to be.” 7’59

How then can we account for social change and
growth? Classical idealism does so by denying that the
type does or could possibly change. It merely renews itself
incessantly in and through the individual, while the indi-
vidual for his part achieves fulfillment that is his end by
virtue of this incessant renewal of himself in the type.
From this schematized picture of human nature certain im-
portant implications for the idealist theory of human re-
lationships emerge. According to Cochrane, “It appears to
suggest that the sole essential and intrinsic relation of the
individual is with the type to which he belongs.”’¢?

In that case Cochrane asks, “What becomes of the re-
lationships of individuals with one another?” If we rele-
gate them to the realm of merely conventional they are
admitted to be unnatural. To avoid such a conclusion
classical idealism tried to establish a true principle of inte-
gration, and this, as we have seen, it discovered in the
notion of justice. As it stands, both Plato’s conception and
Aristotle’s idea of justice are wholly formal. And so they
gave it content by identifying it with the ‘“‘justice” of the
city-state, that is, with the existing social relationships.
According to Cochrane:
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It is precisely at this point that the idealist com-
mits the crime of Prometheus in seeking to appropri-
ate what belongs to Zeus . . . In other words what he
does is to treat knowledge not as a means to “wisdom”
but as a source of “power.” The power to which he thus
aspires proves, however, to be quite illusory. For what
he has in fact accomplished is to substitute his notion
of order for the order which exists in the universe; the
fictitious for the actual . . . His problem is thus to give
currency to this counterfeit of cosmic order by pursuad-
ing or compelling men to accept it as genuine. The
effort to do so constitutes the history of “politics” in
classical antiquity.®!

Just as Plato’s and Aristotle’s teleological modes of
explanation were to arrest the development of Greek sci-
ence, so their attempt to explain human nature in terms of
substance and form were to hold back the development of
a true personalism. In other words, their misguided ef-
forts to justify slavery and the inequality of women and
working men by understanding such inequalities as
“natural” and required by the nature of ultimate reality al-
lowed such inequalities to continue to exist long after they
were dead. Of both it can be truly said that the “evil that
men do (and think) lives after them; the good is oft in-
terred with their bones.”

E. Stoicism and Natural Law

Not even the genius of Aristotle could quench the flame
of freedom and the sense of the dignity of man as a human
being which was lighted by the ingsight of the great Greek
dramatists and the Sophist critics of existing institutions
in the Greek city-state, such as slavery and the degrada-
tion of women and boys. In Greek and later Roman Stoi-
cism the idea of humanity and the rights of man as man
were recovered and reasserted. Gilbert Murray said of
Stoicism that it was ‘“the greatest system of organized
thought which the mind of man had built up for itself in
the Graeco-Roman world before the coming of Christian-
ity.”¢2 Like the Roman Emuvire, with which it is usually
associated, Stoicism contained within itself the seeds of
its own corruption. In its later and most influential man-
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ifestations, it can hardly be considered a philosophy at all.
By the time of Epictetus and the Roman Emperor Marcus
Aurelius it had become, to all intents and purposes, little
more than a psychological therapeutic, a private bulwark
against the ravages of spiritual, moral and political angst
of a Roman aristocracy under the iron grip of an immut-
ably autocratic orientalized imperial absolutism.

Thus a sharp distinction has to be made between Stoi-
cism properly considered, the philosophy formulated in the
Hellenistic era by Zeno of Citium, and the adaptation of
Stoic ethics to the requirements of the Roman nobility from
the late Roman Republic onwards. Yet even in the begin-
ning Stoicism has the air of emerging to fill an historical
vacuum rather than as a genuine new contribution to the
history of thought. It is eclectic, makeshift and riddled
with contradictions. Behind it lies not the unifying power
of a great mind, but the shadow of a tremendous social
transition and change in the conditions of human life. The
city-state was dead, dragged into the junk room of history
by the military genius first of Macedon and then of Rome.
While the old forms of life in the polis may have continued
under Alexander and his successors, the. Antigonidae, the
Seleucidae, and later the Caesars of Rome, the old sense
of citizenship became more and more bereft of all mean-
ing.%% A new sense of cosmopolitanism was adrift in a
new world without guidance, the prey to conflicting desires
and fears. As Bevan strikingly put it in his book Stoics
and Sceptics:

Some ring-wall must be built against chaos. High
over the place where Zeno talked could be described
the wall, built generations before, under the terror of
a Persian attack, built in haste of the materials which
lay to hand, the drums of columns fitted together just
as they were with the regular stones. That heroic
wall still looks over the roofs of modern Athens. To
Zeno it might have been a parable of his own teach-
ing.%4

In short, Stoicism came to birth at a time when the
foundations were being shaken. The conquests of Alex-
ander had disintegrated the whole life of the Greek city-
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state. Worse still, Scepticism like modern logical positivism
had shaken the foundations of knowledge, and men were
left in a situation in which were many voices to tell them
that there was nothing certain in this world in which to
believe except the one fact that nothing is certain. In such
a situation men needed, above all, reassurance, guidance,
a scale of values in terms of which the individual could
make sense of the bewildering and confusing events of the
age. It is a dilemma which we today can at once recognize.

Any philosophy which proposed to give men something
to hang onto in a shifting world thus had to begin by
proving that certainty is possible. As Bevan writes, “Dog-
ma in our day suggests an unnecessary intellectual garment
which trammels and incommodes the mind; we hardly
realize the bitter need for dogma felt by minds which have
been stripped shivering naked.”®> For the Stoics philosophy
was not a pleasant, intellectual pursuit of some speculative
truth; it was the desperate search for something firm in an
agonizing world. It is for this reason that Stoicism had to
start with logic. A theory of knowledge was a primary
necessity in a world of universal scepticism. Without that
the Stoic philosopher could not even begin.

The Stoic philosopher was faced with a situation in
which he was confronted with two principles which cancel
each other out. First, there was the principle that all
knowledge comes through the senses and through sense
impressions. Second, there was the main sceptical position
that knowledge which comes through the senses can never
be trusted and can never be certain. If the tension between
these two principles is allowed to remain, it must mean
that there can be no such thing as any certain knowledge
of reality. The Stoic began with the simple “common
sense” conviction that it is not true that the knowledge
which comes through the senses cannot be trusted. In
point of fact, we daily act on the assumption that it can
be trusted. As Cicero argues, “Those who assert that noth-
ing can be grasped deprive us of these things that are the
very tools and equipment of life, or rather actually over-
throw the whole of life from its foundations.”’®®



120 THE CHRISTIAN PHILOSOPHY

As the Stoic saw it, all knowledge comes from sensa-
tion. What happens is that from any object, waves proceed
from the object and strike upon the organ of sense; this
impact is sensation. But equally from the mind, from
the ruling part of the soul, there goes out a spirit, a breath,
to meet this impact, and this also is sensation. The earliest
Stoics took this literally and very materially. Thus Clean-
thes taught that when this happens it causes an impression
on the soul, exactly like the impression made by a signet
ring on wax. Chrysippus denied this as being fantastic
and absurd, and argued that what was caused in the mind
was an alteration.®” The result of this imprint or alteration
in the mind is a presentation, a mind picture.®®

Two things follow. For this process to operate cor-
rectly it is obvious that the object must be really there,
and the organs of sense by which it is perceived must be
sound. The second thing is of the utmost importance for
the whole Stoic theory of knowledge. Sensation is always
true; the sensation of a touch, a flash of lightning, a smell,
a pleasure, a pain is always correct. It is when we go
on to say something which is really a judgment that the
possibility of error enters in, ags for example when we
say, “This is white, sweet, rough, bitter.” This is not
strictly a sensation; this is a judgment on sensation or
what the Stoics called a mind picture. Hence it follows
that sensations are always true but the mind pictures can
be either true or false. The whole problem of knowledge,
then, is how to distinguish between the true and the false
mind pictures. It is not in man’s power to control the
mind pictures; what man can do is to give or to withhold
his assent to them. A man can have any one of four re-
actions to the mind picture which presents itself to him—
assent, quiescence, suspension of judgment, negation.®®
What, then, is the test of a true mind picture?

The test is clarity. A trustworthy presentation to the
mind approves itself to the mind by “its own intrinsic
nature.” As Cicero said, “The mind cannot refrain from
giving approval to a clear object when presented to it.”7™
The clarity of a mind picture is thus the guarantee of its
reality and truth.
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The Stoic theory of knowledge is thus that there are
certain mental impressions which we reject; there are oth-
ers which we accept, as it were, without emphasis one
way or the other; there are others whose clarity makes
them certainly true; and there are some few which we
seize, or which seize us with such power that we cannot
possibly doubt their truth; and these last are the criterion
of truth.

In point of fact, the Stoics themselves were well aware
;hat things were not so simple and so clear-cut as this
sheory of knowledge makes them sound. There were times
when a man could not be sure, and there were times when
a man, like the Sceptics, could do no other than to suspend
judgment.”* When certainty was not attainable, when no
self-evidencing, arresting mind picture presented itself to
a man, the Stoics argued that he had still certain guides to
action.

First, he had the general consent of mankind. There
are certain things in which there is a general agresment
amongst mankind, as for example, there is a universal
belief in the gods."> A man may find his own certainty
in that of which all men are sure.

Second, he had the standard of probability which in
many of the day-to-day activities of life was enough to
act by. Antipater of Tarsus said, “The essence of virtue
lies in the choice of natural ends upon probable grounds.”?

Third, he had right reason. It was here, certain Stoics
held, that there lay the criterion which decided between
the true and the false.

Finally, the Stoics advanced the theory of innate ideas.
There are certain matters which are common property and
which it can be assumed that both teacher and the hearer
already know without further explanation. Take, for ex-
ample, a simple statement such as “The teacher entered
the classroom of the school in Rome in the morning.” The
words teacher, classroom, school, Rome, morning—none of
these words or ideas needs to be explained or identified.
Such matters of common knowledge the Stoics termed pre-
conceptions. Such a preconception is “a general notion
which comes by the gift of nature,” it is “the innate con-



122 THE CHRISTIAN PHILOSOPHY

ception of the universals or general concepts.””™ “There
are certain things,” says Epictetus, “which men who are
not altogether perverted see by the common notions whick
all possess. Such a constitution of the mind is called com
mon sense.”’® These, as Cicero said, are the basis “withouw
which all understanding and all investigations and discus
sion are impossible.”"¢

Such a common knowledge cannot be the knowledg
of individual things; it is a common knowledge shared b
all men and by the gods. Rudimentary it may be, but i
is inborn in man because of man’s connection with th
divine.”” And what were these inborn common notion
which were implanted in the minds of men? They were
above all, the idea of good and evil and right and wrong anc
the belief in the gods. Thus Epictetus taught, “We come
into being without any innate conception of a right-anglec
triangle, or a half-tone musical interval. . . . But on the
other hand who has come into being without an innate
conception of what is good and evil, honorable and base,
appropriate and inappropriate, and happiness, and of what
is proper and falls to our lot, and what we ought to do
and what we ought not to do?”"® It is these innate con-
ceptions which enable us to pass a moral judgment on
any action or on any man, and which act as a conscience
to ourselves. To the question “Where can man find the
grounds for certainty in life?” the Stoic, then, answered
that the ground for certainty does not lie in any object
external to man nor in a world of Platonic metaphysical
essences or ideal forms but right in man’s thinking mind
itself (The Nous). In giving such an answer the Stoics
had discovered the theory of the a priori, a theory of knowl-
edge which was to play a tremendous part in the shaping
of medieval and modern culture. From the time of the
great Roman Stoics the theory of the a priori entered into
many aspects of the work of the church fathers, medieval
scholastic philosophers and church canonists, and it finally
experienced a tremendous resurgence in the great revival
of Stoical ideas in the seventeenth century, when it became
the mainspring of modern political and social action. Of
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this discovery by the Stoics of the a priori Evan Runner
well says:

The Law of God is the firm foundation of the
creation, the Director of our ways. As the Word that
faithfully establishes His covenant with us, the Law
is also our only Comfort. The earlier pagans lacked
this central religious certainty. But as religious crea-
tures they need and seek something that can take the
place of this Law-word of God. They had sought this
basis and director of life in nature, in the object, in
a separate world of law-essences (Plato’s ideas). But
now in this new theme of the a priori, they seek it
within their own subjective knowledge possession.
The Law is no longer looked upon as something extra-
mental, about which intra-mental knowledge can be
acquired in the form of concepts, judgments, etc.. but
as something that itself is a concept, thus knowledge.
Of course, it is not a concept like other concepts; it
is not only a universal concept but also a binding
concept (one having the force of law). Such a concept
is not, like other concepts, due to experience (i.e., it
does not arise out of experience) but precedes every
possible experience and constitutes experience as to
its lawful structure. It is a concept a priori. It is
knowledge a prior:; it is innate ideas.

The illustration has been used of the “sensitive
jelly glass.”” Here was a jelly glass just like other
jelly glasses in most respects, only this one was ‘“sensi-
tive.” Each year, this sensitive jelly glass once mused
to itself, the housewife prepared various sorts of jellies,
and finally placed these in the various jelly glasses.
But at this point the sensitive jelly glass was con-
fronted with a problem. One year its contents had
been green and thin; another year, thicker and red,
and so on. But every year the shape, the form of the
contents had been the very same. And now this sensi-
tive jelly glass, after some further “musing,” came
up with the solution: the color and consistency of the
contents had been poured in; the form or shape of
the contents, however, must be due to the nature of
the jelly glass itself. The jelly glass’s own nature de-
termined, as the a priori the possibility of the form. So
our minds, possessed of the a priori law (The Truth),
determine the possibilities of our life.

Here is the origin of that concept of “Reason”
that looms so large and exercises so fundamental and
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pervasive an influence in the modern rationalistic
philosophy of western Europe from the seventeenth
century through the nineteenth century. ‘“Reason”
does not exist; there is no such thing. That is why
we may never give an answer to the question, What
is the relation of faith and reason? The question is
not properly formulated. God endowed us at the crea-
tion with understanding. ‘“Reason’ is that understand-
ing distorted in apostate theory by being enlarged to
include the Law as a priori knowledge content (the
Truth). In the distortion ‘“Reason,” instead of the
Word of God, becomes the Principle, the Director, the
Guide of Life, the Source of Truth. Already in this
Stoic theory:of the a priori you begin to discern the
modern chant: Reason, the only oracle of man. Ar-
riving at this point we can see ahead to the lumen
naturale of Descartes, the “natural light.” That “na-
tural light,” instead of being the Light which the
creation-order is as revelation, has turned into an inner
light of each man’s deepest self, a light capable of
directing him through to final salvation, and that apart
from the efficacious application to him by God’s spirit
of the redemption purchased by Christ.™

Upon the basis of this faith in “reason” the Stoics
proceeded to erect their “physics” and “ethics.” Under
the heading of “physics” the Stoics included not only phys-
ics as the Ionian philosophers had understood the term—
that is, as a consistent account of the universe-—but also
metaphysics, psychology, physiology, anthropology and the-
ology.

According to Stoic doctrine corporeal objects consti-
tute the only reality, because only what acts or endures
is real. They declared, therefore, that not only were the
gods and men substances but also all qualities of such gods
and men were substantial in character too. Matter, how-
ever, taken by itself is without qualities. All qualities or
things are derived from the rational force, the Logos, which
permeates it. Like all that is real, this one force must
also be corporeal. And yet the perfection of the universe
revealed in its structure and in the rationality -of human
nature shows that this final world-cause must be not only
corporeal but the most perfect reason, in a word, God.
Sometimes the Stoics spoke rather of Nature than of God.
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Nature is a force moving of itself, preserving in being its
offspring, in accordance with the principles divinely im-
planted in it.%® Nature is a rational and ordered force,
proceeding methodically to achieve its results. Nature is
the power which upholds and governs all things. Nature
and God to the Stoic are thus identical.*' Nature or God
bears the same relation to the universe as the human soul
does to our body. God or nature as world reason permeates
all things as the spirit or artificial fire which animates
them. As Zeller explains it, “It is the soul, mind and
reason of the world, providence, fate, nature, universal law,
ete; for all these ideas denote the same object from differ-
ent aspects.”’s?

In other words, the universe was conceived of by the
Stoics in hylozoic terms as a living organism, harmonious
in all its parts, of which man was the microcosm and
“nature” (physis) the guiding principle. By identifying
physis or substance with God the Stoics may thus be con-
sidered as pantheists. God is diffused throughout the uni-
verse as Reason, or the Logos Spermatikos. He is the
Logos, the reagson which is in and through everything and
by which everything is as it is. Things are as they are
by the degree of tension, a force that radiates out from
the center and then comes back to the center.®® The very
essence of Stoic cosmology and of the Stoic doctrine of
creation is that God is both the substance out of which all
things are created and the power which creates them. Thus
the Stoics were pantheists in the most literal sense, since
they taught that in the most literal sense everything is
God. They expressed this identity of God and the universe
in two ways.

First, they spoke of the intermingling of all things.
There are different kinds of mixtures. There is a simple
juxtaposition, as in the mixture of different grains of
sand.’* There is the mixture in which fluids interpenetrate,
as when water is poured into wine. Then there is the
mixture when two separate elements disappear into one
new whole as in a chemical compound. But in this inter-
mingling every part of the one body intermingles with
every part of the other body, and yet each retains its own



126 THE CHRISTIAN PHILOSOPHY

proper nature. It is that way in which God is intermingled
with the universe. Thus God extends through all being.®’

But quite often the Stoics said quite simply that God
is the world and the world is God. As Zeno had put it,
“The substance of God is the whole world and the heavens.
The world is God.”s%

In their cosmology the Stoics had thus denaturalizec
Aristotle’s doctrine of essences to a naturalist and nominal
ist logot spermatikoi, the material germinal forms originat
ing from the divine world-logos. The Aristotelian trans
cendent divine Mind, the unmoved mover of the cosmos
had been replaced by an immanent world-logos who per-
meates matter and binds the cosmos into a unity.

In his theory of entelechies Aristotle had conceived of
the cosmos as a hierarchical structure of materially realiza-
ble forms, which through the teleclogical and metaphysical
order reveal a striving towards the highest form of per-
fection. The Stoics now transformed this metaphysical
tendency into a naturalistic material coherence. As Dooye-
weerd describes it:

The levels of cosmic being are now reduced to mere
evolutionary modalities of the world-logos, of the cos-
mic spirit which with a peculiar tension (tonos) per-
meates matter internally and limits it externally into
individual things. This pneuma expresses itself in in-
organic nature as cohesive power, in the vegetable
kingdom as growth and in the animal and human
sphere as soul, which in man includes the logos (rea-
son) .57

For the Stoics the human reason is no longer the
metaphysical essential form of man as it was understood
by Aristotle. It is only the product of a progressive de-
velopment which is gradually concentrated out of percep-
tions and representations.

For the Stoics the humanity of man consists in the
fact that through his reason man has affinities with the
world reason. Unlike Plato and Aristotle they were pre-
pared to concede that all men share reason in this world
and partake of its nature. All men are interrelated, all
have the same origin and destiny, all stand under the
same law, and all are citizens of the world-state. Each
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individual man or woman is a spark, a fragment, a splinter
of the divine reason. In other words the humanum does
not consist so much in a personal relation to the divine
reason as in a nature that is a rational nature. As Seneca
outs it:

The reason is the divinity which lodges within a
man, in the slave as well as the nobleman.8®

All that you behold, that which comprises both
god and man is one. We are parts of one great body.
Nature produced us related to one another since she
created us from the same source and to the same end.
She engendered in us mutual affection and made us
prone to friendships.s®

In this Stoic idea of man we may detect the origin of
the definition of man as a rational substance, a definition
which was to have such a disastrous influence upon Chris-
tian anthropology in the Middle Ages beginning with the
definition of personality given by Boethius: persona est
naturae rationalis individual substantia®® (A person is an
individual substance of a rational nature).

Being divine is ascribed to man by Stoicism as an innate
quality, simply by virtue of his rational nature. If man
is already divine by nature then there is no room for any
further moral improvement. Hence it follows that the
divine is always potentially present in man; all that is
needed is to make the knowledge of his divinity actual.
Man must become conscious of his rational origin in the
world reason by reflection. Correct knowledge thus be-
comes the basis of Stoic ethics. Although everything obeys
world-wide laws, it is given to man alone by virtue of his
reason to know these laws and to follow them consciously.
To live according to these laws is to live according to na-
ture. Thus Diogenes of Babylon said that virtue consisted
in “taking a reasonable course in choosing or refusing
things in accordance with nature.”®' Antipater said that
virtue is to live “with preference for what is natural and
aversion to what is against nature.”?2

This life which is lived in accordance with the dictates
of nature is not the life of a thing or of an automation or
of a slave; it is the life of a reasonable and thinking crea-
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ture. The Stoics therefore defined the good as “the natural
perfection of a rational being qua rational.”®® Thus this
virtue is based on knowledge and can be taught. Chrysippus
defined virtue thus:

To live virtuously is to live according to scientific
knowledge of the phenomena of nature, doing nothing
which the universal law forbids, which is the right
reason, which pervades all things, and is the same as
Zeus, the lord of the ordering of this world.**

The Stoic is one who lives “consistently with nature.”
Hence the Stoic ideal of the sage. The sage is the man
who carries his happiness within himself and is therefore
not disturbed by external events. Knowledge and conduct
are not dependent upon the ups and downs of international
events. The sage is one who is calm and unmoved by
passion. It is owing to the passions and their excesses
"that clearness of perception and right judgment becomes
impossible. For this reason most men do not attain to
what is a clear knowledge of what is truly worth living
for. Such men are fools. Wise men on the other hand
conform to the rational nature of their being. Virtue for
the Stoic then consists in the positive determination of
conduct through one’s will power in accordance with ra-
tional insight into one’s essential nature. Virtue is right
reason. Vice is ignorance and false judgment.

The Stoic believed that virtue is entirely and com-
pletely self-sufficient; it needs nothing beyond itself. Vir-
tue requires nothing beyond itself to enable a man to live
happily. Further, virtue can neither accept nor require
any possible addition. Nothing can be straighter than
straight, truer than the truth, more temperate than temper-
ance. It follows that virtue alone is good; nothing in this
world matters but virtue. In the Stoic terminology every-
thing else in the world is indifferent. Health, wealth,
poverty, sickness, honor, disgrace, life itself are all indif-
ferent. Only virtue is good. As Seneca says, “Virtue is
nothing else than a soul in a certain condition.” Again,
“Virtue is an equable and harmonious disposition of the
soul.”®® What is this dispesition of the soul? The Stoic
made a division of things into two classes, the things under
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your control, and the things not under your control. Now
in this world there is only one thing in the world which
is absolutely in a man’s control and that is his assent to
any event, any circumstance, any situation, any happening.
He cannot control what happens to him or any one else—
but he can control his assent to it. He cannot control what
he may gain and still less what he may lose—but he can
control his assent to any gain or loss. Virtue lies in a
stoical acceptance and assent of whatever happens to one
as being sent by providence. It is the condition of the
mind which is master of its assent, and which accepts
everything as the will of God, or as the working out of
the reason immanent in the universe. Nature and reason
are one, just as right reason and the universal law of
nature which holds undisputed sway throughout the uni-
verse are one. The wise man accepts what happens to him
as part of the rational ordering of things. Rommen well
sums up the Stoical ethical idea:

Obedience to the eternal world-law in a life lived
according to reason, such embraced with religious fer-
vour is the ethical principle of Stoicism. It thus means
to live in harmony with one’s self, to live in accordance
with one’s rational nature; for the latter manifests
the world law.®¢

If then one’s essential humanity consists in thus shar-
ing in a common reason and living in accordance with the
recoghition of freedom as knowledge of necessity, it is hard
to see what place there can be in Stoicism for a proper
recoghition of the value of the individual. All that is
essential about me according to Stoic teaching is solely
that which belongs to the species as a whole, viz., reason,
that which is universal in all other men and in accordance
with the laws of the universe. The relation to other men
which results from such an idea of myself and others can
only be one of respect. All human beings may be related
to each other by virtue of their reason and should, as such,
love each other. In Stoicism such is in fact the teaching.

For the Stoics the sense of humanity is reflected on
the one hand as philanthropy and on the other as a sense
of world citizenship.
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Unfortunately Stoic rationalism does not really admit
anything more than a recognition of the other person in
terms of respect on the basis of equality. The Stoic does
not love what is particular about me but only what is
universal in me, namely my reason. Hence the Stoic is
more enthusiastic about humanity as a whole than he has
love for his immediate neighbor. Seneca’s famous saying,
“Homo sacra res homini,” sums up beautifully just what
Stoic humanism is capable of, as does his other remark:
“Each enjoys my favor because he bears the name of
man.”??” Both sayings recognize the divine origin of every
other man, but neither contains a trace of the idea of love
as self-sacrifice nor of living for others. Love for Man
should be accorded to each individual particular man only
insofar as he is worthy of it, not according to his need
for love. As Brunner so exactly puts it:

The idea of universal cosmic sympathy may indeed
produce something which resembles what Paul ex-
presses in his parable of the “body of Christ” but this
cosmic sympathy has no sense of sacred obligation.
Just as the idea of God oscillates between the panthe-
istic idea of the All-one and the rational world-law,
so also our relation to our fellow-man oscillates be-
tween mere respect, in rigid accordance with law, and
love in a rather aesthetic sense, eros. The Stoic cannot
really be united with the other man because he is
sufficient unto himself; he is independent. He recog-
nizes, it is true, that the other also possesses reason;
but he has no need for the other, since in his own
reason he has access to the highest good, and because
to him the supreme good is the preservation of his
independence and his freedom. As ancient humanism
is rationalistie, it is also liberalistic, and therefore also
individualistic.®®

As Stoic humanism results in a sense of philanthropy,
so it leads to a sense of being a member of the world state,
a true cosmopolitan. As Marcus Aurelius expressed it,
“My city and country, so far as I am Antoninus, is Rome;
but so far as I am a man, it is the world.””®® Unfortunately
this world-citizenship never seems to entail any concrete
political responsibilities. Marcus Aurelius is too much of
a Roman to take such an idea seriously. Like modern
forms of rationalism, Stoicism had a twofold standard, and
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a marked discrepancy soon appeared between Stoic theory
and practice. In theory the Stoic ideal society ‘“‘calls for
a revolt against nationalism, antiquity, custom, pride and
prejudice and a new construction based upon universal rea-
son and cosmopolitanism.”'%® Yet in practice men were
advised to take part in religious festivals and to make
themselves useful members of their existing society. In
the Republic of Zeno women were to be used in common;
yet the practicing Stoic was recommended to marry one
woman and bring up children. Thus a dual standard of
allegiance developed in Stoicism, which meant in turn that
its doctrines were slowly modified to suit changing condi-
tions. Its steady decay as a philosophy was matched by
its increasing spread at a lower level of society as a guide
to conduct.

As the Stoics tried to recover the individualism of
the Sophists, so they attempted to restore the Sophistic
distinctions between natural and positive law and the law
of custom and the law of reason. Rommen has shown that
the Stoics did not discover such distinctions but merely re-
stated them. According to Rommen it was Heraclitus and
not Zeno who first enunciated the idea of an eternal law
of nature. Thus he quotes Heraclitus as saying, “Wisdom
is the foremost and consists in speaking the truth. ... They
who would speak with intelligence must hold fast to the
wisdom that is common to all, as a city holds fast to its
laws. For all human laws are fed by the one divine law.”101

“Thus in the diversity of human laws,” comments Rom-
men, “‘there flashed upon Heraclitus the idea of an eternal
law of nature that corresponds to man’s reason as sharing
in the eternal logos. With Heraclitus the idea of the natural
law for the first time emerged as a natural unchangeable
law from which all human laws draw their force.”!%2

In his statement of the doctrine of natural law as re-
corded for us by Plutarch, Zeno “taught that we should
not live in cities and demes, each distinguished by separate
rules of justice, but should regard all men as fellow-demes-
men and fellow-citizens; and there should be one life and
order as of a single flock feeding together on a common
pasture.”t?
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For the Stoics, then, just as for the Sophists there
are for every man two laws, the law of the city and the
law of the world-state, the law of custom and the law of
right reason. Of the two the second must have the greater
authority and must provide the standard to which the posi-
tive laws and customs of human society should conform.
Customs may vary but reason is one, and therefore law
which has its basis in nature and reason should be one.

Does this Stoic law of nature and of reason as under-
stood by the Stoics correspond to the facts of the universe
as they are or as they ought to be? It seems it should
correspond to both, and yet to neither. The law of nature
for the Stoics is related to facts, insofar as they supposed
that the divine law effectively determines and orders the
world, quite apart from the will of man. At the same
time in Stoic thought it appears to be related to the moral
order, “to what ought to be” insofar as man ought to live
“consistently with nature.” Yet the Stoic law of nature
is not a law related to facts in the sense in which we today
use the phrase “law of nature’”; nor is it a law related to
the moral order in the sense in which we within the Chris-
tian and biblical tradition are aware of moral “obligation.”
Brunner rightly points out:

This oscillation between what is and what ought
to be in the idea of law is a characteristic expression
of the ancient idea of the cosmos, in which God and
the world, what ought to be and what is, are one—a
unity which has been destroyed by Christianity. The
fact that for us the law of nature and the law of the
moral order have been separated so widely from one
another . . . is the effect of the Christian idea of God
and of creation.'%*

By failing to recognize this ambiguity in the Stoic
doctrine of natural law, George H. Sabine was led to state:

The fundamental teaching of the Stoics was a re-
ligious conviction of the oneness and perfection of na-
ture or a true moral order. There is a fundamental
moral fitness between human nature and nature at
large.105

Far from this being the case, such a conception of a
moral order was utterly beyond the reach of either Stoic
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or of any other thinker in antiquity outside the men of
the Bible to whom God had revealed his Law-order, for
the simple reason that all ancient thinkers were still con-
fusing the divine and the natural and discussing matters
of morals and ideas of divinity in pantheistic or polytheistic
terms. As long as men ‘“physicalized” theology by defining
theology in terms of categories derived from physics, e.g.,
motion, substance, form, cause, etc., they were precluded
from reaching a true notion of God. As a result of this
false theological methodology all ancient thinkers outside
the Hebrew thinkers of the Old Testament speak about the
divine in a manner which is scarcely intelligible to our
modern ideas about God, influenced as they have been by
Christian monotheism. This, however, is no accident but
rests in the very nature of the case, namely in the ration-
alistic attempt to comprehend God. What is disclosed to
such rationalism in ancient thought is not the living God
of Israel, but only the abstract notion of the Logos which
permeates the all. Until modern humanist scholars realize
this fact they would do well to stop describing such ancient
thinkers as Plato, Aristotle, Cicero, Zeno, and Seneca as
monotheists. A truly ‘“historical” approach to classical
studies requires that we accept these ancient thinkers for
what they were and not for what we would like them to
be; that is, we must admit that they were sophisticated
heathen who were dimly searching for the one true God.1¢

As a corollary to their doctrine of natural law the
Stoics postulated the original freedom and equality of all
men in the “golden age of innocence,” which they considered
as the natural condition of mankind.10?

According to the Stoics the state is not grounded in
nature but it is only a remedy for the restraint of the evil
inclinations of human nature. For them the state, founded
on the power of the sword, is not based on nature but upon
convention. For this reason Stoic political theory was
favored by the Church Fathers.

After contrasting this Stoic conception of the state as
the product of convention with Aristotle’s theory of man
as a political animal, and of the relation of authority and
subordination as being implied in the social nature of man,
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because it is grounded in his substantial essential form,
Dooyeweerd writes:

In Stoicism on the contrary, the relation of sub-
ordinate to ruler can have no other basis than a func-
tional juridical one. This explains the particular em-
phasis in Cicero’s definition of the state, that the tie
binding the multiplicity of individuals into a unity is
in essence the legal order.

To Cicero and all antiquity the positive legal order
is the same as that sanctioned by the state. And to
the Stoics it is precisely the positive laws which serve
to restrain human dissoluteness, while natural law does
not permit essential subordination.

This Stoical theory of organized communities is
easily joined with the later nominalistic theory of a
contract as the only natural-law ground for authority
in the state and in general for the inequality in human
society. The nominalistic trend of late scholasticism
prepared the way for a fusion of the theory of the
social impulse of human nature with the individualistic
construction of a contract, as the only basis of the
civil state.108

At first sight, Stoicism might appear to be a most
unpromising creed for the Roman nobility of the second
century B.C. to accept with such eagerness as the record
tells us it did. Politically conservative to the point of
chauvinism, attached by strong emotional bonds to tradi-
tional observances in religion and social conduct, they could
hardly have been expected to embrace a doctrine founded
on the notions of internationalism, inner tranquillity and
disregard for social status.

On the other hand, there was a great deal in Stoicism
which could, without too much difficulty, be adapted to
Roman needs, and in the hands of Panaetius and Posidonius,
Zeno’s philosophy was transformed into a moral stiffener
for a spiritually bankrupt Roman aristocracy. As E. V.
Arnold put it in his book Roman Stoicism :

Thus strong will and assured conviction are no
longer required; the door is thrown open for conven-
tion, opportunism and respectability. The daring moral
theories and bold paradoxes of the founders of Stoicism
tend to disappear from sight, and are replaced by
shrewd good sense, and worldly wisdom; in short, by
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the doctrine of making the best of both worlds. It
wag from this standpoint that Stoicism so rapidly won
its way with the Roman nobility of the last century of
the Republic.10?

What did these Romans find in Stoicism that proved
so congenial to them? In the first place, that indefinable
quality which they called “humanitas,” the civilized ethic
of classical idealism which through internal corruption and
rapid acquisition of foreign wealth and booty and Oriental
mystery religions they were in danger of losing altogether.
In an age of civil strife, class warfare, slave revolts and
simmering revolution, too, there was a subtle appeal in the
Stoic doctrine of the end of the world by a great conflagra-
tion which would wipe the slate clean and a new start be
made. By a certain amount of Polybian casuistry they also
convinced themselves that the Stoic’s “mixed constitution”
vindicated their own republican system. To Polybius the
achievement of the Roman people was unique. On the one
hand, by overcoming the plague of inward dissension, they
had implemented to the full the promise of civic virtue in
the concept of the “free and legal man.” On the other
hand, the virtue of the Roman citizens had proved equal
to the accomplishments of Alexander himself, for it had
enabled them, by an adroit combination of military pres-
sure and political art, to impose a Roman. peace upon the
Mediterranean world. It thus appeared to Polybius that,
with Rome, two hitherto incompatible ideals of the Greeks
had finally been reconciled in the concept of the imperiosa
civitas. Above all, the Roman nobility were quick to find
in their own history examples of rugged virtue which they
could square with Stoic principles.

The Romans were also attracted by the Stoic emphasis
upon emotional self-restraint, and their doctrine that virtue
is its own sufficiency. “The wise man,” as Arnold writes,
“even though he gain no advantage at all but suffers dis-
honor, captivity, mutilation, and death, still possesses the
supreme good, still is as completely happy as though he
enjoyed all things.”’11°

It follows that courage displays itself most laudably
in the face of tyranny and death; life is never worth pre-
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serving at the cost of dishonor, and under certain condi-
tions the Stoic may without fear put an end to his existence.
Hence Zeno and Cleanthes had both died by voluntary
starvation. Such was the outcome of Stoicism—suicide.

The Republican nobility of Rome seized upon Stoicism
to restore their damaged moral probity during the century
of revolution from 146 B.C. to 30 B.C. The post-Augustan
Romans like Cicero, Cato, and Seneca used it as a drug which
enabled them to live with the oppressive regime of the
Caesars they were powerless to change or to destroy. It
saved their spiritual dignity and gave them an inner self-
agsurance. They could now die either at their own hand
or at a mad emperor’s whim with their faith in reason
and the natural law still intact. But such hardy souls were
in a minority; all too often Stoicism was perverted by
time-servers and place-seekers to justify their own despic-
able conduct. In the odious Seneca we can see just how
far casuistry and compromise can go in an intelligentsia
that has lost all moral self-respect. In this progressive
corruption of Roman Stoicism is revealed the inner spiritual
life of those terrible centuries between the brothers Gracchi
and the Antonines'!! which emptied the ideal of citizenship
of all meaningful content and filled it instead with odious
obsequiousness to an Orientalized Roman monarchy of
which the world had already seen enough examples in the
Pharaohs of Egypt and the semi-divine monarchs of Baby-
lon, Assyria, and Persia.
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CHAPTER 1V
THE MEDIEVAL MOTIVE OF NATURE AND GRACE

The great rhetorical question posed by Tertullian —
“What has Athens to do with Jerusalem, what the Academy
with the Church?’—sums up in succinct form the problem
of the relation of the Church of God to the world of un-
redeemed human culture and science. The practical neces-
sity of relating herself and the Gospel to the world around
her pressed upon the Church from the very beginnings of
her birth on the Day of Pentecost. If the early Christians
were to spread the Gospel message effectively, they would
have no option but to borrow wholesale from the philosophy,
literature, science and rhetorical techniques of a pagan cul-
ture which they could not possibly approve. While normal-
ly condemning the classical heritage out of hand, they found
its accumulated fund of knowledge an indispensable cloak
for their own cultural and philosophical nakedness. Be-
sides, in order to make a real missionary break-through
they had to beat the pagan free-thinkers on their own
grounds with their own weapons.

In his recent book FEarly Christianity and Greek
Paideia, Werner Jaeger draws a neat picture of those ele-
ments in the Graeco-Roman world which proved apt ma-
terial for Christian apologists. First and foremost comes
the common language of the Mediterranean trade-routes,
the Greek koine. Then there are the literary models, the
Epistle, the Acts, Didache, Apocalypse and Sermon. Then
there is the use made by Christian apologists for their own
ends of the techniques and arguments perfected by the
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Sophists. Persecution merely served to put them deeper in
their opponents’ debt ; being forced upon the defensive, they
found themselves compelled to enter the field of apologetics
—and where else could they find enlightenment on this sub-
ject but in the handbooks of the pagan rhetoricians?!

A. The Patristic Solution of the Problem of the Relation
Between Christ and Classical Culture

It is clear from Jaeger’s examples just how difficult the
position of the early Christian apologist was, and just how
oblique temptations assailed him. In order to achieve his de-
clared aim—the world-wide establishment of the Kingdom
of God—he was compelled to fight on enemy grounds, with
weapons borrowed from his adversary. How tremendously
difficult the early Christians found the problem of deter-
mining the problem of the relation of the Church and her
Gospel to the surrounding Graeco-Roman world may be
seen in the variety of the answers given to it by the second-
century Apologists, by the anti-Gnostic Fathers and by the
Church Fathers of the fourth and fifth centuries. At one
extreme there stood the independent spirits such as Tertul-
lian and Tatian who saw Christianity and Classical culture
in opposition to each other and were all for jettisoning the
classical heritage in its entirety. In his address To The
Greeks Tatian contemptuously and in strong and even
abusive language rejects the Hellenic culture for the Old
Testament, which he describes as the barbarians’ degmata,
and even desires that Christianity remain a virile and bar-
barous faith. With him may be classed the great father of
Christian Latin literature, Tertullian. Of him Pierre de
Labriolle says:

He scarcely ever passes over an opportunity to dig
still deeper the ditch separating the world from the
Church. He proclaims that all the doctrina saecularis
litteraturae is foolishness in the eyes of God, and that
the Christian must reject it. “What is there in com-
mon,” he cries, “between Athens and Jerusalem and
what has the Academy to do with the Church?’2

Labriolle analyzes the motivations of these men and of
others who felt like them as follows:
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Under this train of reasoning more or less unfa-
vorable to the Graeco-Roman learning there lay an ele-
ment of rough but formidable logic. What good to
make an endeavour at conciliation, or pretence of
coquetting with a civilization wherein the true faith
found so few points of contact, and so many occasions
for becoming impaired or broken up? To live upright-
ly, to expiate one’s faults, to keep oneself on the road
to the eternal Fatherland without too many deviations
—was not this the essential duty of the Christian?
Why aggravate a task already so difficult by mingling
with it a study of writers brought up on polytheism,
with no care for any moral law, who welcome all un-
disciplined curiosities of the spirit, all carnal weakness,
and whose contradictory speculations disclosed un-
certainties deadly to the stability of the established
faith? By reading the Scriptures were there not re-
vealed therein more than one counsel susceptible of
justifying the energetic prejudices already suggested
by experience and even by good sense. The question
then was no other than resolutely to take no account
of that “wisdom of the world” which the Apostle Paul
had called “foolishness,” in order to attach oneself to
that which was the whole duty of man during his ter-
restial pilgrimage.?

This radical approach at least has the merit of ruth-
less logic behind it; but like so many ruthlessly logical
propositions, it was very soon seen to be a practical impos-
sibility. Is it wholly coincidental that both Tatian and
Tertullian finally fell away from the Orthodox and Catholic
Church to end their days in heretical movements, Tatian in
Encratism and Tertullian in Montanism?* To have
achieved the absolute break with the world of Graeco-
Roman culture which they professed to want, these intransi-
gents, as Labriolle well calls them, would have had to
press their rigorist principles to the utmost and to have
applied them in all their vigor. Yet, as Labriolle keenly
observes:

Life has its necessary requirements and reactions,
wherein our preconceived notions, however ardently
held they may have been, are brought up against our
own limitations, with which they are constrained to
make some attempt at composition. To have entirely
rejected Graeco-Roman learning might have been a bold
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and imposing attitude to have taken, but we can truly
imagine that it could only have been brought about by
making a complete breach and by destroying all cul-
ture.?

Does the nature of reality as constituted by the Creator
allow the absolute break with the world which these men’s
standpoint seemed to encourage? That is, is not their
theory of the Christian’s relation to the world in conflict
with the nature of existing reality and thus a false theory
for the true Christian to adopt? Jaeger has pointed out
that “Tatian’s elaborate style is not in agreement with his
antipathy to Greek culture and also his language shows the
strong influence of Greek rhetoric in every line and proves
that his practice was not quite as uncompromising as his
theory.”¢ Tertullian himself was by no means as immune as
he supposed from the pagan Zeitgeist of his times. Indeed,
as Labriolle points out, Tertullian when it came right
down to it “recognized that to forbid Christians to become
acquainted with profane learning was to reduce them to an
intellectual and practical helplessness well nigh complete.”

But if pagan culture is not to be rejected in toto, how
can its manifestly pernicious ideology best be immunized?
That was the great question confronting the Early Fathers,
and an agonizing one it proved. There are two main lines
of thought on the matter, the eclectic and the allegorical,
or better defined perhaps as the method of accommodation
and the method of synthesis.

The attempt to accommodate Christ to culture is best
exemplified in the writings of such men as Justin Martyr.
Reared in the world of thought of Stoicism, with its World
Reason or World Light and its logos spermatikos or seed-
reason in man, this wandering Hellenistic philosopher,
after his conversion to Christianity, sought how he might
bring his newly-found faith to the old associates of his un-
believing years. By an illegitimate appeal to St. John 1:9,
“That was the true light which lighteth every man that
comes into the world,” he would say, in effect, to his old
comrades in concupiscence. “See here, you talk abstractly
of your own World-Logos, and of the logos spermatikos in
each individual; now it is just that which my new religion
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teaches. Christ is the World Logos and the logos spermati-
kos in the individual is what St. John means when he says
that it is the light that lighteth every man.” What is Justin
doing here? He is reducing the meaning of Scripture to
that of the pagan philosophers in order to ease the transi-
tion of his friends from their paganism to the Christian
faith. For Justin, Christianity makes explicit that which
the Greek philosophers said only implicitly. The emphasis
here is on the unity, the concordat between Christ and the
human values of secular culture. Since the English Deists
of the eighteenth century this tendency to accommodate the
Christ of the Scriptures to the values of secular Western
humanism has risen to a flood. In the nineteenth century
Ritschl set a fashion which in the hands of Adolf von Har-
nack, for example, condensed the whole of Christianity into
the doctrine of the Fatherhood of God and the Brotherhood
of Man, and the word Christ became an honorific and emo-
tional term for current social ideals. Of this tendency of
thought Labriolle says:

There were some who went so far as to admit that
very nearly all of the truth was scattered throughout
pagan philosophical systems, but that no thoughtful
mind had embraced it in its integrity, because none of
them knew the master idea which dominates life and
which gives it sense and purpose. It was only necessary
then to reconstitute again by the light of revelation
these scattered morsels of truth and bring them into
unity.8

Towards the end of the fourth century a kind of com-
promise came to be accepted which rejects the two extreme
viewpoints of withdrawal from the world and accommoda-
tion with the world. It offers to devise a synthesis between
Christianity and classical culture in terms of the Natural
Law. This practical eclectic approach finds its most forth-
right exposition in Basil of Caesarea’s famous oration on
the study of Greek poetry and literature, and its educative
value for the young Christians-—a work which as Jaeger,
says “always remained the supreme authority on the ques-
tion of the value of classical studies for the church.”?

The problem facing Basil the Great was how to educate
young Christians in a country whose culture was wholly
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Greek, that is, pagan, in letters, as well as in ethics and
philosophy. Basil solved the problem by giving the model
of a well-written treatise, adorned with quotations from
pagan writers and yet inspired by a wholly Christian spirit.
Labriolle summarizes Basil’s argument as follows:

Basil considers that all was not tainted from the
moral point of view even in this profane literature so
much decried at the time; that the poets, orators and
historians knew how to give praise to what is good, and
that they provide an abundance of precepts and exam-
ples capable of bringing an ennobling influence into
the soul of the young man. Only he insists on a proper
selection in order that the suspect portions may be
eliminated. Under reserve of this preliminary ex-
purgation in young people dealing with profane letters,
they will supply them with the beginnings of a forma-
tion of a character which they will later complete by
the study of the Holy Books; they will accustom their
eyes while still young, the better to support the daz-
zling splendor of the teachings of Scripture. They are,
in short, for the young Christian of the fourth century,
what has been in former days the learning of the
Egyptians to Moses, and to Daniel that of the Chald-
eans. Their value consists in being a preparation and
setting out on a still higher task which is in its special
bearing the understanding of the Old and New Testa-
ments.?

St. Augustine, speaks in a similar vein in his De Doc-
trina Christiana. According to him, as summarized by
Labriolle:

In profane learning there are elements so evident-
ly sullied by superstition that no upright man should
think of making experiments in it: astrology, for
example. There are others, such as history, natural his-
tory, astronomy, dialectics, rhetoric, etc., which, pro-
vided they be guarded against the depravities and
abuses to which they give rise, are worthy of study and
should render the greatest service in connection with
exegesis and oral commentary on the Scriptures.!!

With these men we have reached what we may call the
typical traditional Christian solution to our problem. The
identity of their viewpoint is indicated by their use of the
same allegorical simile. Like the Jews in their flight from
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Egypt, these Church Fathers argued, the Church must carry
away the gold and the silver vessels of her enemies and em-
ploy them for her own uses.

The standpoint here adopted is not really a theoretical
accounting of the Christian’s relation to the world of un-
redeemed human culture and science. Nor is it the result
of any such theory. It is rather immediate reaction, pressed
from these Christians by the exigencies of their life in
the Roman Empire. To these men it must have seemed a
correct standpoint, because it was felt as a necessary one.
But that is not yet to render an account of its “necessity”;
indeed, the lack of an adequate theory of the Christian’s
relation to unredeemed human culture and science is rae-
ognized in effect by Labriolle, who says of Basil’s dis-
course:

Truth to tell, we do not see the subject developed
with the fulness and precision we might have hoped
from it. Basil brings to his discusion less of method
yhanwof agreeable bonhomie and of abounding human-
ism.

To which we may add, that a theoretical account would
have to explain how there could be precious jewels in Egypt
at all, and just what in Egypt were jewels and what some-
thing less valuable, how great the relative purity of the
jewels was, and again, how it was possible to gather up
the jewels from Egypt without becoming contaminated
and corrupted in the process. The city of Cecrops is
not, and cannot be, the City of God no matter how entic-
ing she makes herself appear. Such a critical reflection
was conspicuously absent from the thinking of the Church
Fathers.

It is this essentially uncritical modus vivendi of the
Church Fathers which forms the basis of medieval schol-
astic thought upon the problem of the Christian’s relation
to the world of unredeemed human culture and science.
Two of the chief distinguishing features of scholasticism
are already foreshadowed in the patristic approach.

First to be noted is the ancillary position assigned by
these men to cultural pursuits. These are to be, it would
seem, but the handmaid of theological studies—the ancilla
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theologiae of scholastic conception. Does this conception
not carry with it the implication that the possibility of an
independent service of God in the cultural fields of study,
e.g., law, politics, history, and natural science, is denied?
And may it not be that such a conclusion is but the direct
consequence of a lack of adequate reflection upon the cul-
tural problem itself?

In the second place, as in medieval scholasticism, so in
the thought of the Church Fathers, the body of the cultural
product is accepted as it stands, and only certain obvious
conflicts with Christian doctrine and a Christian sense of
piety are to be excluded. Again, these Christians of the
Later Roman Empire make no demand for a radical re-
formation of Classical Culture, but they merely seek to
trim it of its worst pagan excesses. Not even Augustine of
Hippo was able to free himself completely from the influ-
ences of pagan Greek philosophy. Dooyeweerd maintains
that especially Augustine’s view of philosophy as ancilla
theolosriae was derived from the Aristotelian conception of
metaphysical theology (based upon pure theory) as regina
scientiarium (queen of the sciences). In spite of this, Au-
gustine showed an increasing reserve toward Greek culture
and science as his understanding grew of the radical char-
acter of the Christian religion. He never consciously strove
after a religious synthesis between the Greek view of na-
ture and man and the doctrines of the Christian faith.!®
Yet Augustine did not attempt any radical reforms of the
Graeco-Roman culture into which he was born. Although
he does take a more critical position of the Roman Empire
in his great work The City of God, in general the Church
Fathers accepted the political status quo, and they tried to
devise a synthesis between Christianity and classical cul-
ture in terms of the theory of the Natural Law. In general
it may be said that in respect to human equality, property
rights, and the necessity of justice in the state, the Church
Fathers were substantially in agreement with Cicero and
Seneca.

In their great History of Medieval Political Theory in
the West the brothers R. W. and A. J. Carlyle have shown
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how the theory of natural law became one of the common
places of Christian thought. Thus they write:

The fathers came to identify the Law of Nature
with the Law of God . This is found in Origen, Tertul-
lian, Lactantius. All agree that there is a law written
by nature in men’s hearts which is the true rule of
human life and conduct. Ambrose says that law is
twofold, natural and written (Moses). The natural
law is in men’s hearts and the written found in the
Bible. Jerome declares that the Mosaic Law was given
because the natural law was neglected. St. Isidore
defines law as Ulpinian does: Jus aut naturale est
aut civile aut gentium. With his definition this con-
ception of a tripartite law passes into the common
stock of the medieval tradition on political theory . . ..

The conception of the state of nature of the Stoics
is in the Fathers identified with the condition of man-
kind before the Fall of Adam. Men as God made them
were free; the condition of slavery is very largely
determined by fortune, and this condition does not ex-
tend beyond the body. Slavery is the result of sin and
masters must treat their slaves with consideration . . ..
The Fathers conceive of the state of man before the
Fall as Seneca thought of the Golden Age and they ac-
count for its disappearance by the theory of the Fall.
By the Fall man passed out of the state of nature into
the state in which the conventional institutions of so-
ciety are necessary. The Fall brought with it the new
conditions of a new discipline by which the new and
evil tendencies of human nature should be corrected.

Slavery is the consequence of sin and is the system
by which the sinful nature of man is corrected. This
conception is developed by Augustine, Ambrose and
Isidore. . . . Slavery in the judgement of the Fathers
is a legitimate and useful institution. Yet on its prac-
tical side Christianity was ameliorating the hardships
of slavery by exhorting masters to kindness and by
promoting legislation for the protection of the slave.
The practical influence of the Church was in favour of
manumission . . ..

The Fathers believe that man is made for society.
Augustine says human nature is sociable, but that it is
not by nature that man is in subjection to man. The
primitive state of man was a state without coercive
government. Coercive government has been made
necessary through sin and is the divinely appointed
remedy for sin. This teaching is found contained in the
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writings of Irenaeus, Ambrose, Augustine, Gregory and
Isidore. To all of them government is a divine institu-
tion since by it man will be restrained from sinning . . . .

The Fathers insist that the Christian man is bound
to use his property to relieve the wants of his fellow
men. . . . They think that in the primitive state all
thngs were held in common and that it is the law of
the state which gives this thing to one man and that
to another. God meant the world to be in the common
possession of all men and to produce its fruits for all;
it was avarice which produced the rights of property
according to Ambrose. According to Gregory the
rights of property are not absolute. If a man uses it
only for himself it is unjust. Property is conventional
and is not unlawful and yet it is not an unrestricted
right. Augustine maintains that the right of property
is limited by the use to which it is put; the man who
abuses his property has no right to it .. ..

Patristic political theory turns upon the distinction
between the primitive or natural state with its natural
law or institutions and the actual state with its con-
ventional institutions adapted to the sinful character-
istics and circumstances of human life . . . .

With regard to the theory of human equality and
the institutions of slavery, of government and of prop-
erty none existed in the above state of nature. Out of
the state of innocence men passed into the state of sin.
Their nature was changed and corrupted. New institu-
tions founded in some measure upon the vices of
avarice, lust and hate were needed to correct them.
Thus slavery, government and private property are in-
stitutions arising from the vicious tendencies of human
nature but they are also the instruments by which these
vices are corrected.'*

For the Church Fathers thus to accept the greater part
of the values, institutions and legal system of the Roman
Empire was equivalent to affirming that Graeco-Roman
culture was fundamentally good and therefore could be in-
corporated mechanically, as it were, into the larger Chris-
tian framework.

B. The Thomistic Solution of the Problem of the Relation
Between Christ and Medieval Culture

In general, subsequent developments in the history of
the Church worked to bolster this attitude of the Fathers to-
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wards unredeemed human culture and science, and only the
revival of the radical Christian religious ground motive at
the time of the Reformation would make possible a more
critical consideration of the problem of the Christian’s rela-
tion to culture. Until the Reformation the tendency towards
the synthesis of Christ and culture became ever more ap-
parent.

According to Dooyeweerd such a synthesis was in fact
achieved in medieval scholasticism, especially as this was
reflected in the great system of thought built up by Thomas
Aquinas. Here, he says, a new religious ground-motive
makes its entry into Western culture, thought and science.
Nature, conceived as form and matter in the Greek sense,
becomes the autonomous basis of supernatural grace. By
means of his doctrine of the eternal law, with its subjective
counterpart in the natural law, Thomas Aquinas sought to
accommodate the Greek form-matter motive with the bibli-
cal ground-motive of creation, the fall into sin, and redemp-
tion in and through Jesus Christ in the communion of the
Holy Spirit. Through the natural law the creation, in its
essential nature, has a subjective part in the eternal law of
God’s world plan. This synthesis of the biblical and Greek
religious motives implied a distinction between a natural
and a supernatural sphere of thought and action. Within
the sphere of nature a relative autonomy was ascribed to
human reason, which was now supposed by Thomas to be
capable by its own unaided light of discovering the natural
truths about the universe and of man’s social life within it.
As David Knowles writes in his book The Evolution of Medi-
eval Thought:

As a follower of Albert who outran his master
Aquinas accepted human reason as an adequate and
self-sufficient instrument for attaining truth within
the realm of man’s natural experience, and in so doing
gave, not only to abstract though but to all scientific
knowledge, rights of citizenship in a Christian world.
He accepted in its main lines the system of Aristotle as
a basis for his own interpretation of the visible uni-
verse, and this acceptance did not exclude the ethical
and political teaching of the Philosopher. By so doing,
and without a full realization of all the consequences,
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Thomas admitted into the Christian purview all the
natural values of human social activity.'s

As a good example of this synthesizing method of
Aquinas we may cite his natural theology where creation
was now understood as a natural truth which could be
proved by the argument from motion. It could be proved in a
purely theoretical way from the logical necessity of an un-
moved Mover as first Cause and final end of all movement.
This had been the demonstration for God’s existence fur-
nished by Aristotle’s metaphysics. The logical consequence
of this argument is that God is opposed as pure form to
matter which is the principle of imperfection, a doctrine
which cannot be accepted from the Christian point of view.

To escape this contradiction, the Greek religious motive
was accommodated to the biblical motive of creation. God
was said to have created both form and matter. Yet this
applied only to the form and matter of concrete creatures.
The principles of form and matter could not be conceived of
as results of creation, since Aquinas viewed God himself as
pure form, opposed to matter as a principle of imperfection.
Thus Thomas agrees here with Aristotle in deifying the
form and undeifying the matter. Dooyeweerd concludes
that the religious dialectic of the Greek motive is not over-
come in the Thomistic idea of creation, and that the latter
loses its integral character. In this scholastic way of syn-
thesis required by the Roman Catholic ground-motives of
nature and grace, the form-matter motive of Greek philoso-
phy had lost its original religious sense. But at the same
time the biblical creation-motive was deprived of its original
integral and radical character. As a result of this syn-
thesis, Dooyeweerd says, creation was now proclaimed to
be a natural truth which can be seen and proved by human
reason independent of all divine revelation, thus eliminat-
ing the doctrine of creation understood in its biblical sense
as the religious motive of all theoretical thought. As
Dooyeweerd points out:

The Greek form-matter motive in all its different
conceptions excludes in principle the Idea of creation
in its biblical sense. The sum total of Greek wisdom con-
cerning the origin of the cosmos is: ‘‘ex nihilo nihil
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fit” (from nothing nothing can originate). At the
utmost, Greek metaphysical theology could arrive at
the idea of a divine demiurge, who gives form to an
original matter as the supreme architect and artist.
Therefore, the scholastic doctrine of creation could
never lead to a real reconciliation with the biblical
ground-motive. The unmoved Mover of Aristotelian
metaphysics, who, as the absolute theoretical nous, only
has himself as the object of his thought in blessed self-
contemplation is the radical opposite of the living God
who revealed Himself as Crcator. Thomas may teach
that God has brought forth natural things according
both to their form and matter, but the principle of
matter as the principle of metaphysical and religious
imperfection cannot find its origin in a pure form.1®

The biblical doctrine of creation not only thus lost its
integral character but it was also deprived of its radical
character, since within the context of form and matter there
is no place for a radical unity of nature in the religious
center or heart of human existence.

Man is considered by Thomas Aquinas to be a combina-
tion of a material body with a rational soul as its formal
complement. This combination provides the natural sub-
structure (matter) for a higher form, viz., the donum super-
additum which is provided by supernatural grace. Similar-
ly, the motives of sin and redemption are deprived of their
radical and integral character, as neither is said to affect
hpman nature in a radical and integral manner. The for-
mer (sin) primarily deprives man of the supernatural gra-
tuity, which is again restored by redemption. As Dooye-
weerd writes:

The Aristotelian conception of human nature could
not be reconciled to the biblical conception concerning
the creation of man in the image of God. According to
Thomas, human. nature is a composition of a material
body and a rational soul as a substantial form, which,
in contradistinction to Aristotle’s conception, is con-
ceived of as an immortal substance. This scholastic
view has no room for the biblical conception of the
radical religious unity of human existence. Instead of
this unity a natural and a supranatural aspect is dis-
tinguished in the creation of man. The supranatural
side was the original gift of grace, which as a donum
superadditum was ascribed to the rational nature.
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In accordance with this conception of creation, the
view of the fall was also deprived of its radical mean-
ing. Sin merely caused the loss of the supranatural
gift of grace, and did not lead to a corruption of human
nature. The latter was simply injured by its loss of the
superadditum. Redemption in Jesus Christ can no
longer have a relation to the very religious root of the
temporal cosmos, but it can only bring nature to its
supranatural perfection.'?

Thomas Aquinas’ tremendous significance in the his-
tory of Western thought lies precisely in his synthesis of
the Greek basic motive with the Christian motive in terms
of which he sought to justify the medieval papal attempt to
create a Christian civilization. Whereas Augustine of
Hippo had considered such an attempt impossible, now
Thomas claimed to show that it was possible. In his City of
God Augustine had contrasted the City of God with the City
of the Devil. In this great work Augustine undertook to
describe the nature and history of these two cities that
“have been formed by two loves; the earthly by the love of
self, even to contempt of God; the heavenly by the love of
God even to contempt of self.”'® In the fifth book of the
City of God Augustine discusses the virtues of the ancient
Romans. They had been great and beneficent and the
Romans had given the world a measure of peace with jus-
tice. They had set the love of a country above their own
interest and welfare. Virgil is quoted at length to provide
evidence of the greatness of Rome. It was thanks to their
virtues that the Romans had achieved “so many wonderful
deeds, worthy of praise and of glory according to the judge-
ment of men.” God had rewarded those virtues by giving
them ‘“‘the worldly glory of the most excellent Empire.”’!?

In such passages mention is made of the goodness, the
long-suffering, patience and condescension of God. And yet
no conscious effort is made to come to grips with the sub-
ject. Augustine does not seem to be interested in the theory
of the Christian’s relation to the world. Much of the bibli-
cal material that later was to be put to such good use is cited
by him, but he does not himself claim it for a theory . of
Christian politics. He does not tell us by what standard
he judges Roman justice and virtue. These are to him, con-
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sidered from the point of view of God’s revelation of the
heavenly kingdom, to be no more than vices. “What were
such virtues other than illusions ?”’ he asks. “What but smoke
and vanity is the glory of the Earthly City compared to the
glory of the Heavenly? What does it matter to man in
this brief mortal, under whose rule he lives, provided the
rulers do not force him to do evil?’2° In such words all
political interest seems to have come to a standstill. Un-
fortunately, Augustine does not go on to ask how it is pos-
sible that the ungodly can have an earthly city at all. In
short, Augustine failed to provide the church with an ade-
quate theory of human culture. With respect to the problem
of culture, Augustine is still on the same naive level of the
other church fathers; yet he does represent the moment in
the history of thought corresponding to that moment in the
thought of an individual which precedes the breaking forth
of a new insight.

it is the claim of modern Roman Catholic apologists
that such a new insight into the relations of Christianity
and Western culture was provided by Thomas Aquinas.
Aquinas, they claim, has provided the Church of God with
the theory of the Christian’s relation to the world of culture
and politics which it had so long lacked.

By the time Thomas appeared upon the human sceue
the old pessimism and lack of interest on the part of Chris-
tians in the mundane secular political and social order had
gone. Whereas Paul had taught that the Christian’s true
citizenghip is in heaven, and Augustine had taught that the
City of God was an unattainable ideal on earth, now Popes
such as Gregory VII and Innocent III declared that it is in
this world that man is called to achieve the City of God.

The bleak alternative suggested by Augustine has now
given way to an entirely new view of man’s perfectibility
on earth. Christianity has ceased to be hostile to the world
of human culture and politics, because it has conquered the
world of feudal kinglets and barons. The power to appoint
and control kings is now lodged in the Pope of Rome as
a result of the triumphant papal victory won over the Holy
Roman Emporor King Henry II of Germany during the
Great Investiture contest.?!’ TUnder the leadership of the



THE MEDIEVAL MOTIVE OF NATURE AND GRACE 157

Papacy the Western Church now claimed the right to order
the affairs of men. Transformed into a hierarchical sacra-
mental authority over the souls of its members, it arrogated
to itself absolute authority over the souls of its members,
and by the time of Aquinas had come to identify itself
with the “invisible Church” in its central religious sense
as the “body of Christ.”

Add to these claims the disorganized condition of
medieval feudal society and it is not hard to realize that
the Church institution was indeed the only integrating fac-
tor of Western culture. The feudal system caused a close
interlacement of spiritual and secular authority with mon-
asteries and bishops holding large areas of land in fief
from the kings and in many cases acting as the king’s
sdministrators. In the period of what Troeltsch called the
ecclesiastically unified culture of the Middle Ages this whole
complex of historical causes had by the time of Thomas
Aquinas resulted in a factual supremacy of the hierarchical
ecclesiastic authority led by the Popes over the entire
political and social life. Once such an ecclesiastically con-
trolled respublica Christiana had been established, the prob-
lem arose, not merely of incorporating the secular orderings
and institutions of Western society within the bosom of
the Western Church by legal and diplomatic methods, but
also of justifying this incorporation intellectually, and thus
of creating a Roman Catholic ideology of power.??

It was to this task of providing Latin Catholicism with
an adequate ideology of power that Thomas Aquinas devoted
his career. He sought with all the genius at his command
to justify the papal attempt to build the City of God along
feudal lines within this world and to vindicate the papal
claim to hegemony and sovereignty over Western society.
He tried to prove to the sceptics and critics of the church
of his day that the Roman Catholic Church, under the
direction of the Roman Pontiffs, alone could make the world
safe for civilization, because it was in fact the actual em-
bodiment of the Kingdom of God in history.

Accordingly, Thomas had to show that the existing
feudal ordering of political and social relationships, so far
from being the product of sin and lust for power, were
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natural and therefore just. Just as Aristotle had tried to
answer his Sophist critics by trying to prove that the exist-
ing institutions of the Greek city-state, such as slavery and
the exploitation of women and the working classes, were
natural and reflected the very order of the universe, so
now Aquinas tried to show that such feudal institutions as
serfdom, the monarchy and papal theocracy were also nat-
ural, and arose out of the very nature of things. Aquinas
in fact borrowed much of his argument from Aristotle be-
cause he discovered in the Politics a conception of man in
society that could easily be adapted to implement the papal
program to build up a Christian society and to provide a
rational justification for it. With Aristotle’s help he tried
to prove that the feudal state was grounded in nature rather
than in sin, as Paul and Augustine had supposed.

According to Thomas the revealed truths of Christian-
ity are not in contradiction to the testimony of reason.
The practice of the Christian life does not exact from man
a renunciation of what is essential to him as man. Reason
and revelation, human nature and the supernatural values
revealed in the Holy Scriptures are fundamentally in har-
mony. In short, “grace does not abolish nature but perfects
it.”2%  Such a formula expresses not only an entirely new
interpretation of the relationship between reason and rev-
elation, but also a completely new conception of the capaci-
ties of human nature and the effect of sin upon it. As A. P.
d’Entreves points out:

The formula expresses an entirely different atti-
tude to life from the diffidence and hostility of earlier
Christian thought. St. Thomas’s assertion that grace
does not abolish nature but perfects it implies that
human values and truths are not necessarily obliterated
by the revelation of higher ones; however modest and
low, they deserve to be considered as possible tools for
the great task of building up a Christian eivilization.
It also implies the recognition of the existence and
dignity of a purely “natural” sphere of rational and
ethical values.?*

For Thomas, sin has not invalidated ‘“the essential
principles of nature.” Its consequences, therefore, concern
only the possibilities of man’s fulfilling the dictates of
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natural reason, not his capacity of attaining to their knowl-
edge. That is, sin has not impaired the existence of a
sphere of purely natural, ethical values, and it is in this
sphere that the state and political relations find their
raison d’étre. In other words, sin merely removed certain
supernatural gifts from man, but left his human nature
and reason intact. Before the Fall man was endowed with
such supernatural gifts whereby he was not merely right-
eous, pure and untempted, but also enjoyed a measure of
God’s own divine nature and goodness. It was this super-
added gift of grace which Adam lost by his sin, and in so
doing reverted back to being a ‘“natural man.” Thus for
Aquinas,. man after the Fall retained the image of God,
which consists in his freedom and rationality of his nature,
but lost his likeness to God, which consists in his self-
determination according to his divine destiny. By means
of this. distinction, based upon a faulty exegesis of the
Hebrew words translated by imago and similitudo, Aquinas
had very adroitly circumvented the Pauline and Augustinian
teaching that through sin man has not just lost a so-called
supernature, but his God-given nature, and has therefore
become unnatural, inhuman and demoniac. As Brunner
points out:

To begin the understanding of man with a neutral
concept—animale rationale—means a hopeless misun-
derstanding of the being of man from the very outset.
Man is not a two-story creature, but, even if now
corrupted—a unity. His relation to God is not some-
thing which is added to his human nature; it is the
core and ground of his humanitas.2®

Upon this sub-biblical doctrine of human nature, called
by Berkouwer ‘“heroic humanism,”?¢ Thomas now proceed-
ed to erect not only his theology and anthropology but
also his sociology and doctrine of the state and theory of
culture. And because his basic presupposition about human
nature is biblically false everything else he builds upon it
is false and shot through with error, no matter how elo-
quently and logically argued. If human nature is really
such as Thomas supposes, what need had man for God’s
grace and help at all? Why bother bringing God into the
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human picture at all, if man is already perfectly rational
and capable of achieving his own destiny and realizing his
own potentialities in this world? If man can bring in, or
build, or otherwise provide a kingdom for God, why bother
bringing God into the human picture at all?

Instead of conceiving of the state and its various organs
as God’s method of restraining human sinfulness, as Paul
and Augustine had thought of the Roman Empire, Thomas
and other Scholastic thinkers now proceeded to give a purely
natural, that is, rational, explanation of man’s social insti-
tutions. As d’Entreves writes:

It was a momentous discovery for it made it possi-
ble to accept the Aristotelian conception of the ethics
and politics and to graft it, as it were, on the Christian
interpretation of life.??

As a direct and tragic result there was no longer felt
any need for a distinctive Christian philosophy of law,
politics and the state. The social sciences were, in fact,
abandoned to the influence of the Greek pagan religious
ground motive in its external accommodation to Christian
doctrine. From this point of view Thomas may well be
considered the first modern liberal humanist in respect to
his political and sociological thought. If human reason can,
in fact, elucidate the first principles of social science and
political and legal thought without any reference whatso-
ever to the principles of God’s Word and Divine norms,
why bother bringing revelation into the picture at all? If
man can of his own rational faculties and by means of his
scientific method build a successful social order, why bring
his religion into life?

While Thomas Aquinas himself never drew such un-
Christian conclusions, it did not take his successors at
French, German, Italian and British universities long to
do so. Such a process of the secularization of the social
sciences and humanities inevitably developed out of the
distinction drawn by Aquinas between the order of faith
and the order of natural reason. For Thomas faith im-
plies the assent of the intellect, under the compulsion of
the will, to something which is not evident in the light of
reason, but which is revealed by God, where the authority
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of God is itself the motive of assent. Theology, then, is
the knowledge of those things which are received by faith
from divine revelation. Scientific knowledge, on the other
hand, implies assent of the intellect to something which we
perceive as true in the natural light of reason, the assent
being here motivated or determined by its object, namely
essences. Thus we have two distinet species of knowledge,
which causes Aquinas to conclude that the same thing can-
not be known and believed at the same time.?8

After Aquinas the absolute distinction between nature
and grace was openly proclaimed by Occam; on the one
hand, and the Averroeists, on the other hand, leading to
the doctrine of a twofold truth. In medieval nominalism
the Thomistic synthesis of nature and grace was here re-
placed by a sharp antithesis. Any point of connection be-
tween the natural and the supernatural was denied. Writ-
ing of the historical significance of William of Occam,
David Knowles of Cambridge University says:

Though not himself a philosophical sceptic, he gave
powerful assistance in the work of shattering the al-
ready trembling fabric raised by the Christian Ar-
istotelians, and to disperse the conception, of an order-
ed, interlocking universe which in its turn was per-
meated by, and dovetailed into, the economy of super-
natural grace.??

If Occam thus prompted the beginnings of the secu-
larization of Western philosophy, Marsilius of Padua laid
the foundations of the modern secular doctrine of the om-
nicompetence and self-sufficiency of the state, the natural
organization of human society, endowed with a natural and
therefore right and necessary evolution, structure and func-
tions.

Walter Ullmann points out that the impact of Aristotle
was not only of importance to philosophical enquiries, but
also and “we venture to say, of greater importance in the
field of politi¢cal science.” He continues:

Avristotle provided what the anti-hierocratic think-
ers (imperial apologists) had been groping for so long
to find. He had shown . . . that there was a societas
humana, the aim of which was the satisfaction of
human needs. This societas humana is something
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fundamentally different from the societas Christiana.
It grows from below, from the household, the village
and larger entities into a self-sufficing community
formed by the natural impulse of men to live in it;
it is therefore a creation of nature.

The societas humana aims at providing human,
earthly felicity; it aims at a perfect, honourable, and
self-sufficing life. This is an end in itself. The values,
criteria and functions of this human society are deter-
mined by its character and aim. It is a worldly com-
munity . . . Hence all social, political and cultural
activity within this human society is to be orientated
by this and which alone is the directive or regulative
principle. Wedded to the already formidable aware-
ness of nationhood, this Aristotelian conception of the
soctetas humana provided the framework out of which
the modern nation state could arise. Aristotle supplied
thelrooi; under which anti-hierocratic thought found a
shelter.3°

In the light of this devastating comment it is hard to
see how the Roman Catholic scholar d’Entreves can so bold-
ly acclaim Thomas Aquinas’ attempt to synthesize Aristotle
with Christianity. Does d’Entreves worship Aristotle or
does he worship Christ? By what manner of thinking does
he think it is possible to reconcile the pagan teachings of
Aristotle with those of the living God of the Bible? The
Thomistic attempt to synthesize the wine of the Gospel with
the oil of Aristotelianism has been the most misguided effort
in the history of human thought. Far from baptizing Ar-
istotle into Christ, as he thought, Aquinas merely succeeded
in opening the flood gates to modern humanistic apostasy,
and the Leviathan godless state.

Having thus shattered the biblical and Christian ground
motive in the interests of justifying papal power politics,
Thomas proceeded to build up a radically new view of man
in society in terms of his theory of Natural Law. For
Aquinas the sphere of natural and human values finds its
best expression in the idea of natural law, which becomes
for him the proper ground upon which social and political
relations can be secured and comprehended. Natural law
for Aquinas is laid down as an interpretation of man’s
nature and of his relation to God and to the universe.
Natural law is unintelligible unless we realize its close link
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with the eternal divine order on which the whole creation
ultimately rests. Thus Aquinas writes:

Supposing the world to be governed by divine
Providence . . . it is clear that the whole community
of the universe is governed by the divine reason. This
rational guidance of created things on the part of God
... we can call the Eternal Law.

(Now) since all things which are subject to divine
Providence are measured and regulated by the Eternal
Law . .. it is clear that all things participate to some
degree in the Eternal Law, in so far as they derive
from it certain inclinations to those actions and aims
which are proper to them.

But, of all others, rational creatures are subject
to divine Providence in a very special way ; being them-
selves made participators in Providence itself, in that
they control their actions and the actions of others.
So they have a certain share in the divine reason itself,
deriving therefrom a natural inclination to such actiong
and ends as are fitting. This participation in the
Eternal Law by rational creatures is called the Na-

tural Law . . .. The Natural Law is nothing else than
the participation of the Eternal Law in rational crea-
tures.3!

This doetrine of Natural Law is the pivot of Thomas’s
understanding of man in society and by means of it he
was able to fuse Aristotle’s doctrine of virtue and of pur-
posive conduct in terms of rational ends with the Stoic
doctrine of the Law of Nature and of Reason. At the same
time we must be clear that, as understood by Aquinas,
natural law has nothing to do with the doctrine of the
natural rights of the individual. It is not from the in-
dividual that Thomas would have us make our start but
from the Universe and from the notion of a world well
ordered and graded, of which law is the highest expression.
Natural Law for Aquinas is like a bridge, thrown as it
were across the gulf which divides man from his divine
Creator. It expresses man’s dignity and power in so far
as he alone has been called upon to share intellectually and
actively in the rational order of the world. That is to say,
man’s relation to God is no longer personal and direct as
the New Testament had supposed, but legal and indirect.
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Whereas Paul and Augustine had maintained that all
our knowledge of God is the result of God’s own gracious
self-disclosure, Thomas now supposed that in addition to
the revealed truth given in Holy Scripture and organized
in the structure of dogmatic theology, there was another
source of the knowledge of God, namely man’s natural rea-
son. Aquinas held that it was possible to discover by the
unaided powers of the human reason that God exists
through an inference of his effects in the world of nature.
As E. Gilson says:

The only road which can lead us to a knowledge
of the Creator must be cut through the things of sense.
The immediate access to the Cause being barred to
us, it remains for us to divine it with the help of its
effects.32

At the same time, Aguinas admitted that the human
reason as such could only give us negative knowledge of
God’s nature and being. We can know that God is but not
what he is. Once we have established that he is real, it
is only by the vie negationis that we can proceed to de-
termine what he is like. Thus for example we can prove
that he is not plural, that he is not corporeal, that he is
not space, that he is not ignorant, and that he is not evil.
In addition to this negative method Aquinas believed that
natural reason could obtain knowledge of God’s nature by
the method of analogy, since the nature of God has been
revealed to some extent in man’s nature. God indeed in-
finitely surpasses all human attributes and, because of this,
no quality can be applied univocally both to man and to
God. Yet Aquinas thought that these qualities, even as
we know them in man and as we are accordingly able to
conceive them in our minds, do provide a certain analogy
to something that is in God. God is thus more than good
in the human sense, but human goodness does bring us
nearer to him than human badness. Although, therefore,
the word goodness, when applied to God as well as to man,
must not be used univoeally but only equivocally, that, says
Thomas, is much better than not being able to use it at all.
A single passage may be quoted to illustrate Aquinas’s con-
ception of natural theology.
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Our natural knowledge takes its beginning from
sense. Hence our natural knowledge can reach as far
as it can be led by the things of sense. But starting
from sensible things, our intellect cannot reach so far
as to see the divine essense; because sensible things
which are created by God, are not equal to the power
of God which is their Cause. Hence from the knowl-
edge of sensible things the whole power of God cannot
be known; from which it follows that His essence can-
not be seen. But because they are His effects and
dependent on Him as their cause, we can be led from
them so far as to know that God exists, and to know
concerning Him those things which must necessarily
appertain to Him in virtue of His being the first cause
of all things, exceeding all that He has caused.??

According to Thomas this “natural” kind of knowledge
of God was accessible to pagans as well as to Christians,
and indeed Aristotle was the great master of this rational
type of knowledge of God. At this point we might comment
that what Aquinas has done is to read back into natural
theology the Christian idea of God. As we saw, neither
Aristotle nor Plato came anywhere near a true knowledge of
God but oscillated between pantheism and monotheism. Be-
cause all men could thus come to natural knowledge of God
they could also come to a knowledge of the Law of Nature.
Acquinas, however, admitted that such a natural knowledge
of God does not give to man all that he needs to know; it is
not saving knowledge. The full Christian knowledge of God
and of his redemptive activity on man’s behalf, as expressed
in such doctrines as those of the Incarnation and the Trinity,
can be learned only from revelation and is not ascertainable
by the natural reason.

Man is an “ens incompletum’ and, therefore, according
to Thomas, stands in need of divine grace. This divine
saving truth, which was beyond the possibility of discovery
by the unaided human reason, is contained in the Bible.
According to Thomas this supernaturally revealed knowl-
edge of God is provided with an amply sufficient authentica-
tion in those exhibitions of miraculous powers and those
miraculous fulfilments of prophecy which accompanied its
original communication. He claims that this authentica-
tion possesses in itself full logical cogency such as to com-
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pel belief in all reasonable minds. It is thus plain that
Aquinas regards the nature of revelation as consisting of
divine truths supernaturally communicated to men in pro-
positional form. Faith thus becomes not a matter of right
relations with God in the Spirit of Christ, but of correct
beliefs about God contained in the infallible doctrines at
the disposal of the Church in two forms: in the Holy Secrip-
tures and in the dogma created by the Church. Catholic
Truth henceforth becomes viewed as correct beliefs imposed
from above by the teaching clergy, rather than something
which dwells in the Body of Christ and all its members,
themselves the shrine of Truth. Whereas in the Early
Church faith had been the relation between person and
person, the obedient trust of man in the God who graciously
stoops to meet him in Jesus Christ, now revelation and
truth, as encounter with Christ in his Body, becomes doc-
trine, and faith becomes doctrinal belief. As Brunner says:

A believer is now no longer, as in the New Testa-
ment, a person who has been claimed and transformed
by Jesus Christ, but a person who accepts what the
Church offers him as divinely revealed doctrine, since
he is aware that either the Bible or the doctrinal author-
ity of the Church constitutes an authority to which
he must submit without question.3*

Amongst the new saving truth revealed in Holy Writ
Thomas gave a great deal of attention to the new revelation
of the Natural Law contained in the Decalogue, which il-
luminated the natural reason afresh about its first princi-
ples. As a result, such secular institutions as the state,
private property, slavery, marriage and coercive govern-
ment in general were shown to be fully rational because
they were in accord with God’s revealed will. Whereas in
the Early Church such institutions had been conceived as
a remedy and punishment for sin, now such institutions are
declared to be natural. As Gratian had put it:

Mankind is ruled by two laws: Natural Law and
Custom. Natural Law is that which is contained in
the Scriptures and the Gospel.?®
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In particular, Thomas held the Decalogue to be directly
the logically developed compendium of the Natural Law.
As Troeltsch says:

The binding power of the Decalogue consists in
its derivation from the logical necessity of Natural
Law. . So it became possible to regard natural
social 1nst1tut10ns as though they had been directly
derived from the Christian moral law, and thus it seem-
ed as though the tension of the Early Church between
the world and that which transcends the world, be-
tween social life and the Church, had been directly
overcome. Since the actual conditions are supposed to
have arisen out of the Natural Law, the Decalogue,
and examples from the Old Testament . . . they dove-
tail into the Bible idea of revelation in so far as
the conditions of the fallen state do not cause a painful
but irrevocable loss of the ideal. Thus Society in
general and in theory is subordinated to the Chris-
tian standard of life, and reason becomes the comple-
ment of revelation.3¢

This Thomist attempt to accommodate Aristotle’s the-
ory that social institutions and political life are natural
and therefore just with the Christian teaching that they
are the result of human sinfulness may be seen in Thomas’s
attempt to justify existing inequalities amongst men. Aec-
cording to Augustine, God had made the rational man to
be the master of animals, not of his fellowmen, thus show-
ing by visible signs what is the proper ‘order of nature and
what are the consequences of sin. Aquinas resolves the
contradiction between these two opposing points of view in
typical scholastic fashion. He admits that, had men re-
mained in the state of innocence, the more jarring inequali-
ties between them, such as the distinction between masters
and slaves, would not have existed. Yet he claims even
in the state of innocence the fundamental difference be-
tween man and man would have been apparent; for, as
Aristotle points out, men are not equal, but unequal. Every-
thing is clear if we distinguish between two different sorts
of subjection. Slavery—the subiectio servilis in which man
is degraded to a tool—is contrary to nature, and can there-
fore only be explalned as a consequence of sin. But political
relationship— the “subiectio civilis of man to man which is
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necessary for the common good—is not a consequence of
sin, for it is founded upon the very nature of man. Author-
ity and obedience would still have been required, even if
the state of innocence had been preserved, because, as
Aristotle said, man is a social and political animal. Society
would not be possible without those who are more wise and
righteous having command over the rest. Thus does Aquinas
get over the difficulty posited by sin, confining it to narrow
limits, merely to explain such hardships of social life as
serfdom and the harsh character of the penal law with its
attendant torture. Sin for Thomas can have no part in the
rational justification of the State, because political obliga-
tion is inherent in man’s nature. Man is unthinkable with-
out the State, because it is only in the State that he can
fulfil his end.

Political institutions are, then, according to Thomas,
an aspect or part of “natural” morality. As such they can
be considered and justified on a purely human plane, in-
dependently of religious values. The pagan state is accord-
ingly given a positive value as against Augustine’s view of
the pagan state as a “band of robbers.” Aquinas writes:

It must be granted that government and authority
are derived from human law, while the distinction be-
tween believers and unbelievers is introduced by divine
law. Now the divine law, which is founded on grace,
does not abolish human law, which derives from natural
reason. Hence the distinction between believers and
unbelievers, considered in itself, does not abolish the
government and authority of unbelievers over believers.
Such a right of government or authority can, however,
be justly abolished by the decision of the Church; for
unbelievers, on account of their unbelief, deserve to lose
their power over believers who are the sons of God.*”

The idea of the social and political nature of man leads
Aquinas to assert the necessity of the full and harmonious
integration of the individual in the community.

The goodness of any part is to be considered with
reference to the whole of which it forms a part. So,
all men being a part of the city, they cannot truly be
good unless they adapt themselves to the common good.
Nor can the whole be well constituted if its parts be
not properly adapted to it.?8
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At this point it becomes necessary to consider Thomas’s
conception of the individual. What is the Thomist doctrine
of the person? Instead of basing himself in the biblical
tradition, as we might suppose, Aquinas looked for his
definition of personality to classical idealism. Following
Aristotle, Thomas speaks of the soul as the form of the
body. To thus call the soul the “form’” of the body is for
Aquinas to say that the soul is what makes the body a
human body and that the soul and body are together one
substance. According to F. C. Copleston, ‘“the body without
the soul is not strictly a body at all . . . and though the
human soul survives death, it is not strictly speaking a
human person when it is in a state of separation from the
body. For the word ‘person’ signifies a complete substance
of rational nature.”?® Aquinas further applied to the soul
Aristotle’s theory of matter as the principle of individua-
tion within the species. According to Aristotle an individ-
ual is a concrete being, made up of a form analogous in
all the individuals of the same species, and of a matter
individualizing this form. Thus, in the case of men, none
of them could be considered as different from others as
man, since all share in the common form of man in the same
degree and in the same manner. Just because the form is
specific, it is of the same nature in all the individuals of the
same species. Thus substance for Aristotle was not an ab-
stract concept, but a term designating the most concrete,
individual particularity, involving not merely the stuff or
material cause which prime matter contributes and the uni-
versal form which the final cause contributes, but also the
life history within which the final form becomes more and
more actualized in the otherwise raw matter. This concep-
tion of the nature of any individual thing or substance as
being the actualization in matter of the potentially present
final cause enabled Aristotle to draw a distinction between
plants, animals, and men. All have form, and since Ar-
istotle identifies the word ‘“‘soul” with ‘“the form of a natural
body having life potentially within it” (De Anima, 412a,
20), all living creatures have souls. That is, the word
“soul” means the final form of the organism conceived as
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a causal principle determining its growth and characteris-
tics.

What distinguishes human beings from all other ani-
mals is that their final form and the final form of other
things is sufficiently actualized in them, so that they can
grasp the sensed form of other things in its logical, uni-
versal character as form by privation, as well as a mere
particular in its status of positive form. It is this ability
to grasp the sensed forms of things in their universal logical
character which, according to Aquinas, following Aristotle,
distinguishes human beings from all other creatures in the
universe with the exception of God. It is this unique capac-
ity of man to grasp his world in terms of law in its aspect
of generality, as well as a mere aggregation and succession
of particulars, that both Aristotle and Aquinas have in
mind when they define man as a “rational animal.” Now
according to Aristotle the individual substance possesses
significance only, so to speak, as the ‘“‘carrier” of a type.
Further, while everything else in man belongs to the
ephemeral world of becoming the “typical” alone is essential
and intelligible, and requires for its realization that he live
the life of the polis. Aquinas and all subsequent Roman
Catholic theologians have placed themselves in the invidious
position of trying to square such a conception of the in-
dividual with the full Christian doetrine. Just how can
the individual person be granted any significance and worth
if he is but the bearer of a type? Writing of Thomas’s
attempts to solve the inherent contradictions thus involved,
Etienne Gilson has the honesty to admit:

At first sight it would seem that the Thomist solu-
tion of the problem (of the individual person) is alto-
gether indistinguishable from the Aristotelian. Their
principles are the same and their conclusions formulat-
ed in identical terms. The formal distinction is that
whereby one species is distinguished from another
species, the material distinction is that whereby one
individual is distinguished from another individual.
Now since matter is inferior to form as potency is to
act, the material distinction must of necessity be there
for the sake of the formal distinction, and that amounts
to saying that the individuals are there for the sake
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of the species. When the species is realizable in a
gingle individual, as in the case of the pure Intelli-
gences, there is no need to distribute it into a plurality
of numerically distinct individuals; and that is why in
the Thomist system, every angel constitutes a distinct
species in himself. Where the specific form cannot
subsist by itself in its fullness, as in the case of man,
it endures and is perpetuated by means of the genera-
tion and corruption of a series of numerically distinct
individuals individuated by matter. It would seem im-
possible to imagine two philosophies in more complete
accord. . . . They are but one and that between the
philosophy of Aristotle and that of St. Thomas there
is only a numerical distinction.4?

Gilson then tried to rescue Thomas from the pitfalls
into which his attempt to understand the human self in
abstract ontological modes of thought rather than biblical
dramatic had landed him. The mystery of human selfhood
can never be truly comprehended in such abstract terms as
“form” and “matter,” but only in terms of the encounter of
the self with other selves. Personality is only constituted
by relation with other persons. It is not something we
possess by nature but achieve through sharing in the Spirit
of Christ, who restores our true humanity.

As a result of his Aristotelian understanding of man,
Thomas inevitably landed himself in the so-called organic
conception of the State which invariably swallows up the
individual in the greater whole. According to this organic
theory of the state the collective whole is always prior to
its parts and the individual is subordinated to the commun-
ity. In fact, the individual as such has no independent mean-
ing nor value apart from the whole of which it is a part.
According to d’Entreves:

There is no doubt that Aquinas conceives of the
State as an organism, and of the individual as sub-
ordinate to the community, and of the common good as
the supreme value to which all others are instru-
mental.#!

Thus he repeats and endorses Aristotle’s statement
that the family and all other groups differ from the city
not only in size but specifically and derives from this dif-
ference the conclusion that ‘““‘the common welfare is differ-
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ent in nature from that of the individual.”’*2 At the same
time Thomas did point out that the prince has authority only
so long as he governs according to the moral law. He is
“under God and law.” As a result the individual has some-
thing in him reserved for a higher end than total absorption
in the state. “Man is not formed for political fellowship in
his entirety, and in all that he has . .. but all that a man is,
and can do, and has, must be directed to God.”*3 Thus the
action of the State is delimited by objective rules of justice
which ensure that the individual will obey God.

In the last analysis, then, everything turned for Thomas
on God’s will. But how are we to know God’s will? As
we have seen there is natural law and there is revealed
truth, but of both of them God’s voice on earth is the
interpreter—natural law only differing from revealed truth
in that Man could have come to know it even without revela-
tion. But, things being as they are, the Church stands to
uphold it. Therefore it follows that though Man has indeed
rights against the State, he has no rights at all against the
Church. As St. Thomas argues in the De Regimine and
elsewhere, behind the “humanum regimen” there is always
a “divinum regimen.” In this world the two powers of
the rex and sacerdos are committed separately, the one to
earthly kings, the other to priests, and principally to the
Roman Pontiff, “so that temporal affairs may remain dis-
tinct from those spiritual.” But the different value of the
ends necessarily implies a subordination of the one power
to the other, of the regnum to the sacerdotium. Hence it
follows that to the Supreme Priest, the successor of Peter
and Vicar of Christ, “all kings in Christendom should be
subject, as to the Lord Jesus Christ himself.” For Thomas
the Church had an inherent right to declare when the
prince’s rule was in violation of the moral law, and when
such a declaration had been made, then not only deposition
but even tyrannicide was permitted. “Qui ad liberationem
patriae tyrannum accidit, laudateur et praemium accipit.”**

Thus in the end did Thomas’s theory of politics lead
him back to papal theocracy. As a result he had no con-
ception of the modern secular state consisting of men and
women of a variety of religious opinions. The relationship
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which he sought to justify was a relationship between a
Christian state and the Papal Monarchy. The non-Catholic
could not properly be a member of such a church-state.
The duty of the Christian towards the non-Christian was
dictated by different principles. The Jew must be tolerated
because his faith was an essential part of the Christian
evidence. On the other hand, Thomas’s assertion of the
right to persecute the apostate or the heretic was quite
uncompromising. Such a person, according to him, had
received the gift of faith and out of his wickedness refused
to cooperate with grace. He therefore deserves death.
He must be “constrained, even physically, to fulfil what he
has promised.” His sin is one for which there can be no
pardon. “If it be just that forgers and other malefactors
are put to death without mercy by the secular authority,
with how much greater reason may heretics not only be
excommunicated, but also put to death, when once they
are convicted of heresy.” Being merciful, the Catholic
Church grants first an opportunity for repentance, but that
it has not only a right but a duty to exterminate those who
persist in heresy, Thomas does not doubt. By sentence of
excommunication the heretic is not only separated from
the Church. He is passed on “to the secular judgment to
be exterminated from the world by death.”+" Thomas, of
course, meant by a heretic a person brought up in the
Church who made a personal choice to leave that body. In
what respect does the Thomist society differ from the mod-
ern totalitarian society which also demands such ideological
conformity? It differs only in one respect. Under Thomism
there are not one but two authorities—Church and State—
each to some extent a protector of liberty against the other.
As a matter of historical fact it is precisely owing to this
dualism that liberty has flourished in Western culture as
it has not flourished elsewhere on earth. Von Ranke states:

The Caliphate may unite ecclesiastical and political
power in one hand; but the whole life and character of
Western Christendom consists of the incessant action
and reaction of Church and State. Hence arises the
freer more comprehensive, more profound activity of
mind which has characterized that portion of the
globe.*¢
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Yet Thomas conceives of both as Christian societies
and therefore in the last resort the Church has the final
authority over the State and must be its master. Yet, even
with these reservations, d’Entreves is surely justified in
his judgement:

It is hardly possible for the modern man to accept
the system which St. Thomas coherently founded upon
it without renouncing that notion of civil and religious
liberty which we have some right to consider the most
precious possession of the West.*?

While we may have fallen below the level of Thomas
in many other respects, we have perhaps a right to think
that we have come not only to a less mechanical but also
to a truer conception of grace than he had. To Thomas
all men had natural reason, and as an addition to nature,
the Jews had a semi-revelation, and the Christian through
the gift of faith had the full revelation. There were no
shades or half-tones in God’s gift of faith. One either had
or one did not have it. There were no Virgils waiting in
the “noble castle,” just outside the gates. Thomas may be
the most rational mind the Church has ever produced, but
he lacks the one thing without which everything else
is as nothing. Thomas lacks in Christ-like love. He failed
to realize that the sacraments are the covenanted rather
than the only channels of grace. The Spirit blew where
it listed and God could and does give his grace through
other channels if he wishes. ‘“Facienti quod in se est Deus
non denegat gratiam.” If that is true, then, we can never
Le justified in pronouncing as unhesitatingly as Thomas
on the degree of guilt even of the heretic. “Let him tha.
is without sin throw the first stone.” Again, has not
Thomas underrated the psychological corruption that must
necessarily come to the orthodox should their faith be de-
fended by the weapon of persecution and the unholy In-
quisition? Does Thomas seriously believe that Christ would
have burnt his Samaritan neighbor at the stake? By justi-
fying the cruel and wicked policy of the medieval papacy
in putting down its critics and opponents by means of the
sword Thomas fell behind St. Augustine in his attitude to
heretics. It was not clear to him, as it was to Augustine,
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that, even on the orthodox thesis, heretics performed an
essential function in the strengthening of the faith of the
orthodox. Again we must question Thomas’s assertion of
the absolute validity of rational norms.

Thomas assumed that the requirements of natural law
are absolute and inflexible, being contained in the reason
which the creature has from God. In actual fact much of
the content which Thomas ascribed to natural law simply
reflected existing social institutions and conventions. By
absolutizing such relative institutions as feudal serfdom,
the Inquisition and papal theocracy he was in very grave
danger of demonizing tnem. Worse still, he closed the door
to eschatology and shut God out of the historical process.
The Early Church had never lost sight of the fact of God
as the living God of history. Thomas Aquinas was tempted
to do so by substituting the hypothesis of a radically un-
historical and static order of being in which every entity
and every relation has its established and meaningful place.
As a result Thomas and subsequent Roman Catholic phi-
losophers and theologians have placed themselves in the
position of appearing at times to represent the political and
economic status quo and so to identify their church too
closely with reactionary forces and classes. As Dooyeweerd
has pointed out, the natural law school absolutizes the legal
principle, so that it cannot do justice to the values which
emerge in human culture. As we shall be dealing with
Dooyeweerd’s criticism of the natural law school we shall
not say anything further at this point.

Again within the cadre of his teleological and meta-
physical view of human society, Thomas was no more in
a position than was Aristotle to investigate the internal
structural principles, which grounded in the divine world-
order, and to prescribe its own typical law to each societal
relationship. He had no room for the principle of sphere
sovereignty of each typical structural relationship of human
society after its own inner nature. While Aristotle ab-
solutized the state, Thomas now absolutized the ecclesi-
astical institution, since for him the final judgment con-
cerning the question of which affairs pertain to the natural
sphere, over which he allowed the state competence, and
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which to the supranatural sphere, belonged to the Church.
Since in the Thomistic view the autonomy of natural reason
is in need of its supernatural aid, it is the supranatural
institution which alone can establish the Christian princi-
ples of government. And as the infallible interpreter of
natural ethical law, this Church alone is in a position to
pass judgment concerning the limits of the competence of
the State.*®

By thus conceiving of the church as a second society,
superior to civil society, and by failing to distinguish the
Church as the Body of Christ from the church as a cultic
and ecclesiastical institution, Thomas Aquinas only fur-
thered the ambitions of the medieval popes to achieve a
totalitarian control over Western society. The Rule of
Jesus Christ is total. The Kingdom of God is the total
renewal, in Christ, of life in all its structures. Yet the
office-bearers within the church, including the bishops of
Rome, possess no such total authority, as Pope Boniface
VIII claimed in his Bull Unam Sanetam :

And we learn from the words of the Gospel that
in this Church and in her power are two swords, the
spiritual and the temporal. . . . But the latter is to
be used for the Church, the former by her; the spiritual
by the priest, the temporal by kings and captains but
by the assent and permission of the priest. The one
sword, then, should be under the other, and temporal
authority subject to spiritual power. . . . If, therefore,
the earthly power shall err, it shall be judged by the
spiritual power. . . . But if the supreme power err,
it can only be Judged by God, not by man. For this
authorlty, although given to a man and exercised by
a man is not human but divine, given at God’s mouth
to Peter and established as a rock for him and his
successors. . . . We declare, state, define and pro-
nounce that it is altogether necessary to salvation for
every human creature to be subject to the Roman pon-
tiff.49

By understanding the idea of unity in terms of govern-
ment, rather than of unity in terms of a common allegiance
to Jesus Christ, the Popes were able to cross the Christian
conception of sovereignty with pagan Roman conceptions.
According to Arthur Michael Ramsey, present Archbishop
of Canterbury:
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The papal claim to sovereignty in both church and
state involved the church in a dilemma. Either it
means a supremacy inherently destructive of the sov-
ereignty of kings and rulers or else it means that their
sovereignty has over against it the church as a rival
state, politically strong enough to hold the balance of
power. In either case the view of church sovereignty
has travelled far both from the New Testament and
from Augustine’s City of God.5°

Bertrand de Jouvenel has pointed out that the abso-
lutist monarchies of later times such as Louis XIV, Fred-
erick the Great and Charles V all found their inspiration
in this revived Roman conception of absolute sovereignty
thus brought back by the medieval popes. Thus he writes:

It was not in the temporal order that the idea of

a single, concentrated authority . . . first carried
the day. Its first victory was in the Church and the
beneficiary was the pontifical power. The way in
which the bishops of Rome transformed a mere pre-
eminence in the Church into a plenitude of power over
it is a great transformation. . . . This concentration of
authority served as a model for those which came about
in the temporal realm. The notion of a majesty, full
and entire, was brought back by the popes.3!

Writing of this new conception of papal power about
1280 A.D., Aegidius Romanus Colonna uses these terms:
“Tanta potestatis plenitudo, quod ejus posses est sine
pondere numero et mensura.” He then enlarges upon this
idea of a power which cannot be weighed, counted or mea-
sured and he affirms that it knows no exception, embraces
everything, and is the basis of every authority, is sovereign,
unlimited and immediate.52

The medieval Roman papacy, not only by its example,
but also because its claims to hegemony over the kings of
Western Europe constituted a direct threat to their own
rule, drove the royal authority to adopt the same totalitarian
ambitions. As de Jouvenel says in his classic work on
Sovereignty, “The plenitude potestatis became the goal to-
wards which the kings of Europe moved consciously.”??
To reach it the kings of Western Europe had first to destroy
all existing authorities other than their own, and that meant
the complete subversion of the existing social order as it
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had developed in Western Europe. As a result there emerged
the New Monarchy of such Kings as Philip the Fair of
France and Charles V of Spain, and of the Tudors of Eng-
land. This in turn developed into the absolutist monarchies
of King Louis XIV of France in the seventeenth century
and of the Prussian King Frederick the Great in the
eighteenth century. Thanks to the Puritan revolution Eng-
land was spared this fate. Exasperated by its excesses,
Frenchmen in 1789 rose up in revolution to overthrow the
Ancien Regime.%*

Unfortunately, instead of providing “liberty, equality
and fraternity” as it promised, the French Revolution in
its turn continued the tendency towards the ever greater
centralization of power revived in Western Europe by the
medieval papacy.’s

The medieval pontiffs of the Church of Rome may thus
claim the distinction of having revived those pagan con-
ceptions of Oriental despotic monarchy which the German
barbarians supposed they had disposed of once and for all
when they overthrew the Roman Caesars. In the papal
program for supremacy in the fullness of power we may
therefore rightly detect the seed thoughts of the modern
pagan totalitarian state. Totalitarian Communism thus
merely marks the final stage in the process of the seculari-
zation of the medieval papal program to bring in Utopia
by brute force. In both its religious and political forms
individual freedom is destroyed %6

Judged by the biblical religious motive of creation, fall
into sin, and redemption by Christ in the communion of the
Holy Spirit, the medieval Roman Catholic attempt to syn-
thesize Christianity and classical culture stands condemned
as a misguided fiasco. The Kingdom of God cannot be
advanced by adopting the weapons and methods of apostate
men. The medieval attempt to do so almost destroyed the
glorious Gospel of God by perverting its essential nature
and promise. By causing a revolution in  the Western
Church’s constitution, and in the Church’s liturgical and
doctrinal heritage, the Bishops of Rome invited the judg-
ment of the Lord of the Church. That judgment occurred
in the Reformation when Christian men became protestors
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against such medieval perversions, in order that they might
be more truly and purely Catholic and in order that they
might divest Western Christianity of its pagan accretions
and corruptions. Let the evil consequences of the medieval
attempt to synthesize Christianity with classical humanism
be a warning to Christians not to try to synthesize their
Christian life- and world-view with that of apostate scien-
tific humanism.
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CHAPTER V

THE MODERN MOTIVE OF NATURE
AND FREE PERSONALITY

With the disruption of the Scholastic synthesis of “na-
ture” and “grace” in the rise of late medieval nominalism
and as a result of the revolt of Western men against the
authoritarian enslavement of their minds by the medieval
papacy and inquisition, a third governing concept or re-
ligious ground motive made its appearance in the history
of Western culture. This new motive has been defined by
Herman Dooyeweerd as the ground motive of “nature” or
the ideal of science and the ground motive of “freedom” or
the ideal of free autonomous personality. While the watch-
word of the Reformation was soli Deo gloria and man's
liberty was defined in terms of his willing obedience to
the all-wise and loving will of Almighty God, the new hu-
manistic nature-freedom motive proclaimed the indepen-
dence of man and the sovereignty of the human spirit. Man
now came to be regarded as independent of the God of the
Scriptures and absolute in himself and he was henceforth
considered to be the only ruler of his own destiny and that
of the world. He is now regarded as creative of the world
in which he is placed, not, of course, in any originating
sense, but in the sense that his mind and his rational will
impress their character upon the universe and give it its
distinetive character, especially in the realms of intellectual
political, artistic and scientific activity. Such a humanistic
confidence in man’s natural powers and abilities meant a
revolution with respect to the old biblical basic motive of
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creation, fall into sin, and redemption by Jesus Christ in
the communion of the Holy Spirit. The biblical revelation
of the creation of man in God’s image was now subverted
into the idea of the creation of God in the idealized image
of man. Henceforth, unbelieving Western men will be
subject to none but themselves. They seek to become
autonomous and to become the source of their own light,
making their own reason the final reference point in all
human predication. Instead of the Bible being the final
point of reference for man’s understanding of his own na-
ture and destiny, the new humanistic principle of interpreta-
tion is that the human reason is both autonomous and the
final reference point. As the French philosopher Descartes
was to put it in his famous Discourse on the Method of
Rightly Conducting the Reason and Seeking for Truth in
the Sciences:

Because in this case I wished to give myself en-
tirely to the search after Truth, I thought it was
necessary for me to take an apparently opposite course,
and to reject as absolutely false everything as to which
I could imagine the least ground of doubt, in order to
see if afterwards there remained anything in my belief
that was entirely certain. Thus, because our senses
sometimes deceive us, I wished to suppose that nothing
is just as they cause us to imagine it to be; and because
there are men who deceive themselves in their reason-
ing . .. and judging that I was as subject to error
as was any other, I rejected as false all the reasons
formerly accepted by me as demonstrations. And since
all the same thoughts and conceptions which we have
while we are awake may also come to us in sleep,
without any of them being at that time true, I re-
solved to assume that everything that ever entered
into my mind was no more true than the illusions of
my dreams. But immediately afterwards I noticed
that whilst I thus wished to think all things false, it
was absolutely essential that this “I” who thought this
should be somewhat, and remarking that this truth
“I think therefore I am” was so certain and so assured
that all the most extravagant suppositions brought for-
ward by the sceptics were incapable of shaking it, I
came to the conclusion that I could receive it without
scruple as the first principle of the Philosophy for
which I was seeking.!
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For Descartes certain knowledge can spring only from
a personal investigation; the technique of true thinking
begins with an intellectual purge of all previously held
opinions and beliefs. His first principle he tells us was
“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 judgment, and to accept in them nothing
more than what was presented to my mind so clearly and
distinetly that I could have no occasion to doubt it.” No
longer willing to find certainty and truth in the Word of
God, this founder of modern rationalism was forced to
find it in his own unaided reason. Instead of God’s Word
providing him with the ordering principle of his life,
Descartes states he will make his own rational mind the
final reference point for all his thinking and doing.

For Francis Bacon no less than for Descartes the aim
was certainty. He therefore tried to equip the intellect
with what appeared to him necessary and demonstrable
knowledge of the world in which man lives. Such knowledge
is not possible for the “natural reason” which is capable
of only “petty and probable conjectures,”’? not of certainty.
And this imperfection is reflected in the want of prosperity
of the state of knowledge. The Novum Organum begins
with a diagnosis of the intellectual situation. What is
lacking is a clear perception of the nature of certainty and
an adequate means of achieving it. “There remains,” says
Bacon, “but one course for the recovery of a sound and
healthy condition—mnamely, that the entire work of under-
standing be commenced afresh, and the mind itself be from
the very outset not left to take its own course, but guided
at every step.”® What is required is a “sure plan,” a new
“way”’ of understanding, an “art” or “method” of inquiry;
in short what is required is a consciously formulated tech-
nique of research.4

The art of research which Bacon recommends has three
main characteristics. First, it is a set of rules; it is a true
technique in that it can be formulated as a precise set of
directions which can be learned by heart. Secondly, it is
a set of rules whose application is purely mechanical. Third-
ly, it is a set of rules of universal application; it is a true
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technique in that it is an instrument of inquiry indifferent
to the subject-matter of the inquiry.’

What Bacon is proposing is nothing less than infallible
rules of discovery by means of which modern men will be
able to remake the world. For Bacon genuine knowledge
can only begin with a purge of the mind, because it must
begin as well as end in certainty. The doctrine of the
Novum Organum may thus be summed up as the sovereign-
ty of man’s scientific technique and scientific method. Scien-
tific knowledge is the only kind worth possessing. Man
must find certainty in his technique and he must use his
technique to remake himself and his world. In this way
the biblical conception of man’s need for redemption by
Christ is replaced by Bacon with the idea of man’s regen-
eration by means of his scientific method. In this ration-
alist ideal of human independence from God the biblical
motive of freedom through regeneration by God’s grace
became secularized to form a new religious motive of hu-
manistic freedom understood as independence from God.®

In his Ford Lectures delivered on the Third Program
of the BBC in 1962, Christopher Hill showed the enormous
influence Bacon exerted on the men of his own generation
and of succeeding ages. He quotes Bacon’s own astonish-
ing aspiration that his scientific method would even liberate
mankind from the consequences of the Fall.

For man by the Fall fell at the same time from
his state of innocency and from his dominion over
created things. Both these losses can even in this life
be partially repaired; the former by religion and faith,
the latter by arts and sciences.

For now, thanks to science, man can again command
nature. For the future “we may hand over to men their
fortunes, the understanding having been emancipated—
having come so to speak of age.” Hence, there must
necessarily ensue an improvement in man’s estate, and an
increase of his power over nature. Hill comments that
“this breath-taking utopian vision proposes to reverse the
whole course of human history as previously understood.””

In this way the biblical motive of creation became
humanized. The divine Creator became the deified image
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of the creative urge worked in man by the new freedom
motive.

Thus Leibniz’s “Great Mathematician” was merely the
deified image of the free creative intellect of man, which
created the differential calculus, and which would eventu-
ally be able to carry through the mathematical analysis of
the cosmos to such an extent that even contingencies could
be accurately calculated.

The motive of freedom in fact called up a new image
of nature as the macrocosmic sphere within which tne
human personality could henceforth exercise its autonomy.
Nature was now to be interpreted along the lines of an
analogy of a machine to be controlled by autonomous mathe-
matical thought.?

Meanwhile, both the freedom motive and its correlate,
the new science ideal, showed an inner multiplicity of
meaning. Although it began in the secularizing of the
biblical ground-motive, the humanistic ideal of free inde-
pendent personality missed the radical character of the
biblical motive which reaches to the root of human existence
in the heart of man. Autonomous personality turned away
from this radical unity of existence to be found alone in
Jesus Christ and sought itself again within the temporal
horizon of experience with its various aspects.® Thus in
men such as Kant it sought the central seat of its freedom
in, for example, the moral function; or in men such as
Herder, Schiller, Schelling and Goethe in the aesthetic fune-
tion; or in the Romanties in the function of feeling; or in
men such as Marx in the economic funection; or in men such
as Comte, Spencer and J. S. Mill in man’s logical faculty,
i.e., his rational powers.1°

Similarly, the motive of nature or the science ideal
took on a variety of meanings depending upon the specific
modal qualification it received. Thus, when for example
Galileo and Newton laid the foundation of mechanics and
dynamics, nature was interpreted as a mathematical ma-
terial reality to be ruled by scientists. Since this new con-
ception of the world brought about a revolution in Western
scientific, political, legal and philosophic thought it is im-



188 THE CHRISTIAN PHILOSOPHY

perative that all Christians should understand its nature
and results.

A. The Intellectual Revolution of the Seventeenth Century

As a direct consequence of the birth of experimental
modern science, the medieval and classical conception of
reality broke down and it was replaced by the world-view
underlying modern humanistic mental processes. This rev-
olution in Western thought overturned the authority not
only of the Middle Ages but also of Classical Antiquity since
its repercussions led not only to the destruction of Scholastic
philosophy but also to the total eclipse of Aristotelian phy-
sics and the end of a long subservience to the thought pat-
terns of ancient Greece. According to Sir Herbert Butter-
field in his important study, The Origins of Modern Science:

It outshines everything else since the rise of Chris-
tianity and reduces the Renaissance and Reformation
to the rank of mere episodes, mere internal displace-
ments, with the system of medieval Christendom. Since
it changed the character of men’s habitual mental
operations even in the conduct of the non-physical
sciences, while transforming the whole diagram of the
physical universe and the very existence of human life
itself, it looms so large as the real origin both of the
modern world and of the modern mentality that our
customary periodisation of European history has be-
come an anachronism.!!

From this intellectual revolution there has flowed all
the main currents which have shaped the modern mind
and produced its distinctive characteristics, the modern
mind defined by A. N. Whitehead in Science and The Mod-
ern World as a “vehement and passionate interest in the
relation of general principles to irreducible and stubborn
facts . . . it is this union of passionate interest in the
detailed facts with equal devotion to abstract generalisation
which forms the novelty in our present society. Previously
it had appeared sporadically and as if by chance.”’!2

At the same time, historians of the scientific revolu-
tion in the seventeenth century recognized that the roots
of this revolution lay deep in the Middle Ages. In his work
on the history of science in the Middle Ages, A. C. Crombie
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has proved that Galileo was widely read in the science of
earlier times and found therein numerous rational conclu-
sions from man’s common knowledge of the world. The
work of his genius was to select from these medieval and
classical conclusions concepts which were fundamental for
mechanics and cosmology, and to establish these concepts
by showing their consistency with natural phenomena ex-
perimentally demonstrated and mathematically analyzed.!®

While the Church of Rome and the “Holy” Inquisition
at first opposed the advance of modern science by burning
Giordana Bruno at the stake on the 17th of February,
1600,1* Reformed Christians welcomed the attempt to ap-
ply God’s creation-mandate to man to ‘“subdue the earth
and have dominion over it.” In his lectures on Calvinism,
Abraham Kuyper rightly drew attention to the fact that
Calvinism ““fostered and could not help but foster love for
science.” H. Van Riessen points out in his lectures on
The University and its Basis delivered at Unionville, On-
tario in 1962 ‘“that all the universities of the Netherlands
of that time were founded as Calvinistic universities;
Leiden, Utrecht, Groningen, Franeker and Harderwijk.”'?
In Calvinist Holland there was invented the telescope, the
microscope and the thermometer, thus making empirical
science possible. As Lewis Mumford says in his history
of technology, Technics and Civilization:

It was a Dutch optician, Johann Lippersheim,
who in 1605 invented the telescope and thus suggested
to Galileo the efficient means he needed for making
astronomical observations. In 1590 another Hollander,
the optician Zacharias Jansen, invented the compound
microscope; possibly also the telescope. One invention
increased the scope of the macrocosm ; the other reveal-
ed the microcosm; between them the naive conceptions
of space that the ordinary man carried around were
completely upset.®

According to Kuyper, love for science was fostered
and motivated amongst Calvinists by their doctrine of God’s
foreordination of all events within space and time. He
writes :

As a Calvinist looks upon God’s decree as the
foundation and origin of the natural laws, in the same
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manner also he finds in it the firm foundation and
origin of every moral and spiritual law; both of these,
the natural as well as the spiritual laws, forming
together one high order, which exists according to
God’s command and wherein God’s counsel will be ac-
complished.

Faith in such an unity, stability and order of
things, personally as predestination, cosmically as the
counsel of God’s decree, could not but awaken as with
a loud voice, and vigorously foster love for science.
Without a deep conviction of this unity, this stability
and this order science is unable to go beyond mere con-
jectures, and only when there is faith in the organic
interconnection of the Universe, will there also be a
possibility for science to ascend from the empirical
investigation of the special phenomena to the general,
and from the general to the law which rules over it,
and from that law to the principle which is dominant
over all.l?

Kuyper then refers to the Calvinistic Confessions which
speak of the two means whereby we know God, viz., the
Scriptures and Nature, and he points out that Calvin,
instead of simply treating Nature as an accessorial item
as so many previous theologians had been inclined to do,
was accustomed to compare the Scriptures to a pair of
spectacles enabling us to decipher again the divine thoughts,
written by God’s hand in the book of Nature which had
become obliterated because of the curse. ‘“Thus vanquished
every dread possibility that he who occupied himself with
nature was wasting his capacities in pursuit of vain and
idle things.”'® On the contrary, Kuyper adds, Calvinists
realized ‘“that for God’s sake our attention may not be
withdrawn from the life of nature and creation.” As a
direct result of this revived Calvinist interest in the won-
ders of God’s creation the study of the human body regained
its place of honor beside the study of the soul; and the
social organization of mankind on this earth was again
regarded as being well worthy of human study. For Kuy-
per it is this new interest in the Father’s world which ac-
counts for the close relation existing between Calvinism
and Humanism, “In as far as Humanism endeavoured to
substitute life in this world for the eternal,” he writes,
“every Calvinist opposed the Humanist. But in as much
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as the Humanist contented himself with a plea for a proper
acknowledgement of secular life, the Calvinist was his al-
ly.”19 It is interesting to notice that Christopher Hill has
also recognized this relation between the men of the new
scientific movement and the Protestants. After referring
to the founding of Gresham College in 1598 in London by
Sir Thomas Gresham who endowed no less than seven pro-
fessorships in Divinity, Law, Rhetoric, Music, Physic, Ge-
ometry and Astronomy, Hill says that:

In addition to their scientific activities, some of
the Gresham professors had Puritan connections. Gel-
librand had to appear before the High Commission for
approving publication of an almanac in which many
of the traditional saints were omitted, and replaced
by the names of victims of persecution under Bloody
Mary. . . Gellibrand also “suffered conventicles . . .
to be held in his lodgings at Gresham’; his successor
Samuel Foster was ejected from his chair in 1636 for
refusing to kneel at the communion table; he was re-
stored only after the Long Parliament had met. Other
Gresham professors had Puritan connections which
caused the government considerable alarm. It was
thus no accident, but the result of half a century of
history, that in 1645, the year of the Royalist defeat,
it was in Foster’s chambers at Gresham College, after
his weekly astronomy lecture, that the group which
later formed the Royal Society first began to meet.?®

In 1648-49 the leading figures of this group—Wilkins,
Wallis and Goddard—were imported into Oxford University
by the Parliamentary Commissioners and the higher sci-
entific achievements of London were imposed upon the
reluctant university from outside, and Oxford became for
a few years a center of scientific studies. The restoration
of King Charles II ended all this. It was only natural that
when the scientists were ejected from Oxford in 1660 they
should regroup around their old home, Gresham College,
and that four of the twelve founding members of the Royal
Society should be Gresham professors. The Royal Society
held its meetings in Gresham College. In 1662 the Royal
Society received a royal charter formally incorporating it
as a society for promoting natural knowledge. The in-
fluence of the Royal Society in securing adequate discussion
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of new ideas, in focussing scientific opinion, and in making
known the researches of scientists has been incalculable in
furthering the advance of science in the English-speaking
world.?* Thus the Puritans played a most notable part in
the cause of the scientific revolution. As a witness that
intellectual life in England was freer after and because
of the Puritan Revolution than it had been before, consider
the judgment of the Marquis of Halifax:

The liberty of the late times gave men so much
light, and diffused it so universally among the people,
that they are not now to be dealt with as they might
have been in the ages of less inquiry. . . . In former
times . . . the men in black had made learning such
a sin in the laity that for fear of offending they made
a conscience of being able to read. But now the world
is grown saucy, and expecteth reasons, and good ones
too, before they give up their own opinions to other
men’s dictates.??

In a lecture delivered before the Free University of
Amsterdam in 1957 on Greek and Christian Ideas of Nature,
Michael Foster, Fellow of Christ Church, Oxford, pointed
out that the modern scientific attempt first to understand
and then to master nature, “an attitude of modern men
so characteristic of modern science,” has a biblical source.
In Genesis 1:28 man is commanded to “replenish the earth
and subdue it.” In Psalm 8 the psalmist says, ‘“Thou
madest him [man] to have dominion over the works of
thy hands, thou hast put all things under his feet.”23 John
MacMurray, former professor of Moral Philosophy in the
University of Edinburg, declared in his famous BBC lec-
tures on Freedom in the Modern World:

Science is useless to us unless we have a faith that
can use it. . . . The faith of Europe, by which it has
lived and achieved, is Christianity. It is Christianity
which has unified and directed our emotional life, deter-
mined our nobler purposes, created our societies. Also
—mark this well—it was Christianity which gave us
science by its insistence on the spirit of truth. It is
still the Christian impulse that sustains all that is
really fine and inspiring in our modern life, including
science. . . .

To insist that science is the work of Christianity
is not to overlook the legacy of Greece. The Greek
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spirit of free rational enquiry was speculative and
intuitive—philosophical rather than scientific. . . . Sci-
ence, in the proper sense, did not exist until the end
of the Middle Ages, and it was the Christian impulse,
working in the medieval world, which provided the
element essential for the transformation of rational
speculation into scientific enquiry.?*

For all these varied reasons, then, modern Christians
need have no fear of the modern scientific investigation
of nature and of scientific research and its various methods,
provided always that the methods used in such investiga-
tion and research are not absolutized and false conclusions
derived from it regarding the nature of man in society.
The greatest proof we can adduce as to the possibility of
cooperation between the Gospel and modern science is sim-
ply to refer to all the Christian men and women throughout
the world engaged in worshiping their Creator in their
labratories and universities, thinking God’s thoughts after
him as they penetrate ever deeper into the mysteries of
his creation.

The seventeenth century is a watershed in the history
of Western thought for it saw the development of those
ideas which distinguish the modern freatment of nature
from that customary in the ancient and medieval worlds.
Whereas ancient and medieval science had tended to be
based upon a qualitative and teleological explanation of
natural phenomena, the new science which arose in the
early years of the seventeenth century was based upon an
empirical, quantitative and mathematical analysis. Thus
nature presents herself to Galileo as a simple orderly system
whose every proceeding is thoroughly regular and inexor-
ably necessary. This rigorous necessity in nature results
from her fundamental character and structure. Further
this rigorous necessity in nature results from her funda-
mentally mathematical character—nature is the domain of
mathematics. As Galileo himself puts it:

Philosophy is written in that great book which
ever lies before our eyes—I mean the universe, but
we cannot understand it if we do not first learn the
language and grasp the symbols in which it is written.
This book is written in the mathematical language and
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the symbols are triangles, circles and other geometrical
figures, without whose help it is impossible to com-
prehend a single word of it.2s

Mathematical demonstrations then, rather than scho-
lastic logic, furnish the key to unlock the secrets of the
universe. The truth of nature consists in mathematical
facts rather than in Aristotelian qualities; what is real and
intelligible in nature is that which is measurable and quanti-
tative.

Galileo was greatly assisted in this revolutionary ap-
proach to the study of nature by the tremendous advances
in mathematical technique which began to take place during
the seventeenth century. The power of arithmetic in deal-
ing with numerical calculations involving multiplication and
division was greatly increased by Napier’s invention of
logarithms which he published in 1614. The decimal nota-
tion for fractions was introduced about the same time as
logarithms. The introduction of these discoveries brought
arithmetic into its modern form. At the close of the six-
teenth century algebra also began to assume its modern
and symbolic form. In this it has a language of its own
and a system of notation which has no obvious connection
with the things represented. The credit for introducing
this was mainly due to Francis Vieta of Paris. Descartes
also made a contribution to algebra by fixing the custom
of employing the letters at the beginning of the alphabet
to denote known quantities and those at the end to denote
unknown quantities. His greatest contribution to mathe-
matics, however, was his introduction of the idea of motion
into geometry. He drew attention not merely to the proper-
ties of figures but to those of curves, lines of which the
relation to two fixed lines at right angles to one another
may be expressed by equations, so that every point on the
curve has the geometrical property expressed in the equa-
tion of that curve. This idea, coupled with the previous
application of algebra to geometry, gave rise to coordinate
geometry to which belong the graphs used in scientific and
statistical writings. By the time these and other con-
temporary improvements had been reached, the ground was
ready for the great achievement, the calculus, invented in-
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dependently by Newton and Leibniz. The calculus deals
with the relations between variable quantities. Combined
with the Cartesian system of analytical geometry it pro-
vided an almost universal method for all difficult calcula-
tions and a better theoretical framework for previously
acquired knowledge about mathematical relations of all
kinds. Thus the advances in mathematical technique pro-
vided scientists with the indispensable basis for the geome-
trization of physics.2¢

The keystone of seventeenth century science proved to
be Galileo’s new theory of motion which he was able to
verify experimentally before men’s eyes, thus showing that
some, at least, of Aristotle’s notions were demonstrably
false. The authority of the “Philosopher” was profoundly
shaken when people were forced to admit that all bodies
fall with uniform acceleration and that the sun’s face is
spotted. In thus appealing to factual evidence rather than
to a preconceived notion of motion “as the act of that which
is in potentiality, as such,” (8 Phys. v. 8), Galileo stands
out as the prophet of the experimental method in modern
science. This method consists in putting definite questions
to Nature and obtaining answers from the results of ex-
periment or observations without starting with precon-
ceived hypotheses. It is this approach to Nature with an
open mind content to learn by strict observation and ex-
perimental loyalty to fact that is the essence of the modern
scientific spirit.

Viewed as a whole Galileo’s method consists of three
steps; (1) intuition, (2), demonstration, and (3) experi-
ment. Facing the world of sensible experience we isolate
and examine as fully as possible a certain typical phenom-
enon in order to intuit those simply absolute elements in
terms of which the phenomenon can be most easily and
completely translated into mathematical form, which
amounts to a resolution of the sensed fact into such ele-
ments as can be best treated in quantitative combination.
Galileo seems to have been the first scientist to put this
method systematically and consciously into practice in his
study of dynamics.
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Nothing reveals the revolution which took place in Eu-
ropean scientific thought better than Galileo’s analysis of
a problem left by Aristotelian physics. This analysis not
only solved the problem but also in doing so provided the
fundamental postulates of “classical” Newtonian physics.

The problem appeared in the motion of a projectile
such as a shot from a cannon. It became evident to Galileo
that the projectile does not move the way it should were
Aristotle’s theory of motion true. This difficulty arose
because Aristotle supposed that force is that which exhibits
itself as the motion or velocity of the body upon which it
acts, that is to say, force is that which produces velocity.
From this it followed that when a force ceases to act upon
a body the body should cease to move. In most instances
this definition of force is apparently confirmed. When I
push the table on which I am now typing the table moves
and when I cease to exert any force the table ceases to
move. Yet in the projectile fired from a cannon and its
motion, this consequence of the Aristotelian definition of
force is not confirmed. The force has ceased to act the
moment the explosion takes place. Yet the projectile con-
tinues to move over great distances of space and over a
considerable interval of time, following upon the cessation
of the explosion. To Galileo it became clear that the diffi-
culty centered not only in the motion of the projectile but
in Aristotle’s definition of force in general. Obviously a
new conception of force was required. Galileo’s problem
was therefore to find a new and correct definition of force
in terms of the motion of any object whatsoever. This
allowed him to choose the simplest case of a force acting
on a moving body which he could find, namely, a body
falling freely under the force of gravitation.

He then experimented with inclined planes and found
that the results of his measurements agreed with those
calculated from his hypothesis that the speed is proportional
to the time of the fall and its mathematical consequence
that the space described increases as the square of time.
From these and other experiments Galileo was enabled to
suggest the modern definition of force. Force is that which
produces not motion or velocity as Aristotle supposed but
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change of velocity or acceleration. According to this new
scientific definition of force it follows that when a force
ceases to act on a body it will not cease to move but it will
merely cease to change its velocity.

Galileo’s new definition of force entailed a rejection
of the whole of the Aristotelian physics. And since there
is not a major concept in Aristotle’s metaphysics which
does not appear in his physics this change had the addi-
tional consequence of requiring the rejection of the Aris-
totelian view of the world as well as the whole scholastic
philosophy which had been built upon it. The modern
world, once it was forced by Galileo’s analysis and experi-
ments to replace Aristotelian physics and its attendant
philosophy, was required thereby to rear its philosophy
also upon new foundations. As Sir Herbert Butterfield
well says in his fascinating discussion of “The Historical
Importance of a Theory of Impetus” in his book The Ori-
gins of Modern Science:

From the fourteenth to the seventeenth century,
the Aristotelian doctrine of motion persisted in the
face of recurrent controversy, and it was only in the
later stages of that period that the satisfactory alter-
native emerged . . . . Once this question was solved
in the modern manner, it altered much of one’s ordi-
nary way of thinking about the world and opened the
way for a flood of further re-interpretations and dis-
coveries. . . . We might say that a change in one’s
attitude to the movement of things that move was
bound to result in so many new analyses of various
kinds that it constituted a scientific revolution in it-
self. . . . The modern law of inertia, the modern theory
of motion, is the great factor which in the seventeenth
century helped to drive the spirits out of the world
andko2p7ened the way to a universe that ran like clock-
work.

The attempt to build up a new life- and world-view
upon the new theory of impetus was done first by Descartes
in France and later by John Locke in England. Further-
more, when Newton began to look at celestial as well as
terrestial motions from the standpoint of the requirements
of Galileo’s new theory of impetus and doctrine of motion,
the modern science of Mechaniecs as we find it developed
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in Newton’s Principia, The Mathematical Principles of Na-
tural Philosophy was founded; and Kepler’s previously
verified three laws of planetary motion came out as logical
consequences. Thus the previously separated sciences of
astronomy and mechanics were shown to be one science rath-
er than two. The heavenly bodies, considered by Aristotle
to be divine, incorruptible, and different in kind from our
own imperfect world, were thus brought into the range of
man’s enquiry, and were proved by Newton to work in one
gigantic mathematical harmony in accordance with the dy-
namical principles established by the terrestial experiments
and inductions of Galileo and Newton.

One of the great tragedies of history is that this revolu-
tion in man’s ways of thinking about the world in which
he lives should have been resisted by so many Western
Christians, because it was supposed that Newton’s physics
overthrew the authority of the Word of God. By allowing
the glorious Gospel of Jesus Christ to become synthesized
with Aristotle’s pagan philosophy during the Middle Ages,
the Western Church paid the price by losing the support
of millions of modern men. As Alan Richardson suggests
in his book The Bible in the Age of Science:

So well had Aquinas succeeded in Christianizing
Arigtotle that when the authority of Aristotle in the
sphere of astronomy or physics was called in question,
it seemed as though Christian truth itself wag being
impiously assailed. So completely had Aristotle and
the Bible been harmonized in the medieval synthesis
of natural and revealed theology that the overthrow
of Aristotelian philosophy by the rise of modern science
seemed to the Aristotelian philosophers, though not to
the new scientists themselves, to involve the rejection
of the biblical revelation as well. The one indubitable
truth which we learn from a study of the history of
philosophy is that of the impermanence of philosophical
points of view. The world-view which the new scien-
tific movement had to destroy before it could come
to maturity was that based on Aristotle and Ptolemy:
it was not derived from the Bible, and in the event,
the Bible has continued to exercise authority over the
minds of men long after Aristotle had been deposed.®

If this observation does not support Dooyeweerd’s de-
mand for a truly Christian and biblically-oriented philoso-
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phy, this writer does not know what else would. Let the
fate of our Christian forebears who tried to synthesize the
Word of God with Aristotle’s pagan world-view be always
a warning to modern Christians not to fall into the same
trap and attempt to synthesize the Word of God with the
vain imaginings of apostate secular humanists. If the
Church of God is to survive in the modern world it is
imperative that she stop cohabiting with secular humanists
and stand fast by the Word of God.

To be forewarned is said to be the condition of being
forearmed. We shall therefore examine the secular human-
ist deductions drawn from the scientific revolution, always
bearing in mind that however plausible such conclusions
may appear, they are not necessarily and inevitably the
only deductions and conclusions which can be drawn from
the “facts.” As Christians we take our point of departure
for all our thinking in the Word of God written in the
Holy Secriptures and thus we differ radically from all secu-
lar humanists who take their point of departure in their
own reason. Our ordering principle in terms of which we
see the “facts” revealed by modern scientific discovery dif-
fers radically from the ordering principles of apostate
humanists.

B. Locke’s Conception of Man and the State

John Locke and Rene Descartes were the first human-
ists to develop systematically the supposed philosophical
consequences of modern science. Both men conceived of the
nature of things as made up of the material objects of physi-
cal science which they termed material substances, and they
conceived of human beings as mental substances, the re-
mainder of experience being regarded as the product of
the interaction of these two types of substances. Hence-
forth Western humanists would tend to conceive of the
universe on the analogy of a gigantic machine and no
longer on the medieval analogy of an organism.2® In cther
words, modern thinkers suppose that nature’s changes and
processes are produced and directed not by final causes as
Aristotle imagined but by efficient ones. Nature to these
modern humanists appears as a system of physical objects
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located in a public infinitely-extending absolute space.
In order to carry this theory through in detail and to
bring it into accord with the factual evidence, they found
it necessary to identify the material substances of the new
physics not merely with gross objects but also with the
unobservable small particles termed atoms.

For these first “scientific humanists” the immediately
apprehended colors, sounds, orders, and warmth experienced
in normal life do not belong to the material objects of
nature at all, but they are mere appearances projected back
upon the material object by the observer. Newton carried
this distinction between the “primary” and the ‘“secondary”
qualities of natural objects a step further. Not only are
sensed heat, sensed colors, and sensed sounds mere appear-
ances but also so are sensed time and sensed space. At
the beginning of his Principia Newton states that the space
in which the postulates of his physics locate the colorless,
odorless, physical particles which make up the physical
world is not the immediately sensed spatial extension and
relation between sensed data which is a purely private
space. Instead it is a single public space of nature which
has the same mathematical geometrical properties always
and everywhere regardless of the varying distorted sensed
spaces which appear to different observers. Newton termed
this public space absolute, true and mathematical space in
contrast to the relative and apparent space of private in-
dividuals. Similarly, in Newton’s physics time became
postulated as being a public time which flows equally with-
out relation to anything external.

From this teaching of Newton modern humanists have
developed their religion of scientism, according to which
the only reality which exists is this physical reality describ-
ed by Newton’s physics, because they assumed that the
new physics revealed not a truth, but the complete and
final and only real truth about the world.?® What was the
reality thus revealed? The answer that these humanists
such as Locke and Descartes gave was that it was matter.
Matter was the name given to what the physicists believed
they were measuring. For Locke and Descartes the new
physics suggested that the warmth we sense in the stove
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and the fragrance which we smell in the rose do not belong
to the material objects at all independently of the observer.
In fact, the sensed qualities in sensed space and sensed time
are not constituents of nature at all. For these devotees
of scientism nature is composed of dead inert matter and
of colorless, odorless, physical atoms located in public mathe-
matical space and time which is quite different from the
relative space and time which one immediately apprehends
in experience. In this way the modern apostate view arose
that the world of matter which the physicists studied is
the real world in the true, full, and final sense of the word
“world.” Over against this real world stands the ordinary
world of everyday experience—the world of concrete per-
sons and things, events and institutions we daily come into
contact with at work and at play. This latter world now
came to be regarded as the world only of appearance, as
opposed to the scientist’s world of reality. The world of
appearance soon became the “pre-scientific” way of view-
ing the world, while “logical” came to denote the methods
of the scientists. According to Bertrand Russell the pre-
scientific world is also the pre-logical world, the world as
the “pre-scientific’” mind viewed it, a primitive, undevelop-
ed world of mere opinion and therefore unworthy of the
modern humanist’s support.3! For the scientific humanist
the real world is a world of matter in motion located in
a public mathematical space and time which is quite differ-
ent from the relative space and time which the ordinary
man apprehends in his daily experience.

The effects of these ideas and especially of the Carte-
sian and Lockean doctrine of primary and secondary quali-
ties upon modern secular humanistic “scientistic” thought
have been of incalculable importance. They marked the
particular step in that process of banishing man from the
supposed “real” world of nature and his treatment as an
effect of what happens in the latter which has been a
constant feature of most modern humanistic philosophy.

Till the time of Galileo it had always been taken for
granted that man and nature were both integral parts of
a larger whole in which man’s place was the more funda-
mental. Whatever distinctions might be made between
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being and non-being, between primary and secondary, man
was regarded as fundamentally allied with the positive and
the primary. To all important ancient thinkers and medieval
philosophers man was a genuine microcosm; in him was
exemplified such a union of things primary and secondary
as truly typified their relations in the vast macrocosm.
Now it is proclaimed by Locke and Descartes that man is
really outside the “real” world. Man is hardly more than
a bundle of secondary qualities. For the first time in the
history of Western thought man begins to appear as an
irrelevant spectator and insignificant effect of the great
mathematical system which is the substance of reality.

Given such a ‘“scientistic” view of reality, it is not
surprising that humanists have banished not only man from
the place he formerly occupied but also God from his
position as sovereign Creator of the universe. Medieval
philosophy, attempting to solve the ultimate “why” of
events instead of their immediate “how’” and thus stres-
sing the principle of final causality, had conceived of God
as the Final Cause. God, as it were, headed up the whole
teleological hierarchy of the Aristotelian forms as Pure
Form while man was conceived as intermediate in reality
and importance between God and the world. The final
why of events in the latter could be explained mainly in
terms of their use to man, the final why of human activities
in terms of the eternal quest for union with God. Now
with the superstructure from man up banished from the
“real” world, the how of events being the sole object of
exact study, there no longer appeared any place for final
causality. The “real” world is simply succession of atomic
motions in mathematical continuity. Under these circum-
stances, causality could, it was supposed by these apostate
humanists, be lodged only in the motions of the atoms
themselves, everything that happens being regarded as the
effect solely of mathematical changes in these material ele-
ments. With final causality banished, God as Aristotelian-
ism had conceived him was quite lost. The only way to
keep him in the universe was lo invert the Aristotelian-
scholastic metaphysics and regard him as the first Efficient
Cause or Creator of the atoms. God thus ceases to be the
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supreme good in any important sense. He is appealed to
merely to account for the first appearance of the atoms,
the tendency becoming more and more irresistible as human-
istic philosophy developed to lodge all further causality for
every effect in the atoms themselves.

The English philosopher John Locke was the first mod-
ern humanist to work out the cultural consequences for
politics and law of this new scientistic religious ground-
motive. According to this science ideal the whole of reality
is nothing but material substances in public space and
time acting upon mental substances to cause the latter to
project sensed qualities in sensed space and sensed time
as appearances. Consequently, Locke maintained that no
alternative remained but to identify the soul of man and
the political person with the mental substance since these
are the only substances which have consciousness. The
person’s body on the other hand is an aggregate of ma-
terial particles moving under the mechanistic laws of New-
ton’s physics. Thus the individual person in his moral,
religious, and political nature as a conscious being and in
his subjective scientific status as an observer of nature is
a single mental substance, whereas in his bodily nature he
is an aggregate of many atoms of material substances. In
Locke’s legal theory this group of material substances which
is the person’s body is his property just as much as are
the aggregates of material substances which are his house
and land and clothes.32

Since a mental substance is an elementary entity with-
out parts and quite independent of the material substances,
it follows that the soul of man is quite unaffected by the
dissolution of the body at its death. It is clear also that
it is with one’s mental substance, since it alone has con-
sciousness, that religion must be concerned. Since any in-
dividual mental substance is a completely self-sufficient
independent thing in no way requiring the existence of
any other mental substances for its own conscious spiritual
being and life, religion for Locke and succeeding liberal
modernists tends to become a purely introspective private
thing with respect to which the individual person is far
better informed than any priest or church and hence the
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only person who is a competent religious guide. Upon
this basis the individual man alone, consulting his own men-
tal substance introspectively, is the sole criterion of the
correctness of his religion, and the religion of one man
cannot be shown to be incorrect by an appeal to any other
man’s doctrine whether it be that of Thomas Aquinas or
John Calvin. This conception of religion as being what a
man does with his own solitariness differs as much from
Reformed doctrine as it does from Roman Catholic doctrine.
However, Locke’s view of religion gave a new and revolu-
tionary egocentric form to the emphasis upon individual
conscience. It also provided humanists with a philosophical
basis for their doctrine of complete religious toleration.
Since each man is believed to be his own criterion of the
truth, obviously it is useless to believe any longer that one
particular church or body of persons has access to the truth
any more than any other church or group of persons.

Because Locke’s philosophical theory of a person as a
mental substance prescribes no relation between the per-
sons making up a society, he also taught that there are no
social laws prescribed either by God or by nature. Hence
no alternative remained for Locke but to regard the laws
of ecclesiastical and civil government as mere conventions
having their sole authority in the private introspectively-
given opinions of the independent mental substances and
their joint majority consent. Locke spoke of all people in
the state of nature as subject to the law of reason. But
this law of reason was given a new content quite different
from the organic social principle of Scholasticism. For
Aristotle and Aquinas man is by his very nature as an
individual a social animal. He is in his essential nature
and not merely as a result of his free consent expressed
through a majority vote a political animal. For Locke on
the other hand the basis for ecclesiastical or civil laws is
quite different. Nature is made of material substances
which, instead of entering into the teleological hierarchical
order of medieval science, obey the purely mechanistic laws
of Newton’s physics; thus there is no basis for social laws
in nature. As far as Locke is concerned the individual
person is absolutely free and independent, and no principle
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grounded in the nature of the mental substances and join-
ing them to each other exists to give the state anything
more than a conventional status. Thus for Locke and
succeeding liberal rationalists all men are born free and
equal and the origin and basis of government lies in the
consent of the governed. In Locke’s opinion man does not
enter into the state because organic relations with other
men enable one to express more fully one’s moral, religious,
and political nature as was the case in the classical and
scholastic concept of the state. Instead the state is a
necessary evil forcing one to give ap part of the ideal good
which is the complete independerce and freedom of the
individual in order the better to preserve one’s property.
As Locke and succeeding individualists conceive of it the
state is the result of an ‘“original compact” between sover-
eign free individuals who together conclude a compact in
order the better to secure their rights and property. In
the original compact men do not give up all their rights.
They surrender only so much of their natural liberty as
is necessary for the preservation of society; they give up
the right they had in the state of nature of individually
judging and punishing those who do them wrong, but they
retain the remainder of their rights under the protection
of the government they have agreed to establish.3?

In this theory of the origin and nature of government
Locke has replaced the medieval organic and functional
theory of the state with an individualistic and mechanistic
conception. For Locke what leads men to enter community
and social life is nothing essential but merely outward
economic and political convenience. Society is not organ-
ically necessary as supposed by Aristotle and Aquinas but
only comes about through a social contract whereby each
individual hopes to better safeguard his “natural” rights
to “life, liberty and property.”’?** For such individualistic
rationalists the tie uniting individuals in society is thus
merely external. As Dooyeweerd well says of this Lockean
conception of the state:

Just as he resolved all complex Ideas into simple
ones, so to him the free individual remained the central
point of the civil state. Just as the entire preceding
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Humanistic doctrine of natural law, Locke construed
the transition from the natural state to the civil state
by means of the social contract. The citizens had
already possessed their inalienable rights of freedom
and private property in the natural state, but they
needed the social contract to guarantee them by an
organized power. And this was the sole intention of
this contract in the system of Locke. The civil state
is no more than a company with a limited liability,
designed for the continuation of the natural state under
the protection of an authority. It is the constitutional
state of the old liberalism, the state which has as its
only goal the maintenance of the innate human rights
of the individual.®s

A society formed on such a basis is of course not a
real community at all, but only a combination (and a selfish
one at that) of a contractual character. It did not take
long for other rationalists to extend this principle of a
“social contract” to other forms of human community. Thus
the marriage relationship in the English-speaking world
came to be regarded in the course of the next two centuries
as resting on a contract which could be broken at the
pleasure of one or both parties. Why should one enter into
a fundamental interdependence with another human being
if every individual has the divine spark of reason already
in himself. With this new rationalistic and individualistic
frame of reference, community can never be on the same
level of importance as autonomous individuality, but only
something subordinate and casual.

However, such a view of the state well suited the needs
of the rising class of industrial capitalists, merchant ad-
venturers and business entrepeneurs who were seeking to
overthrow the restrictions imposed upon them by the old
medieval control of industry, trade and commerce as well
as the more recent mercantilist policies of the Tudor and
Stuart monarchs.?¢ Locke’s philosophy of the state as a
“limited liability company” provided these new classes in
British society with an ideology in terms of which they
could justify their selfish business enterprises. In this way
Locke may rightly be considered the father of the “laissez-
faire, laisser aller” school of “classical” economics as well
as of modern Anglo-Saxon secular individualistic liberalism.
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Locke’s individualistic conception of the role of the state
as a night-watchman was soon allied with the political pro-
gram of the classical school of economists which advocated
the unrestricted free play of social forces in business and
economic life. In this economic individualism, economic
life became strongly rationalized and the mercantilist con-
trol of industry by the state was allowed to wither away.

This rationalistic liberal individualism inevitably led
to anarchical consequences for man’s life in society as out-
raged human nature took its revenge on the capitzlist’s and
financier’s callousness, indifference and irresponsibility to
other men’s sufferings and poverty. It is largely because
of Locke’s apostate teachings about the nature of man in
society that Anglo-Saxon society, insofar as it has relin-
quished its Christian basis, appears to be in a state of
latent anarchy and collapse.

By the middle of the nineteenth century a fierce re-
action set in against this rationalistic individualism. Yet
this collectivist reaction in its turn was worked out logically
from a naturalistic presupposition. The apostate secular
humanist alternative to rationalistic individualism is not
a free community but primitive tribal collectivism. It is the
depersonalized mass man, the man forming a mere particle
of the social structure. Likewise, it is the centralized im-
personal bureaucratic state which succeeds the decaying
“limited liability”” watchman state of so-called liberal de-
mocracy. Only where a strong federal system of govern-
ment together with a strong Christian tradition had pre-
vailed was it found possible to avoid this fatal alternative
of individualism or collectivism and thus to avoid that sud-
den transition from a half anarchic individualism into a
tyrannical tyranny. The American, British, and Canadian
societies of the English-speaking world, which abhor the
way taken by totalitarian Communist Russia and Red China
do not yet seem to have grasped the lesson that if the
process of de-Christianization and neutralizing of their cul-
ture goes on much longer within their societies, then they
too will inevitably go the same way.
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C. Rousseau’s Romantic Reaction to the Science Ideal

As we have just shown, the mechanistic picture of the
universe constructed under the primacy of the nature-mo-
tive, aiming at man’s scientific domination and control of
his natural and social environment, created intolerable ten-
sions within modern Western societies and reduced human
beings to the narrowed-down view of man of Lockean
anthropology. Thus the dialectical tension within the mod-
ern humanistic ground motive revealed itself in its true
light. The science ideal, which had been evoked by the
ideal of creative free personality, had led Western unbeliev-
ers in the course of only two hundred years to a determin-
istic image of nature which left no room for free autono-
mous personality. The ideal of science had gained the
primacy over that of personality which had brought it
forth at the time of the Renaissance. As Dooyeweerd points
out:

The dialectical character of this humanist motive
is clear. “Liberty” and “nature” are opposite motives,
which, in their religious roots, cannot be reconciled.
When all reality is conceived according to the motive
of “nature,” that is, within the cadre of the “image of
the world” created by natural science, there remains
in all reality no place for “autonomous and free per-
sonality.” In Kant’s “dualism” between ‘‘nature” and
“liberty,” science and belief, theoretic and practical
Reason, this polarity of the humanist motive is clearly
seen.%?

In fact, Dooyeweerd interprets the whole history of
modern apostate Western thought as the story of an inces-
sant conflict between the two poles of this motive, as they
are concretized in the humanist ideal of free individual
personality emphasizing the religious ground motive of
autonomous freedom of modern man from Almighty God
on the one hand and the scientific ideal of scientific method
and the sovereignty of technique emphasizing the motive
of nature on the other. The pendulum of modern philosophy
swings back and forth between the poles of these two
religious ground motives.38

The tremendous development of the mathematical and
physical sciences during the seventeenth and eighteenth
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centuries led to such a crisis for modern post-Christian
Western culture that in Rousseau and the Romanticists one
witnesses a tremendous swinging back of the pendulum to
the ideal of free personality. Thus Rousseau tried with
all the eloquence at his command to transfer the seat of
primacy from Nature back to the ideal of human freedom
and he sought to locate the seat of such freedom in the
modal aspect of feeling.

Since in Rousseau’s world of thought this tension bke-
tween the ideal of science and the ideal of free personality
reached the proportions of religious crisis, we shall examine
his teachings of man in society as epitomizing the dialectical
tensions underlying the development of Western thought as
a whole.

In 1750, in answer to the question posed by the Acad-
emy of Dijon, which offered a prize for the best response,
Rousseau sent in his essay, Discourse on the Sciences and
the Arts. This work at once established his European repu-
tation. It marked the most passionate attack yet delivered
upon Western rationalism, dominated as it had become by
the sovereignty of technique and scientific method, and by
its inevitable tendency towards the mechanization of all
social relationships. From the beginning the humanistic
ideal of science had implied a fundamental problem with
respect to the relationship between scientific thought, stimu-
lated by its Faustian passion for power and the autonomous
freedom and value of man as a free individual person.

As Dooyeweerd says:

In the soul of Rousseau this problem attained such
a tension, that he openly proclaimed the antinomy he-
tween the two polar motives of Humanistic thought.
He did not eschew the consequences of disavowing the
science ideal, in order to make possible the recognition
of human personality as a moral aim in itself.?®

Rousseau first made vocal the newly awakened fear that
rational criticism, having demolished the more inconvenient
pieties, dogmas, and disciplines of the Church, might not
be able to stop before their criticism brought down the
whole social order. Thus he writes:
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If our sciences are futile in the objects they pro-
pose, they are no less dangerous in the effects they
produce. Being the effect of idleness, they generate
idleness in their turn; and an irreparable loss of time
is the first prejudice which they must necessarily
cause to society. . . .

These vain and futile declaimers go forth on all
sides, armed with their fatal paradoxes, to sap the
foundations of our faith, and nullify virtue. They
smile contemptuously at such old names as patriotism
and religion, and consecrate their talents and philoso-
phy to the destruction and defamation of all that men
hold sacred.*®

In short, Rousseau believed that science unfettered
from religious and moral values is dangerous because it
undermines reverence and is destructive of faith and moral-
ity. The tremendous significance of Rousseau in the his-
tory of Western thought lies in the fact that he carried one
wing of modern humanism with him. Kant acknowledged
that Rousseau had first revealed to him the surpassing
value of the moral will and the categorical imperative as
compared with scientific inquiry; and Kant’s philosophy,
if not the beginning of a new age of faith, at least began
a new division between natural science on the one hand
and religion and morals on the other. Kant's critical
philosophy led him to make a sharp separation between
the realms of nature and freedom, the sphere of natural
science and the sphere of autonomous personality. He tried
to confine natural science to the phenomenal world, where
it could not harm the verities of the human heart, religion,
and the moral law. Thanks to Rousseau the distrust of
intelligence was written large over the philosophy of the
nineteenth century.*!

In his recent study of Rousseau, Pierre Burgelin has
advanced the interesting thesis that Rousseau spent his life
in search of a new form of Christianity. Thus he writes:

What must be found is a new Christianicy in a
form adapted to our times, and that will lead man to
his ends: happiness and wisdom. But what can man
do? To that question Rousseau’s answer remained
ambiguous: it is the educational and political task of
making a new man beyond us.*?
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Elsewhere Burgelin points his question by adding that
Rousseau “a senti la necessite d’une miracle et d’une
grace.” Rousseau’s message is intensely personal; it is the
faith of an outsider, of a man self-absorbed, morbidly jeal-
ous of his independence, and yet eager for friendship and
for love. While such men have no doubt always been
common Rousseau was the first to produce a philosophy
to suit his own needs. His philosophy is inspired, not by
curiosity and by the need to understand and to put into
good order, but by a need for self-justification and also for
an ideal world where his troubled spirit could find peace.
It is not, like other philosophies before it in Western civiliza-
tion, an adjunct or support of Christianity, nor is it a revolt
against Christianity in the name of reason; it is a personal
philosophy which is a substitute for religion and the first
of its kind. Tt uses reason more to attack other positions
than to establish its own. Rousseau was seldom a close
reasoner about religion and morals, except when his purpose
was destructive; and his purpose was by no means always
to destroy. He had many positive beliefs, moral and re-
ligious, which he was more concerned to proclaim and to
exhibit than to justify.on rational grounds.

The Savoyard Vicar, whose most intimate convictions
are Rousseau’s own, in his Profession of Faith ‘“‘cannot
understand how anyone can be a sceptic sincerely and on
principle,” for “doubt about what it behooves us to know
is a condition too violent for the human mind, and cannot
be long endured, so that the mind necessarily decides one
way or another, preferring to be deceived than to believe
nothing.” The Vicar’s method, in laying the foundation of
his philosophy of life, though it looks on the surface some-
thing like the Cartesian method, is at bottom quite unlike
it. He says that he will admit as ‘“self-evident” what he
cannot ‘“honestly refuse to believe”; but he soon makes
clear that he will take for certain whatever he strongly
desires to be true, provided there are no good arguments
against it. He uses reason less to support his faith than
to clear the ground for it.t3

The Vicar speaking in his author’s name speaks with
aversion of materialism and atheism, as if they were forms
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more of vice than doctrines different from his own; or as
if he could not bring himself to believe that anyone could
honestly doubt what it seems to him so important should
be true. He knows from experience that doubt about some
things is oppressive and intolerable, and therefore takes it
for granted that anyone who professes such doubts must
be an impostor, if not worse. He believes that atheists
are either frivolous or unnatural. At the same time, and
with equal sincerity, he preaches a wide tolerance.

As a result of this ambiguity of a philosophy so per-
sonal and peculiar as Rousseau’s, which rejects tradition
and makes only a limited use of reason, which deliberately
treats man’s consolation as the final measure of truth, his
message was paradoxically divided up among his heirs in
the nineteenth century, to each according to his own spirit-
ual need. Thus it appeared as traditional and revolutionary
in the Gospel according to Chateaubriand and in the Gospel
according to Michelet; in Mme. de Stael and Comte, in
Hegel and Tolstoy.

Rousseau’s search for a new form of Christianity or
a new religion must be understood in the context in which
that search was conducted at a period in history when the
whole tradition of the West seemed on the point of disinte-
grating under the acid criticisms of modernity. He pos-
sessed an acute sense of the coming change in the relation
between church and state, between religion and culture and
the state. Thus he once said, “Religion, pure and unde-
filed, leads to a mysticism which is disinterested in the
city. Politics unalloyed, and without a religious foundation
leads to slavery.” With these words Rousseau puts both
the Roman Catholic priests and the atheistic materialists
out of court. For Rousseau the great question facing all
Europe is to find a new religion or a new form of Chris-
tianity which should be at once pure, independent of the
state, and yet its foundation.

According to Burgelin, this basic question is dealt with
in Emile and La Nouvelle Heloise in the context of a dis-
cussion on education or, if one prefers, of Rousseau’s
anthropology. His bitterest attacks were directed against
the rationalistic view of religion of the so-called ‘“Enlighten-
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ment.” In this attack he correctly saw an attack upon the
religious kernel of the humanistic ideal and worship of free
personality. Thus his proclamation of the natural religion
of sentiment was directed as much against the materialism
of the French Encyclopedists as against the deism of the
English Deists. He never wearied of telling his contem-
poraries that religion is not seated in man’s head, but in
his “heart.” Abstract science may not encroach upon the
holy contents of human feeling. He therefore combated
the rationalistic associational psychology of Hume which
had excluded the soul from its sphere of investigation. And
his opposition was marked by a passion which can only be
understood in terms of an ultimate religious reaction of
the humanistic ideal of free personality over against the
impersonal tyranny of the science ideal. As Rousseau saw
it, the scientific attitude towards life had robbed Western
life of all its poetry, romance, and meaning. Man was born
free, but everywhere in Europe he was being reduced to
the level of an insignificant slave of technology and produc-
tion. The freedom of every sovereign individual person-
ality ought to be recognized equally in all individuals, yet
Western culture was coming to be dominated by sovereign
science in all spheres of life. It had not made good its
promise to redeem humanity proclaimed by Francis Bacon,
Descartes, and Voltaire. Science had not brought freedom
but slavery, inequality, and exploitation. Man’s conquest
of Nature had in effect meant some men’s conquest of all
other men.

In Rousseau’s doctrine of man human nature is inher-
ently good; if its expressions are perverted, the reason lies
in the artificiality of existing social structures which pre-
vent it from expressing itself freely. He argued that men’s
minds were split and tormented by the pressures of society
upon them and they could only be made whole again if the
community was more perfectly united, and where a com-
mon faith and loyalty that would hold men together would
also make them self-reliant and free. Now, in principle,
what is artificial is the product of artifice, that is to say,
of reason conceived as the capacity for constructing arti-
facts. Consequently, Rousseau finds the bond of society in
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man’s animal nature and the source of hostility and conflict
between men in reason. The way of salvation therefore
lies in getting back to “Nature” and allowing the natural
goodness of human impulses to determine the form of socie-
ty. He therefore looked to a change in social conditions
for the abolition of all forms of evil and exploitation and
proposed “to take men as they are and states as they ought
to be,” proclaiming thereby that there is no need for men
to repent of their sins but only for a radical re-organiza-
tion of political and social conditions.

In his famous work Du Contrat Social ou Principles
du Droit Politique he formulated the problem which this
new program involved as follows:

The problem is to find a form of association which
will defend and protect with the whole common force
the person and goods of each associate, and in which
each, while uniting himself with all, may still obey
himself alone, and remain as free as before.**

Rousseau attempted to solve this problem by means of
his theory of the “social contract” which in order to be
valid must include precisely the clause that each individual
delivers himself with all his natural rights to all, collective-
ly, and thus through becoming subject to the whole by his
participation in the “general will” gets back all his natural
rights in a higher juridical form. He says of this social
contract:

These clauses, properly understood, may be reduc-
ed to one—the total alienation of each associate, to-
gether with all his rights, to the whole community;
for, in the first place, as each gives himself absolutely,
the conditions are the same for all; and, this being so,
no one has any interest in making them burdensome
to others.45

According to Rousseau, the inalienable right of freedom
maintains itself in the inalienable sovereignty of the peo-
ple, which can never be transferred to the magistrate. The
sovereign will of the ordinary common people he terms “the
general will,” which expresses itself in legislation. As such
it must be sharply distinguished from the will of all. For
the “general will” should be directed exclusively toward the
general interest; it is therefore incompatible with the exist-
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ence of private associations which stand between the in-
dividual and the state, because they foster particularism.
At this point Rousseau expressly appeals to Plato’s ideal
state.

The “general will” is, by Rousseau’s definition, always
right. It is the common will of the people. If man himself
is the only criterion for moral and political behavior, then
the benefit of the majority of men in a given community
becomes irresistible. Instead of our doing good to others,
it is they who do good to us by allowing us to exist. He
says:

In order then that the social compact may not be
an empty formula, it tacitly includes the undertaking,
which alone can give force to the rest, that whoever
refuses to obey the general will shall be compelled to
do so by the whole body. This means nothing less
than that he will be forced to be free; for this is the
condition which, by giving each citizen to his country,
secures him against all personal dependence.*¢
This quotation not merely states clearly Rousseau’s

doctrine that the general will confers freedom on individ-
uals by constraining them; it explains the grounds on which
he maintained it. The general will is my own free will.
Hence, in obeying it, I realize my own real nature under-
stood in Aristotle’s teleological terms, and I am truly free,
even though this entails my consenting to my own execu-
tion. It is important to notice that what I consent to is
the operation of a general law. There is nothing personal
about it, and that is why it should cause me no resentment.
Rousseau’s ideal was that life in society should approximate
as closely as possible to what he conceived to be a “natural”
condition of existence under knowable laws of nature. The
laws of the state should, in theory, be fixed and unalterable
like the law of gravitation. If they are this, they may be
held to enlarge and not to restrict freedom, since they can
be taken into account and turned to advantage as gravita-
tion can be, in the planning of a rational life. Dependence
on things is not servitude; dependence on human beings is.
According to Rousseau the state is a “moral person whose
life is in the union of its members, and if the most im-
portant of its cares is the care for its own preservation,
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it must have a universal and compelling force, in order to
move and dispose each part as may be most advantageous
to the whole. As nature gives each man absolute power
over all his members, the social compact gives the body
politic absolute power over all its members also; and it is
this power which, under the direction of the general will,
bears . . . the name of Sovereignty.”*? It is, therefore,
not surprising to find that in Rousseau’s doctrine the state
cannot be in any way restricted by its own laws. The
general will remains always sovereign. Hence the right of
the state to modify its own constitution must remain un-
questioned. As he claims: *“the most general will is always
the most just also, and the voice of the people is in fact the
voice of God.”*8

With these ominous words, Rousseau, the so-called
apostle of human freedom, ushered in the age of apostate
totalitarian democracy. His religion stands revealed as the
deification of society in opposition to the liberal individ-
ualistic deification of the individual. Rousseau invented
modern democracy. He invented first the dogma that every
man has an equal right to a say in government, and second-
ly, that democracy alone has the right to silence its critics
or opponents—a doctrine applied by the one-party state of
the so-called Russian and Chinese ‘“peoples’ democracies”
and with less ruthlessness in the two-party state of the
Anglo-Saxon democracies.

By means of this doctrine of the universal or general
will, Rousseau provided the French intelligentsia of his day
with what they most badly wanted, a means of translating
their dreams of a Heavenly City constructed out of their
own rationalistic humanist dreams into practical politics.
During the second half of the eighteenth century the French
intelligentsia had become obsessed with a search for a single
principle of existence, a principle which would explain the
functioning of the universe and establish a criterion for
the judgment of all moralities. In short, they wanted to
discover the naturalistic and scientistic equivalent for the
Christian revelation they had discarded. Ag Carl Becker
neatly puts it in his important study of The Heavenly City
of the Eighteenth Century Philosophers, “The Philosophes
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demolished the Heavenly City of St. Augustine only to re-
built it with more up-to-date materials.”**

This passion to rebuild the City of Man along the lines
suggested by Bacon and Locke was satisfied temporarily
in the idea of utility, which explained human actions in
terms of the operation of a single urge towards happiness
and postulated that goodness consisted not in obeying the
will of God revealed in the Holy Scriptures but in the pro-
motion of all men’s happiness by obeying the dictates of
right reason.

The immediate practical difficulty which this theory
encountered when first advocated by Holbach and Helvetius
—the most important of the French philosophes—was the
incompatibility between what some men regarded as their
happiness and what others regarded as theirs. The theory
started with the belief that all men’s selfish interests could
be reconciled, and indeed that the universe was so consti-
tuted as to make them fundamentally harmonious. All con-
flicts of interest and desire had therefore to be explained
away as the consequence of sin. If the universe cculd be
reduced to ordered rules by Newton’s science, then they
believed that human nature too could be brought within a
single pattern, and they sought a universal law of political
gravitation by which they could restore the order of human
society to its original purity.

When this theory broke down, the need for the deliber-
ate or, as it was called, artificial “identification of inter-
ests” became apparent. The search for a scientific morality
developed into the search for a scientific scheme of legisla-
tion. Some thinkers put their faith in legal or economic
reform requiring the removal of all impediments to in-
dividual initiative, and the sweeping away of all social,
legal, and religious privileges. Others looked to education
to teach men to see through superstition and convention
to where their true interests lay, in the belief that once
they had discovered this, harmony between men would en-
sue. All these liberal rationalists held in common the con-
viction that somewhere or other a discoverable panacea for
all human evils existed. The function of the legislator and
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the moralist was simply to unfold and apply the reconciling
principle embedded in the constitution of the universe.

The great achievement of J. L. Talmon in his crucial
work The Origins of Totalitarian Democracy was to have
revealed the decisive part played by Rousseau in this pro-
cess of French political thought. His great contribution,
according to Talmon, was to add to this faith in a universal
pattern of order his idea of the universal will with the
result that order was no longer thought of as an abstract
idea but as a principle immanent in society. Henceforth,
the natural order was not conceived as a thing external to
man, as a model or a guide to human action, but as a thing
inanimate in man. Utopia was not something for the phi-
losopher to construct and the statesman to impose, but some-
thing which was already being willed by the people of
Europe and which would come about once their “general
will” was allowed to be effected. Thus Rousseau gave to
his century and the Enlightenment the dynamic quality
which transformed it into a revolutionary faith. Once the
mystical idea of the general will was born, once society was
credited with the common will, superior to the will of its
individual members, eighteenth century rationalism became
an instrument of revolutionary violence instead of benevo-
lent despotism. Thus Talmon, writes:

A vital shift of emphasis from cognition to the
categorial imperative takes place. The sole, all-explain-
ing and all-determining principle of the philosophes,
from which all ideas may be deduced, is transformed
into the Sovereign, who cannot by definition err or
hurt any of its citizens. Man has no other standards
than those laid down by the social contract. He re-
ceives his personality and all his ideas from it. The
State takes the place of the absolute point of reference
embodied in the universal principle.5®

Talmon maintains that the most important character-
istic of Rousseau’s political theory was that it treated the
will of the people, not as something to be ascertained by
discussion and consent, but as something which already
exists, which can be discussed by reason, and which it is
the business of government to translate into practice. The
popular will was not something arbitary to be elicited by
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voting, a compromise or amalgam of individual wills, but
a mystical force. All legitimate government was the servant
and executor of this general will. Talmon shows that there
wag considerable disagreement among Rousseau’s disciples
and much confusion in Rousseau’s mind about what political
machinery should be used for discovering the general will
of the people, but they agreed on one thing: it was not
to be discovered by the machinery of parliamentary govern-
ment. All parliaments were held to be naturally predispos-
ed to a sectional or sectarian view of policy. Any settled
institution or corporation, national or local, would necessar-
ily acquire traditions, prejudices, and interests which would
blind it to the interests of man conceived as a universal
abstraction. Accordingly, Rousseau favored, wherever pos-
sible, direct democracy, or what is today called the principle
of the mandate. Suspicious of everything which stands
between the people and the execution of their general will,
Rousseau was therefore hostile to all representative institu-
tions. The people, Rousseau maintained, could never be
adequately represented, since parliaments inevitably became
vested interests and their members inevitably usurped the
sovereignty of the electorate. True democracy was pleb-
iscitary. It must aim at getting popular sanction for a
detailed program and establishing an executive strong
enough to carry that program out with the least possible
delay. Yet the popular will must not be identified with
the will of the majority. Only when the people voted with
disinterested purity, only when their minds were fixed on
their interests as citizens, not as members of particular
constituencies or corporations, could the real will be elicited
by counting votes. The popular will was in fact the old
natural order endowed with a soul and dressed up for the
barricades. It was a purpose held to be supported by a
mystical driving force. Popular measures were not es-
sentially measures approved by the people, but measures
which it was the people’s interest to approve and which
therefore could be forced down their throats without dimin-
ishing their liberty.

Talmon next proves beyond any further dispute that
these ideas of Rousseau provided direct inspiration for the
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French Revolution, working themselves out in the Jacobin
clubs which conceived of themselves as repositories of the
people’s will, in the revolutionary suspicion of the French
parlements as mere vested interests masquerading under
the fiction of representation, and in Robespierre’s Self-
Denying Ordinance forbidding members of the Constituent
Assembly to stand for re-election lest they should acquire
the characteristics of a close corporation. To keep the peo-
ple’s will effective, the French revolutionaries discouraged
the formation of settled institutions. Only when society
was kept in a state of perpetual ferment and upheaval would
popular direct government be possible. Finally, Talmon
shows how war and famine made the Jacobins take Rous-
seau’s theory a stage further, adding to it the theory of
the revolutionary vanguard. Since a strong executive was
needed, the Committee of Public Safety had to justify its
existence by presenting itself as a provisional dictatorship
acting as ward and steward of the people’s interests until
the people should be educated into a proper sense of what
their interests were, and until the enemies of the Revolu-
tion had been extinguished. What later came to be called
in Marxist theory the dictatorship of the proletariat had
thus already become elaborated in detail in the course of
the French Revolution. Until the Revolution should be
secure against its enemies, government should be conceived
as an emergency measure. No limit could be placed on
their competence, because in an emergency everything
necessary to the safety of the state is right. In order to
keep the revolutionary spirit alive and to achieve that de-
gree of social cohesion necessary to the victory of the Rev-
olution, the people must be made constantly to feel that
they were living in a besieged fortress. They must be
taught the inevitability and naturalness of civil conflict.
They must understand that peace and stability are boons
reserved for Utopia and that in the meantime the order of
the day must be strife and suspicion. They must never be
allowed to forget the enemy within the gates or to lose
sight of the truth that they are engaged in a battle a ou-
trance. Only perfect victory can save them from complete
defeat. Talmon’s quotations from the speeches of the rev-
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olutionary leaders provide striking anticipations of contem-
porary communist utterances and prove conclusively his
thesis that all the essential elements in Marxism were al-
ready visible and explicit in the French Revolution. Rous-
seau rather than Karl Marx must thus be awarded the title
of father of modern totalitarian democracy.

Talmon’s thesis was bound to shock all those modern
liberals and humanists who had regarded the French Revo-
lution as the beginning of modern liberalism.’* In his
discussion of its economic doctrines, Talmon shows how
this impression was given. Many of the revolutionary
thinkers, including Rousseau, believed in property, and of
course the most lasting achievement of the Revolution was
the creation of a powerful class of peasant proprietors.
Many revolutionaries held what today would be called a
philosophy of Chestertonian distributism. Revolutionary
economic theory, however, was in fact a mixture of economic
individualism and mercantilist restrictionism. Those who
upheld the right to private property did so for essentially
socialistic reasons, not on grounds of prescriptive right, but
as a concession from the state which the state could with-
draw. Even when property was defended by the revolu-
tionaries they did so against the background of their phi-
losophy of political messianism. Property was a useful or
necessary institution to be preserved for social reasons and
subject to conditions to be enforced by the state. Thus the
spirit of r